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Utilization of IS is increasing in businesses: many organizations have established information
systems(IS) and are using it as a means to innovate and communicate their businesses. But the expansion
of IS utilization lead to the negative influence of ICT-induced stress on information system users. This
study suggests IS utilization ability, IS self-efficacy, and pace of change as precedence factors of
ICT-induced stress, and explains that ICT-induced stress influences Employee Productivity. The result
shows self-efficacy and Pace of Change had significant effects on ICT-induced Stress. Also it had negative
effects on Employee Productivity. In conclusion the study proposed that information system users’
Performance decreases by ICT-induced stress.
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Employee Productivity; IT Convergence
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[Fig. 1] Research Model
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(Table 3) Results of hypotheses testing
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