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Supplement 6 - Results Sensitivity and Heterogeneity Analyses

	Predictors and Technostress Criterion
	k
	N
	pREML
	pPM
	r
	95% CI
	τ2
	τ2 CI
	I2
	I2 CI
	H2
	H2 CI

	Techno-Complexity

	Individual Differences

	    Mindfulness
	3
	668
	-.51
	-.51
	-.47
	[-.64, -.25]
	.04
	[0.01, 2.01]
	88.28%
	[53.13, 99.73]
	8.54
	[2.13, 363.09]

	Technological Characteristics

	    Technology 
    Complexity
	3
	9522
	.26
	.26
	.25
	[.10, .39]
	.02
	[0.00, 0.81]
	97.91%
	[91.04, 99.95]
	47.75
	[11.16, 2084.02]

	Organisational Environment

	    Organisational 
    Support 
    Mechanisms
	6
	2142
	-.16
	-.16
	-.15
	[-.25, -.05]
	.01
	[0.00, 0.10]
	83.20%
	[56.82, 97.21]
	5.95
	[2.32, 35.90]

	Techno-Insecurity

	Individual Differences

	    Mindfulness
	3
	668
	-.33
	-.33
	-.32
	[-.47, -.15]
	.02
	[0.00, 1.11]
	77.01%
	[0.00, 99.50]
	4.35
	[1.0, 201.38]

	Technological Characteristics

	    Technology 
    Complexity
	3
	9522
	.36
	.36
	.34
	[.15, .51]
	.04
	[0.01, 0.7]
	98.71%
	[95.31, 99.92]
	77.68
	[21.34, 1250.14]

	    Reliability
	3
	5120
	-.10
	-.10
	-.10
	[-.33, .13]
	.04
	[0.01, 1.82]
	85.26%
	[79.98, 99.89]
	21.09
	[5.0, 91.36]

	    Usefulness
	3
	5120
	-.07
	-.07
	-.07
	[-.31, .18]
	.05
	[0.01, 2.01]
	95.9%
	[83.55, 99.90]
	24.37
	[6.08, 1019.81]

	Organisational Environment

	    Organisational 
    Support 
    Mechanisms
	6
	2142
	-.09
	-.09
	-.09
	[-.21, .04]
	.02
	[0.01, 0.15]
	89.10%
	[72.00, 98.20]
	9.18
	[3.57, 55.40]

	    Organisational 
    Support 
    Mechanisms1  
	5
	1830
	-.13
	-.13
	-.13
	[-.24, -.02]
	.01
	[0.00, 0.14]
	83.72%
	[54.24, 98.04]
	6.14
	[2.19, 50.94]

	Techno-Invasion

	Individual Differences 

	    Mindfulness
	3
	668
	-.30
	-.29
	.29
	[-.43, -.13]
	.02
	[0.00, 0.76]
	74.89%
	[14.52, 99.27]
	3.98
	[1.17, 137.82]

	    Work-home 
    flexibility
	4
	2036
	.11
	.11
	.11
	[-.13, .34]
	.06
	[0.02, 0.85]
	96.77%
	[98.93, 99.77]
	30.92
	[9.93, 429.86]

	Technological Characteristics

	    Technology 
    Complexity
	3
	9278
	.46
	.46
	.43
	[.13, .66]
	0.09
	[0.02, 3.61]
	99.51%
	[98.03, 99.99]
	205.67
	[50.64, 8639.19]

	Organisational Environment

	    Required
    Technology
    Usage
	4
	5976
	.27
	.27
	.27
	[.09, .43]
	.03
	[0.01, 0.49]
	96.34%
	[88.04, 99.74]
	27.33
	[8.36, 386.54]

	Techno-Overload 

	Individual Differences

	    Mindfulness
	3
	668
	-.19
	-.19
	-.19
	[-.32, -.06]
	.01
	[0.00, 0.46]
	60.23%
	[0.00, 0.68]
	2.52
	[1.0, 84.42]

	    Work-home 
    flexibility
	4
	2036
	.01
	.01
	.01
	[-.14, .17]
	.02
	[0.01, 0.35]
	92.17%
	[75.59, 99.44]
	12.77
	[4.1, 177.52]

	Technology Characteristics

	    Technology 
    Complexity
	4
	2420
	.37
	.37
	.35
	[.14, .54]
	.05
	[0.01, 0.84]
	98.95%
	[96.25, 99.93]
	95.14
	[26.68, 1502.77]

	    Reliability 
	3
	5120
	-.15
	-.15
	-.15
	[-.47, .20]
	.10
	[0.02, 4.06]
	98.00%
	[92.20, 99.95]
	50.00
	[12.82, 2057.76]

