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Perceived Age. Perceived age on the other hand reflects the age that one thinks 

one is as compared with others in his/ her workplace in terms of how they look, feel and 

act. Perceived Age was measured using the scale developed by Cleveland, Shore and 

Murphy (1997). This scale has three items (e.g., Compared to the average age of 

members of my work group, I FEEL). The response options were ‘Older’, ‘Younger’, 

‘About the same age,’ which were scored 1, 3 and 2 respectively (a=  .73). See Appendix 

A for complete scale.

Subjective Age. The subjective age of an individual refers to how old/ young the 

individual perceives him-/herself to be (Barak & Stem, 1986). Subjective Age was 

measured using the scale developed by Cleveland, Shore and Murphy (1997). This scale 

has four items (e.g., The way you generally feel). The response options to this 5-point 

scale were ’25-35’, ’36-45’, ’46-55”, “56 and older’, which were scored one to five 

respectively (a=  .73). See Appendix A for the complete scale.

Expertise

The change in question was a technical one, hence there were likely to be 

differences in the experience that individuals had with computers and their use. 

Participant expertise was assessed by using tenure as well as a computer experience 

questionnaire.

Tenure. The tenure of the participants was obtained by asking them for the 

number of years they had been at their current job.

Computer Experience Questionnaire. In this questionnaire participants indicated 

if  they had ever used a computer and if so to rate the duration of experience, the
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frequency of use and breadth of computer knowledge (a scale developed by Ann 

Fruhling, 2005). Responses to the questionnaire were categorized as follows: no prior 

experience; some experience (very little knowledge and infrequent use); a lot of 

experience (knowledge of a few applications and occasional use) and expert (broad 

knowledge and frequent regular use). For the purposes of analyses, only the first 4 items 

were used because they capture the actual amount of experience the individual has with 

using a computer.

It is important to note that this scale includes both items of a subjective and 

objective nature. The first two items asked participants to indicate how many hours they 

spend on the computer and internet and how many times they use these technological 

services, making these items an objective measure of computer experience. The third and 

fourth items asked the participants for a ‘subjective measure of their computer 

experience.’ These items were crucial to the results of the study which primarily sought 

to determine and predict the attitudes of individuals towards technology, the belief they 

have that they will be able to accept any technological changes that may occur (self- 

efficacy) and, in turn how their self-efficacy affects their acceptance of change. See 

Appendix B for the complete scale.

Endogenous Variables

Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is defined as an individual’s judgment of his/ her own capabilities to 

organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of
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performances (Bandura, 1995). Two measures of self-efficacy were obtained: job self- 

efficacy and change-related self-efficacy.

Job Self-efficacy. Job Self-efficacy was measured with the Personal Efficacy 

Beliefs Scale developed by Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Bentancourt and Hooker (1994). This 

scale consists of 10 items (e.g., “I have confidence in my ability to do my job”, “I doubt 

my ability to do my job” (reverse scored), “I am very proud of my job skills and 

abilities.” See Appendix C for the complete scale.

Change-related Self-efficacy. Change-related self-efficacy was assessed using a 4- 

item measure developed by Ashford (1988). This was assessed using a 5-point response 

format ranging from agree to disagree (e.g., I get nervous [that] I may not be able to do 

all that is demanded of me by the restructuring). See Appendix C for the complete scale. 

Acceptance o f Change

The acceptance of change scale was adapted from an existing scale developed by 

Oreg (2003) to assess the affective aspect (e.g., I’m excited about this change) and 

cognitive aspect (e.g., The move will do us all good) of the acceptance of change. This 

was measured using a 5-point response format ranging from agree to disagree The 

reliabilities of the above mentioned change aspects are .78 and .86 respectively. See 

Appendix D for the complete scale.

Procedure

All the participants were solicited by means of an email, as shown in Appendix E, 

which contained a link to a website that contained a questionnaire. The email explained 

the purpose of the study as well as thanked them for their time and participation. The
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questionnaire began with some questions that required the participants to state their date 

of birth and the number o f years of service in that particular job. All the above mentioned 

questionnaires were included to make up this questionnaire.

