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Locally
Simplex

Individual
(LS)

« Ascribes to neutrality concept.

- Seesthe role of the computer as a tool for
extending the mind and body into new realms of
achievement.

+ Computers are machines created by humans
and controlled by humans.

+ Programs are a series of instructions created by
humans.

+ Bath computers and programs are controllable

and alterable by humans,

Perspective taken by most information

technology professionals and computer

enthusiasts within the general populace.

Globally
Complex
Individual

(GC)

+ Views computer as incomprehensible.

- Computer 1s an external, autonomous entity
with whom they are forced to interact.

+ Computer exerts control or influence over
their daily life.

= Computer reprasents a force against actions
and an inability to know the consequences of
actions.

+ Computer is a component within a complex
social situation where one feels a lack of
control or understanding of the role of the
“others™ in that situation.

+ Perspective represents the extremes of
technological determinism.
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1. Computing technology continuum of perspective (from Marakas et al., 2000).
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Table 1.

Descriptive statistics for manipulation check

Interface
Dimension Social Non-social

M s.d. M s.d.
Socialness 3.32 .93 2.39 1.16
Intelligence 5.22 1.06 5.03 1.04
Emotions 191 .76 1.68 .81
Table 2.
Means, standard deviation, and correlations
Variable M sd. | a 1 2 3 4
1. Interface — — — _
2. Core self-evaluations 516 |.80 80 |.025 —
3. Continuum of perspective | 3.45 | .74 g2 .002 =.239%** |
4. Attribution 447 | 129 | .86 | -113* | -232%* | 401%** | —
5. Gender — — — -.039 =221%** | —131* | 113*

p=.10, *p=.05, **p=.01, ***p=.001 (one tailed).




Table 3.

Model fit statistics

—0.104*

0,304

0.137

Fit statistic Value
X2 431
df 3
X 2/df 144
AGFI .99
NFI .99
CFI .99
Standardized RMR 012
RMSEA .001
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Fig. 3. Results of Hypotheses testing.
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Fig. 4. Results of model testing with only extremes (+ 1s.d. from mean).

Table 4.

Model fit statistics

Fit statistic Value
x? 1.360
df 3

X /df 453
AGFI .96
NFI 97
CFI 99
Standardized RMR 029
RMSEA .001




Appendix A. Research constructs and scale items

The following scales were assessed using a 7-point Likert-type scale with anchors of
strongly disagree and strongly agree.

Computing technology continuum of perspective (self-developed)

1. Computers are capable of telling doctors how to treat medical problems.
2. Computers are capable of effectively teaching people.

3. Computers are capable of facilitating large group meetings.

4. Computers are capable of remembering things.

5. Computers are capable of learning from their experiences.

6. Computers are capable of caring for children.

7. Computers are capable of holding intelligent conversations.

8. Help-menus are capable of telling you the answer when you have guestions.
9. When I play a game with a computer, | worry that it might cheat.

10. I have used a computer who didn”t like me.

11. Computers are capable of controlling my actions.

12. Computers are capable of infringing on personal rights and freedoms.

13. I have had my privacy invaded by a computer.



Social attributions (self-developed)

1. The computer was primarily responsible for my level of satisfaction with the
vacations chosen today.

2. The computer was primarily responsible for the sequence of questions | answered
today.

3. The computer was primarily responsible for my satisfaction with the interactivity of
TRAVEL.

4. The computer was primarily responsible for choosing the final vacations today.

5. The computer was primarily responsible for the amount of time | had to spend to
complete vacation selection today.

6. The computer was primarily responsible for my sense of control during my
interaction with TRAVEL today.

7. The computer was primarily responsible for my perceptions of the friendliness of
TRAVEL.



Locus of control (Levenson, 1973)

1. It's chiefly a matter of fate whether or not | have a few friends or many friends.

2. It's not always wise for me to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be
a matter of good or bad fortune.

3. Even if | were a good leader, | would not be made a leader unless | play up to those
in positions of power.

4. Often there is no chance of protecting my personal interest from bad luck
happenings.

5. | feel like what happens in my life is mostly determined by powerful people.
6. My life is chiefly controlled by powerful others.

7. Whether or not | get to be a leader depends on whether or not I”’m lucky enough to
be in the right place at the right time.

Self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965)

1. On the whole, | am satisfied with myself.

2. 1 wish | could have more respect for myself.

3. 1 am able to do things as well as most people.

4. All'in all, I am inclined to feel that | am a failure.

5. | feel that | have a number of good qualities.

6. | feel that | am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.

7. | feel that | do not have much to be proud of.



Neuroticism (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1968)

1. | often feel lonely.

N

. My feelings are easily hurt.

w

. My mood often goes up and down.

4. 1 am often troubled by feelings of guilt.

5.1 am an irritable person.

6. | often feel “fed up.”

7.1 am often tense or high strung.

8. Sometimes | feel miserable for no reason.

9. | often worry too long after an embarrassing experience.

This construct was assessed with a 10 point scale ranging from 0 (Cannot Do) to 100
(Totally Confident) in increments of 10.

General computer self-efficacy (self-developed)

1. I believe I have the ability to unpack and set up a new computer.

2. | believe | have the ability to describe how a computer works.

3. | believe | have the ability to install new software applications on a computer.

4. | believe | have the ability to identify and correct common operational problems with
a computer.

5. | believe | have the ability to remove information from a computer that | no longer
need.

6. | believe | have the ability to understand common operational problems with a
computer.



7. 1 believe | have the ability to use a computer to display or present information in a
desired manner.

Scales used to measure the social character of the computing technology

Each item in this scale ranged from 1 to 7 and was anchored by the following word
pairs.

Intelligence (Warner and Sugarman, 1986)

1. Unintelligent-Intelligent
2. Ignorant—-Knowledgeable
3. Incompetent-Competent
4. Irresponsible—Responsible
5. Foolish—Sensible

The following scales were 5 point-Likert type scales anchored by “not at all true” and
“very true.”

Socialness (Buss and Plomin, 1984)

1. Likes to be with people.

2. Prefers working with others rather than alone.

3. Finds people more stimulating than anything else.
4. Is something of a loner (reverse coded).

Emotions (Buss and Plomin, 1984)

1. Frequently gets distressed.
2. Often feels frustrated.

3. Everyday events make troubled and fretful.



4. Gets emotionally upset easily.

5. Is easily frightened.

6. Often feels insecure.

7. When gets scared, panics.

8. Is known as hot-blooded and quick-tempered.
9. Takes a lot to make mad.

10. There are many things that annoy.

11. When displeased, lets people know right away.