	    Usefulness
	3
	5120
	-.13
	-.13
	-.13
	[-.60, .41]
	.25
	[0.06, 0.89]
	99.20%
	[96.98, 99.98]
	124.81
	[33.13, 5004.59]

	Organisational Environment

	    Organisational 
    Support 
    Mechanisms
	6
	2142
	-.18

	-.18
	-.18
	[-.32, -.04]
	.03
	[0.01, 0.20]
	91.58%
	[78.39, 98.60]
	11.88
	[4.63, 71.64]

	    Organisational 
    Support 
    Mechanisms1
	5
	1830
	-.24
	-.24
	-.24
	[-.34, -.13]
	.01
	[0.00, 0.13]
	83.08%
	[53.98, 97.95]
	5.91
	[2.13, 48.87]

	    Required
    Technology
    Usage
	4
	6100
	.28
	.28
	.28
	[-.01, .52]
	.09
	[0.03, 1.26]
	98.66%
	[95.75, 99.91]
	74.85
	[23.51, 1061.08]

	Techno-Uncertainty

	Individual Differences

	    Mindfulness
	3
	668
	-.06
	-.06
	-.06
	[-.24, .11]
	.02
	[0.00, 1.01]
	78.12%
	[18.52, 99.46]
	4.57
	[1.23, 183.63]

	Technological Characteristics

	    Technology 
    Complexity
	3
	9680
	.41
	.41
	.39
	[.19, .56]
	.05
	[0.01, 0.68]
	98.86%
	[96.25, 99.92]
	87.83
	[26.69, 1219.99]

	    Reliability
	3
	5120
	.01
	.01
	.01
	[-.32, .34]
	.09
	[0.02, 3.81]
	97.85%
	[91.54, 99.95]
	46.52
	[11.82, 1928.37]

	    Usefulness
	3
	5120
	.05
	.05
	.05
	[-.26, .34]
	.07
	[0.02, 3.09]
	97.33%
	[89.39, 99.94]
	37.48
	[9.42, 1564.51]

	Organisational Environment

	    Organisational 
    Support 
    Mechanisms
	6
	2142
	.06
	.06
	.06
	[-.14, .25]
	.06
	[0.02, 0.36]
	95.30%
	[87.94, 99.22]
	21.29
	[8.29, 128.29]

	    Organisational 
    Support 
    Mechanisms1
	5
	1830
	-.02
	-.02
	-.02
	[-.18, .15]
	.03
	[0.01, 0.29]
	92.13%
	[77.92, 99.05]
	12.71
	[4.53, 105.43]

	Technostress

	Individual Differences

	    Age 
	7
	3920
	-.03
	-.03
	-.03
	[-.26, .21]
	.10
	[0.04, 0.50]
	98.19%
	[95.64, 99.62]
	55.33
	[22.94, 263.62]

	    Age2 
	6
	2705
	.10
	.10
	.10
	[.05, .15]
	.02
	[0.00, 0.03]
	40.73%
	[0.00, 92.3]
	1.69
	[1.00, 12.98]

	    Education
	4
	2047
	.02
	.02
	.02
	[-.08, .11]
	.01
	[0.00, 0.14]
	76.68%
	[22.68, 98.43]
	4.29
	[1.29, 63.68]

	    Gender
	5
	2416
	.01
	.01
	.01
	[-.05, .06]
	.00
	[0.00, 0.03]
	39.71%
	[0.00, 93.11]
	1.66
	[1.00, 14.52]

	    Self-efficacy
	6
	1936
	-.08
	-.08
	-.08
	[-.17, .02]
	.01
	[0.00, 0.09]
	78.51%
	[42.87, 96.56]
	4.65
	[1.75, 29.11]

	    Neuroticism
	3
	856
	.17
	.17
	.17
	[.07, .26]
	.00
	[0.00, 0.21]
	47.75%
	[0.00, 98.14]
	1.91
	[1.00, 53.77]




Note: k = number of studies contributing to meta-analytic associations, N = combined sample size,  (REML) = mean true-score fisher-z correlation (Restricted Maximum Likelihood Estimator),  (PM) = mean true-score fisher-z correlation (Paule-Mandel Estimator),  r = mean observed correlation, CI = confidence interval around r,  τ2 = between study variance (i.e., heterogeneity), τ2 CI = confidence interval around τ2, I2 = percentage of variation across studies attributed to heterogeneity, I2 CI = confidence interval around I2, H2 = ratio of total variance in effect sizes to amount of sampling variability, H2 CI = confidence interval around H
1 Model analysed without statistical outlier, i.e., effect sizes of Literacy Facilitation extracted from Li (2020)
2 Model analysed without statistical outlier, i.e., effect sizes of Age extracted from Hauk et al. (2019)