Results

The target audience of this study was 60 faculty members from the College of 

Education at the University of Nebraska at Omaha. However, only 43 faculty members 

from the college responded to the survey after a total of three requests from the principal 

investigator and her advisor. This provided a 71.67% response rate which according to 

Matthews, Boon, Flisher and Schaalma (2006) is an acceptable response rate for a survey.

Before any of the analyses were conducted, all the variables were centered. 

Centering involves subtracting the mean of the variable from each value (Aiken & West, 

1991). West, Aiken and Krull (1996) state some advantages to centering continuous 

variables. Centering ensures that the interpretation of effects will occur at the meaningful 

value of the continuous variable, which occurs as a result of making the mean of the 

variable 0 while preserving the units o f the scale. Yet another advantage mentioned by 

these authors is that centering makes the regression model analogous to the ANOVA 

model which enables the interpretation of a main effect across all levels of other factors. 

Finally, centering reduces multicollinearity as it eliminates non-essential ill-conditioning. 

Descriptives

The descriptive statistics for the exogenous variables are stated in Table 1, which 

includes the three measures of age and the two measures of expertise. The average 

chronological age of the participants in the study was 52.16 years, and the average tenure
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of these professors was 11.98 years. Tables 2 and 3 present the endogenous variables 

used in the study. This includes the two measures of self-efficacy and the measure of 

acceptance to change. The statistics show a noteworthy variance in the age and tenure of 

the participants.

Table 4 depicts the correlations among the different variables included in this 

study as well as the reliability of the different measures on the sample. The reliabilities 

range from medium to high. The age measures have the highest reliability, whereas the 

measures of expertise and acceptance of change have medium reliability.

Correlations were run between the variables included in this study. As expected 

all three measures of age, perceived, subjective and chronological, were positively 

correlated with each other. Chronological age had a strong positive correlation with 

subjective age, r = .83 ,P <  .01, whereas it had a positive correlation with perceived age, r 

= .33, p  < .05. Subjective and perceived measures of age had a positive correlation, r =

.60, p  < .01.

Change-specific and personal beliefs self-efficacy were moderately correlated 

with each other, r — .57, p  < .01. Both of the measures had a positive correlation with 

both the measures of expertise, experience with computers and tenure. Both change- 

specific and personal beliefs self-efficacy had a positive correlation with acceptance of 

change, r = .45, p  < .01; r = .54, p  < .01, respectively.

Expertise was correlated with all the three measures of age. Also, tenure was 

positively correlated with subjective, perceived and chronological age, r = .68,/? < .01; r 

= A l ,p  < .01; r=  .62,/? < .01, respectively.
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Acceptance of change was positively correlated with the measures of age; 

however, none of these correlations were significant. This positive correlation implies a 

trend that older individuals are accepting of changes. As mentioned earlier, acceptance of 

change had a significant positive correlation with self-efficacy, as well as both the 

measures of expertise, neither of which was significant.
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Table 1

Number of participants in the different age groups

Age Gruup 
(in years) Number of participants
25-35 5
36-45 6
46-55 9

56 and above 23
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Effect o f Age and Expertise on Self-efficacy

Hypothesis 1 predicted that older individuals with expertise would have higher 

self-efficacy compared to older individuals with lesser expertise. On the other hand, 

younger individuals would have high self-efficacy regardless o f expertise. This was 

tested using a hierarchical regression. This determined whether expertise had an effect on 

the relationship between age and self-efficacy. Six hierarchical regression analyses were 

conducted using the three measures of age: chronological, perceived and subjective, as 

well as the two measures of expertise: computer experience and tenure. The two 

measures of self-efficacy; personal-beliefs self-efficacy and change-specific self-efficacy, 

were summed and the mean of the two was used for all the analyses. The measures of 

self-efficacy were summed because they measure two related facets of efficacy (i.e., the 

belief in ones ability to perform the task at hand as well as the ability to cope with the 

technological changes occurring throughout the organization). In each of these analyses 

the age and the self-efficacy measures were entered in the first step, and the interaction of 

the two was entered in the second step.

The first set of regressions was conducted to determine the relationship between 

the various measures of age and computer experience, as a measure of the individual’s 

expertise, on the self-efficacy o f the individual. The three regressions with tenure as a 

measure of expertise were not significant. Perceived age with both tenure and computer 

experience was also not significant.

When expertise was measured using computer experience, the interaction of 

expertise with both chronological age R 2 = 0.23, F(3, 39) = 3.85, p  < .01 (see Table 5)
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and the interaction with subjective age R 2 = 0.22, F(3, 39) = 3.67,p  < .02 (see Table 6) 

were significant. Specifically, self-efficacy regressed on the interaction of chronological 

age and computer experience resulted in significant increment in unique variance 

accounted for beyond the two main effects, R2A = 0.14, FA (1, 39) = 7.18, p < .01.

The significant relationship between the age and computer experience on self- 

efficacy was probed further using a method advocated by Aiken and West (1991). This 

would help explain the difference between the two age groups, namely, older and the 

younger individuals, if  one existed. The procedure begins with the significant 

relationships obtained in regression analysis which are recast as the regression of the 

criterion on one predictor. Using the following algebraic expression, each regression 

equation is restructured thus explaining the regression as a Y on X at Z levels.

A

Y = (bi + b3Z)X + (b2Z + b0)

In order to solve this equation several, values of Z should be employed. These 

values could be from within the full range of Z as it is a continuous variable. Cohen and 

Cohen (1983, in Aiken & West, 1991) suggest that researchers use the values of Z that 

correspond to one standard deviation above and below the mean and the mean of the 

sample when substituting in the equation. The current analysis employed only the high 

and low values of age to probe the interactions. The next step is to regress these values on 

the entire model, i.e., the effect of age and computer experience on self-efficacy, which 

was accomplished for each of the high and low values of the chronological and subjective 

measures of age. The results are then graphed to illustrate the findings. Figure 2 and 3
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show the interaction of computer experience and chronological and subjective ages, 

respectively, on self-efficacy.

Hypothesis 1 was significant for the chronological and subjective measures of 

age. We will first explore the measure of chronological age. The interaction between age 

and expertise in the model predicting the relationship between the high values of 

chronological age, i.e., older individuals, and computer experience on self-efficacy was 

significant, R 2 = 0.14, F(3, 39) = 3.85,/? < .01, R2A = 0.14, FA (1, 39) = 7.18, p < .01 

(see Table 7). Computer experience as a predictor of self-efficacy was also significant in 

this model, (p = -7.25, £(39) = -3.09,/? < .004), which indicates that the self-efficacy of 

older individuals is influenced by the amount of computer experience. Older individuals 

with experience using a computer tend to view themselves as self-efficacious in the realm 

of new technologies.

Also, the interaction between age and computer experience in the model 

predicting the relationship between the low values of chronological age, i.e., younger 

individuals, and computer experience on self-efficacy was significant, R 2 = 0.23, F(3,

39) = 3.85,/? < .01, R 2A = 0.14, FA (1, 39) = 7.18, p < .01 (see Table 8). This shows that 

the self-efficacy of younger individuals is not influenced by the amount of experience 

they have had with computers. Younger individuals will have self-efficacy for dealing 

with changes related to technology merely by virtue of the fact that they have been 

exposed to such changes from a very young age.

As mentioned earlier Hypothesis 1 was significant for the measure of subjective 

age. The interaction between age and computer experience in the model predicting high
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subjective age, i.e., individuals who feel older than they actually are, and computer 

experience on self-efficacy was significant, R 2 = 0.22, F(3, 39) = 3.67, p  < .02, R 2A = 

0.14, FA (1, 39) = 7.14, p < .01 (see Table 9). This indicates that when individuals felt 

like they were older than their actual age, self-efficacy did not depend on the amount of 

experience with computers.

The interaction of age and computer experience on self-efficacy for those low in 

subjective age, i.e., individuals who felt they were younger than they are, was significant, 

R 2 = 0.22, F(3, 39) = 3.67,p  < .02, R2A = 0.14, FA (1, 39) = 7.14, p < .01 (see Table 10). 

Computer experience as a predictor was also significant in this model, (fi = -.67, £(39) = - 

3.053,p  < .004), which demonstrates that the self-efficacy of individuals who feel 

younger than they actually are is influenced by experience with computers. This indicates 

that although individuals are old, their experience with computers and the fact that they 

perceive themselves as being younger than they are, will influence their self-efficacy.
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Figure 2

Interaction between high and low values o f  chronological age and computer experience 

on self-efficacy

14

12

10

8

6

4

2

0
3 5 7 9 11 13 15 171

Computer Experience (in years)

 CA high
Older individuals

 CA low
Younger individuals



51

Figure 3

Interaction between high and low values o f  subjective age and computer experience on 

self-efficacy
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Effect o f  Age, Expertise and Self-efficacy on Acceptance o f  Technological Change

As a result of the findings that hypothesis 1 was significant for two out of the 

three measures of age, and one of the expertise measures, the hierarchical regressions for 

the second hypothesis were conducted using only those measures found significant in 

hypothesis 1. Thus, chronological and subjective ages and computer experience were 

used for subsequent analyses. Hypothesis 2 was assessed using a path-analysis model as 

advocated by Kenny and Judd (1986). This method of analysis first used hierarchical 

regressions to test whether self-efficacy had an impact on the relationship of age and 

acceptance of change, as well as the relationship between expertise and acceptance of 

change. Similarly, hierarchical regressions were also employed to test whether self- 

efficacy would mediate the relationship between age and computer experience on 

acceptance of technological change. One simple regression, to determine if self-efficacy 

influenced acceptance of change, and two hierarchical regression analyses were 

conducted. For the hierarchical regressions, the age and the computer experience 

measures were entered in the first step, the interaction of these two was entered in the 

second step, and the interaction of the age and computer experience measures with self- 

efficacy was entered in the third step.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that self-efficacy would mediate the relationship between 

age, experience and acceptance of technological change. The hierarchical regressions 

conducted indicated that there was no mediation between the variables. The non

significance of these results can be explained by the possibility of an unmeasured 

variable which will be discussed in the next section in detail. However, the first step of
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the analysis was supported, i.e., the simple regression predicting the relationship between 

self-efficacy and acceptance of technological change was significant, R 2 = 0.31, F( 1, 41) 

= 18.33,p  < .0001 (see Table 11). This shows that self-efficacy does influence 

acceptance of change. It indicates that when individuals have high self-efficacy for a 

particular job, they will be accepting of changes that occur within the realm of that job 

activity.

Exploratory Analyses

When conducting the hierarchical regressions to test for the mediation, it was 

found that there were 2 3-way interactions that were significant. The first hierarchical 

regression predicting the relationship between chronological age, computer experience 

and self-efficacy on acceptance of change was significant, R 2 = 0.16, F(4, 38) = 1.82,/? < 

.10, R 2A = 0.12, FA (1, 38) = 5.33, p < .02 (see Table 12). The second hierarchical 

regression predicting the relationship between subjective age, computer experience and 

self-efficacy on acceptance of change was also significant, R 2 = .16, F(4, 38) = 1.76, p  < 

.10, R 2A = 0.10, FA (1, 38) = 4.61, p < .03 (see Table 13). These findings indicate that 

there is a relationship between the age, computer experience, self-efficacy and acceptance 

of change by the individual.



Table 11

Regression Analysis Predicting the Relationship between Self-efficacy and Acceptance of Change

fi R2 F
Self-efficacy -0.56 0.31 18.33**

*p  < .05
* *p  < .01
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Discussion

Overview

The purpose of this study was to investigate the validity of the stereotype that 

older individuals are less accepting than younger individuals of any kind of technological 

change at the workplace. The current study proposed to explore the effect that contextual 

factors such as expertise and self-efficacy have on the relationship between age and 

acceptance of technological changes among individuals. The first goal of this study was 

to determine whether age and expertise influenced the self-efficacy of older and younger 

individuals. The next goal sought to determine if the effects of age and expertise on the 

acceptance of technological changes were mediated by their influence on self-efficacy. 

This section will begin by presenting a summary of the findings and interpretations from 

this study. It will be followed by the implications of the study, methodological limitations 

and finally by future research questions.

Summary o f Results from Predictions

Age, expertise and self-efficacy. The first hypothesis tested the moderation effect 

of expertise on the relationship between age and self-efficacy, where older individuals 

would have higher self-efficacy when they had expertise, as compared to those older 

individual who had lesser expertise. On the other hand, younger individuals would have 

high self-efficacy, regardless of expertise. The data from this study confirmed this 

prediction such that older individuals who had computer experience had higher self- 

efficacy compared to those with lesser computer experience. Also, as predicted, younger 

individuals had higher self-efficacy regardless of the amount of computer experience.
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The data also shows that the number of years on the job, or tenure o f the 

individual, does not have any significant impact on the technology-related self-efficacy of 

either younger or older individuals. A possible reason for this could be that the job of a 

faculty member does not typically include computer experience. Tenure merely indicates 

the number of years an individual has been a faculty member, not necessarily that he/she 

had any exposure to computers within that time period. Only the amount of computer- 

specific experience influences self-efficacy among both older and younger individuals.

Recall that there were three measures of age used in this study, chronological, 

subjective, and perceived ages. Of the three, chronological and subjective ages were 

found to confirm the first hypothesis. Subjective age refers to how old or young the 

individuals perceive themselves to be. Thus, individuals who perceive themselves to be 

younger than they actually are tend to have higher self-efficacy when they have had 

computer-related experience. It is interesting to note that of the three measures of age 

only two provided significant results. Perceived age was the only measure of age that did 

not provide significant results. One plausible explanation for these findings is that the 

participants were more easily able to compare themselves as being older or younger than 

their colleagues at work, whereas when determining their subjective age it was relatively 

simpler for participants to indicate a particular age group to which they thought they 

belonged. This could be the reason why the measure of perceived age did not generate 

significant results.

Age, expertise, self-efficacy and acceptance o f technological change. The second 

hypothesis focused on the mediation of self-efficacy on the relationship of age, expertise
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and acceptance of change. This builds on the previous hypothesis such that it proposes 

older individuals who have computer experience will have higher self-efficacy, which 

will lead to a higher acceptance of technological changes, compared to older individuals 

who have lower self-efficacy as a result of lesser computer experience. On the other 

hand, younger individuals will have higher self-efficacy that will lead to a higher 

acceptance of change. This hypothesis was not found to be significant. However, there 

was a significant interaction found between the age, computer experience and self- 

efficacy when regressed on acceptance of change. Further, recall the significant 

interaction between subjective age and computer experience as well as chronological age 

and computer experience on self-efficacy, and the significant correlation between self- 

efficacy and acceptance of change. It is clear that there are other variables that may play 

an important role in contributing to acceptance of change above and beyond self-efficacy. 

This signifies the variables do interact to affect the acceptance of technological changes, 

but they operate through other mechanisms besides self-efficacy.

When considering other mechanisms that may have resulted in the non-significant 

results o f acceptance of technological changes, we need to explore the phenomenon of 

the unmeasured variable problem in path analysis which was first proposed by James 

(1980). He suggested that the most likely cause of insignificant results of a path analysis 

could be one or more unmeasured variables. The problem could be relevant causal 

variables that may not have been measured. It is possible that there are some variables 

that affect the acceptance of change and self-efficacy such as openness to experience, 

self-esteem of the individual, the basis of change -  voluntary versus involuntary, and
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adequate training to cope with the change, which were not measured in the current study. 

James (1980) recommends a solution to this problem suggesting that when conducting a 

path analysis researchers should measure all variables that are causes of the endogenous 

(dependent) variable and that could be correlated with any other causes of the 

endogenous variable.

Yet another explanation why these results were not found to be significant could 

be due to the manner in which the change was brought about among the participants. 

There is a clear difference between the effects of change that has been imposed on 

individuals versus collaboratively brought about. Coch and French (1948) suggest that 

autocratic change usually destroys the “we” attitude and results in a resistance to change 

by employees. The rationale of the proposed change as well as the clear necessity for the 

change needs to be made salient if it is to be seen as favorable among employees.

Bennis (1999) in his article on leadership styles states that the traditional top- 

down leadership model will not prove to be an efficient means of dealing with 

subordinates in a world engulfed by technological changes. He emphasizes the need for 

collaborative efforts and teamwork when introducing and adapting to such changes. He 

suggests that top-down leadership tendency is maladaptive. If employees perceived this 

change as being forced upon them in an autocratic way, psychological reactance is likely 

to have occurred. Brehm (1966) defined psychological reactance as “a motivational state 

directed toward the reestablishment of whatever freedom has been threatened or 

eliminated” (pp. 703). This reactance translates into employees unwillingness to accept 

change. This would lead to the conclusion that resistance to change was not due to
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perceptions of ability, i.e., self-efficacy, but due to unwillingness to learn or accept 

change because the introduction o f myMAPP among faculty members in the College of 

Education could have been brought about through a top-down process or what has been 

termed as dictative change.

Interpretation o f  Findings

A crucial finding of this study was that when older individuals are experienced in 

using computers they tend to have higher self-efficacy. Previous research on older 

individuals has shown various stereotypes associated with that age group. Weinberger 

and Millham (1975, in Slotterback, 1996) found that people rated older individuals as 

being less adaptable and less adjusting than younger individuals in similar situations. 

Similarly, Kite and Johnson (1988) conducted a meta-analysis to examine the age-related 

attitudes and stereotypes towards older and younger individuals. They found that attitudes 

toward older persons were more negative than attitudes toward younger persons by 

approximately one-third of a standard deviation. The findings from this study go against 

this stereotype thus suggesting that with the right kind of experience, older individuals 

will have a greater belief in their ability to perform any task within the realm of their 

experience. With the right training and adequate measures of introducing change these 

beliefs could also lead to a higher acceptance of any changes that may occur.

In both the younger and the older people, computer experience led to a higher 

self-efficacy, where the self-efficacy of the individuals with computer experience was 

higher than that of those without such experience. These findings mirror those in previous 

studies. Hill, Smith and Mann (1987) found that prior experience with computers is
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related to beliefs of efficacy with respect to computers. They posit that experience with 

computers is likely to increase personal efficacy beliefs with respect to computers.

Another finding of the current study was that among those individuals who have 

not had experience with computers, younger individuals tended to higher self-efficacy. 

This could be explained by the fact that younger individuals have been exposed to 

computers and other kinds of technological advances from an early age, which makes it 

easy for them to believe they can accomplish any technical tasks. The younger 

individuals have grown up with different technological advances occurring throughout 

their life-time and continuing to take place as they grow older.

It was also found that the self-efficacy o f the individual had a positive influence 

on the acceptance of technological changes at the workplace. This is a crucial finding of 

the study, which indicates that those individuals who have a high self-efficacy to learn 

and perform technical processes, which ultimately leads to a better acceptance of any 

changes occurring within that sphere of activity. This is an important finding of the study 

as it illustrates the basic premise of this study that belief in one’s abilities will lead to the 

acceptance of changes within in that area. Prior research supporting this claim found that 

computer self-efficacy was a strong predictor of the perceived ease of use of the 

technology and in turn on the acceptance of the information system (Hasan, 2004). The 

findings mirror the results found in the current study where the self-efficacy of the 

individuals was significantly related to the acceptance of change. This implies that when 

individuals believe they have the necessary skills to perform a task they will be accepting 

of change in the realm of that job, in the current study, technological change.
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The present study found interaction effects for the acceptance of technological 

change being significantly influenced by the age, computer experience, and self-efficacy 

of the individual. Although there was no mediation found between the variables, these 

significant interactions indicate that there is a relationship between the aforementioned 

variables. Hill, Smith and Mann (1987) showed similar results, where computer efficacy 

beliefs made a significant contribution to the prediction of behavioral intentions. 

Specifically they found that the belief one is capable of performing computer-related 

tasks will influence the likelihood of actual performance of the task, which can be 

extrapolated to affect the acceptance of any computer-related changes that might occur. 

Thus, both younger and older individuals who had some experience with computers in 

the past tended to have a high self-efficacy for the performance of any computer-related 

tasks, which in turn positively influenced their acceptance of technological change.

Wanberg and Banas (2000) found that increased information and self-efficacy for 

dealing with the proposed changes were associated with greater change acceptance. This 

finding was not supported in the present study; however, future research could look at the 

effects o f providing information to individuals and how it impacts their acceptance of 

change. This could be yet another “unmeasured variable” (James, 1980) that needs to be 

explored.

Implications

Theoretical implications. The present study found that individuals at any age who 

have had some experience with computers will have higher self-efficacy to perform 

technical tasks. Another set of findings was that those individuals who saw themselves as
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being younger than they actually are were also had higher self-efficacy to perform 

technical tasks. Future research should investigate this attitude in individuals to determine 

how to enable such a view in more individuals thus making them more readily accepting 

of changes within the organization.

Applied implications. The most important implication of this study is that people 

should be cautious when making judgments about older individuals in the workplace. The 

key finding of this study was that when people have had experience with technology, 

they were willing to accept changes associated with it. This finding implies that even 

older individuals that one would normally consider resistant to any technological changes 

in the workplace, will accept changes if they have had some experience within that field.

It is therefore essential that we are made aware of this fact and become more sensitive to 

older workers and not disregard them when it is time to adapt to changes within 

organizations. Another applied implication of this study is that older individuals should 

be given equal opportunities for training in new technologies so as to enhance their 

confidence, self-efficacy and, in turn, acceptance of the changes occurring in the 

organization.

Limitations and Future Research

The biggest limitation of this study was the limited number of participants. There 

were a total of 43 respondents to the survey out o f a possible 60. Since sample size is one 

of the main components that affects the power of a study, it is possible to speculate that 

this could have contributed to the some of the non-significant results found. Future
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research should explore similar factors with a larger sample size, in order to overcome 

any limitations that might have occurred as a result of the restricted sample size.

Previous research has shown that there are a wide range of context-specific as 

well as individual based differences that could influence the acceptance of change at the 

workplace. A potential limitation of the present study is that it has explored only two of 

the context-specific variables, temporarily ignoring the effect of individual-based 

differences that might have occurred during the time of the study. Future research should 

explore individual based differences, such as, optimism and self-esteem, that would play 

a role in altering the manner in which individuals accept changes.

Yet another limitation of the current study could be the explanation for the 

acceptance of technological changes by younger individuals. The current study explains 

this acceptance based on an assumption about their familiarity with the various kinds of 

computer related experiences merely as a function of being exposed to such changes 

throughout their lives. This speculation should be tested in future studies which could try 

to delineate the reasons for such an acceptance by younger individuals. Is it purely 

exposure to technology from a young age that gives rise to these differences, or do some 

individual-based factors influence the acceptance?

Previous research has found some variables to be indicative of the acceptance of 

change; thus future research should explore both the contextual as well as individual 

factors in more detail in real-world settings. Variables such as those measured by the Big 

Five personality inventory could be contributors to attitudes towards change. Among
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them openness to change would possibly have a significant effect on whether people 

accept changes. Future research studies should explore this factor in particular.

Keeping in mind the unmeasured variables problem proposed by James (1980), 

future research should investigate variables that could influence the outcomes of the 

current study. Future research should explore how openness to experience, self-esteem of 

the individual, the basis of change -  voluntary versus involuntary, and adequate training 

to cope with the change influence both acceptance of technological changes as well as the 

self-efficacy of individuals.

Conclusion

The study found that when older individuals had experience with computers they 

tended to have higher self-efficacy. Younger individuals on the other hand had high self- 

efficacy regardless of the amount of computer experience. These findings imply that 

older individuals should be given training and exposure to different technologies so as to 

increase their self-efficacy for performing such technologically related tasks which may 

possibly lead to an acceptance of technological changes within the organization. Future 

research should explore the reason why younger individuals have a higher acceptance of 

technological changes, even with lesser experience, as well as some of the individual- 

based differences that contribute to acceptance of changes.
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APPENDIX A 

Age Measures

Subjective Age (Adapted from Cleveland, Shore & Murphy, 1997)

Please select one of the following 4 alternatives to answer each of the following questions 

Alternatives -  25 -  35 years, 36 -  45 years, 46 -  55 years and 56 -  60 years

1. The way you generally feel

2. The way you look or your appearance

3. The age of people whose interests and activities are most like yours

4. The age that you would most like to be if you could chose your age right now

Perceived Relative Age (Adapted from Cleveland, Shore & Murphy, 1997)

Please select one of the following 3 alternatives to answer each of the following questions 

Alternatives — Older, Younger and About the same age.

1. Compared to the average age of members of my work group, I FEEL

2. Compared to the average age of members of my work group, I LOOK

3. Compared to the average age of members of my work group, I ACT
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APPENDIX B 

Computer Experience Questionnaire 

(Developed by Dr. Ann Fruhling, 2005)

Please select one option to answer the following questions.

1. How many hours do you spend a week on a computer?

Less than 3 hours, 3-6 hours, 6 - 9  hours, more than 10 hours

2. How many hours do you spend per week on the internet?

Less than 3 hours, 3-6 hours, 6 - 9  hours, more than 10 hours

3. How would you rate your general level of computer expertise? 

No experience, Some experience, A lot of experience, Expert

4. How would you rate your general level of internet expertise? 

No experience, Some experience, A lot of experience, Expert

5. Where do you connect to the internet.

Home, Work, Both home and work
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APPENDIX C 

Self-efficacy Measures

Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale

(Adapted from Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Bentacourt & Hooker, 1994)

Think about your ability to do the tasks required by your job. When answering the 

following questions, answer in reference to your own personal work skills and ability to 

perform your j ob.

1 .1 have confidence in my ability to do my job.

2. There are some tasks required by my job that I cannot do well.

3. When my performance is poor, it is due to my lack of ability.

4 .1 doubt my ability to do my job.

5 .1 have all the skills needed to perform my job very well.

6. Most people in my line of work can do this job better than I can.

7 .1 am an expert at my job.

8. My future in this job is limited because of my lack of skills.

9 .1 am very proud of my job skills and abilities.

10 .1 feel threatened when others watch me work.

Change-specific Efficacy

(Adapted from Ashford, 1988)

(answered using a 5-point format ranging from agree to disagree)

1. Wherever the restructuring takes me. I’m sure I can handle it.
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2 .1 get nervous [that] I may not be able to do all that is demanded of me by the 

restructuring. *

3 .1 have reason to believe I may not perform well in my job situation following the 

restructuring. *

4. Though I may need some training, I have little doubt I can perform well following the 

restructuring.

(Note: * indicates recoding)
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APPENDIX D 

Acceptance of Change Scale

(Adapted from Oreg? 2003)

(answered using a 5 point scale from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree)

1. I ’m constantly worried about things after this technology was introduced. *

2. I ’m overwhelmed by all the things that need to be done because of this change.*

3 .1 try not to think about it because when I do I get too stressed out. *

4. I’m excited about this new system.

5. This whole new system of doing things makes me kind of angry. *

6 .1 don’t really think this system is necessary. *

7. Things will be better off after this system has been fully implemented across the 

university, in comparison with the way things were before.

8 .1 think it is good that we’re going through this change.

9. This change will do us all good.

(Items marked with an * are reverse coded)
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APPENDIX E 

Email sent to faculty members (participants)

Dear Faculty Member,

I am Cheryl Fernandez, a Ph.D. student in the Industrial-Organizational Psychology 

program here at UNO in the process of completing my thesis. My thesis is about peoples 

reactions to technological change. I would like to evaluate your reactions to e-portfolios 

(myMAPP), a relatively recent change that you have been trained to use. I have received 

the required IRB approval for the same and the code is 093-06-EX. I earnestly request 

you to take a few minutes to fill out this questionnaire.

There is a link at the end of this email which will take you to the questionnaire that has 

been timed to take 7 minutes to complete. Your responses will go directly to a secure 

server which will assign you a random identifier number. As a requirement of the IRB 

regulations, there will be no information recorded that could be used to trace your 

responses back to you. I assure 100% anonymity. The only 2 people who will be able to 

access the raw data will be my advisor Dr. Lisa Scherer and myself

If you decide to participate in this study and would like to be notified of the results you 

could reply to the follow-up email I send out after the pre-determined time period has 

elapsed to complete this questionnaire.

Please feel free to contact me if you encounter any problems or have any concerns or 

questions.

I would like to thank you for your time and patience.

Thanking you in anticipation.
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Cheryl.

LINKS

Please click on this link to complete the questionnaire 

Questionnaire (Press the Ctrl key and click this link) 

or

you could cut copy and paste the following into the address line o f your browser 

http://tejas.in/e-portfolios_questionnaire/

http://tejas.in/e-portfolios_questionnaire/

