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Abstract
Purpose – This study analyzes the effects of technostress on work engagement, workplace distraction, and 
professional performance.
Design/methodology/approach – This study adopts a quantitative approach, using Structural Equation Models 
to test five hypotheses. Data were collected through a questionnaire administered to 364 professionals who used 
information technology in their activities.
Findings – The results demonstrated that technostress exerted opposite influences on work engagement and 
workplace distraction. In addition, the results indicate that more engaged and less distracted professionals tend to 
achieve higher performance levels in their activities. The research also revealed that more engaged professionals 
tend to be less prone to distractions during their activities.
Practical implications – The study advocates that Organizations should invest in strategies to reduce the impact 
of technostress to increase work engagement and professional performance and reduce workplace distractions.
Originality/value – This study advances the literature by integrating technostress, work engagement and 
workplace distraction into a single structural model, highlighting their simultaneous and contrasting effects on 
employees’ professional performance. This research provides a more comprehensive understanding of how 
technostress operates as a dual mechanism, both reducing engagement and increasing distraction, thereby 
extending the JD-R framework in the context of digital work.
Keywords Professional performance, Distraction, Work engagement, Technostress
Paper type Research article

1. Introduction
Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) have assumed a central role in shaping 
social structures, influencing individual behaviors, and determining organizational outcomes. 
Work environments have become heavily dependent on these technologies owing to their 
development, integration, and intensive use (Divya & Narwal, 2023). In 2022, it was estimated 
that 5 billion people worldwide accessed the Internet through computers or mobile devices,
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accounting for 67.9% of the global population. In Brazil, this number reached 178.1 million, 
equivalent to 82.8% of the national population (Internet World Stats, 2023, 2024).
Almost two decades ago, the American Federation of Labor (AFL-CIO, 2006) already 

indicated that the possibility of working from anywhere at any time could be seen as an 
advantage. However, studies such as those by Cavazotte, Lemos, and Brollo (2014) 
demonstrate that the intensive use of corporate smartphones extends the workday and 
compromises the boundaries between personal and professional life. Mazmanian, Orlikowski, 
and Yates (2013) reinforce this idea by stating that the supposed autonomy promoted by virtual 
work is paradoxical, as technology makes work demands instantaneous, overloading
professionals. 
As the use of digital technologies in the workplace intensifies, it becomes difficult to 

disentangle stress-related effects from organizational norms that emphasize immediacy and 
constant responsiveness (Dragano & Lunau, 2020). Although such innovations represent 
economic gains for organizations, they also have negative impacts, such as social, physical, 
and psychological problems (Cappellozza, Moraes, & Muniz, 2017). In this sense, 
technological demands can transcend the cognitive sphere and manifest as physical 
pathologies that compromise workers’ productivity (Arik & Graves, 2023).
Among the negative effects observed, the reduction in professional performance stands out, 

as it is associated with increased health costs, absenteeism, turnover, and work accidents 
(Cione, 2018). Specifically, technostress, stress related to the excessive or inappropriate use of 
ICTs, has been associated with symptoms of burnout, reduced productivity, communication 
failures, and deterioration of interpersonal relationships (Day, Paquet, Scott, & Hambley, 
2012; Molino et al., 2020).
Another relevant factor is workplace distraction, often related to the personal use of 

technological devices during working hours. This practice is directly linked to decreased 
work engagement, resulting in a loss of concentration and focus (Cappellozza 
et al., 2017).
From an organizational perspective, the costs associated with workplace distractions are 

significant. Bialowolski, McNeely, VanderWeele, and Weziak-Bialowolska (2020) 
conducted research with a large North American manufacturer and revealed that 
workplace distraction accounted for 93.6% of the company’s annual productivity loss, 
while absenteeism due to illness accounted for only 6.4%. This data demonstrate the direct 
financial impact of workplace distraction on return on sales and organizational efficiency. 
Therefore, the effectiveness of organizational interventions in mitigating workplace 
distractions depends on recognizing this vulnerability and prioritizing healthy worker 
support mechanisms as protective factors for professional performance (Rosa, Miranda, & 
Pascoal, 2025).
In this context, it is relevant to deepen the understanding of the impacts of the intensive use 

of technologies in the workplace, especially regarding the well-being and productivity of 
professionals. Technostress, work engagement, and workplace distraction are central variables 
for explaining work behavior and organizational outcomes.
Despite the growing body of research on technostress, prior studies have 

predominantly examined its effects in isolation, focusing on outcomes such as burnout, 
job satisfaction, and performance independently (Cappellozza et al., 2017; Spagnoli 
et al., 2020). However, limited attention has been paid to the simultaneous and potentially 
opposing mechanisms through which technostress affects both work engagement and 
workplace distraction.
Furthermore, the mediating interplay between engagement and these constructs in 

explaining professional performance remains underexplored, particularly in emerging 
economies such as Brazil. By addressing these gaps, this study contributes to the literature 
by proposing and empirically testing an integrated model that captures the dual pathways 
through which technostress shapes behavioral and performance outcomes.
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2. Professional performance
Professional performance refers to an individual’s capability to effectively carry out their 
duties and responsibilities, which is shaped by various elements such as motivation, available 
resources, and the organizational setting (Gabardo-Martins et al., 2023). In practical terms, its 
importance lies in the fact that it is one of the main factors generating value for individuals and 
organizations (Saidin, Wan, & Halim, 2024).
Recent studies highlight the necessity of modern approaches to performance assessment 

that account for individual uniqueness and diverse organizational contexts. In this regard, 
Sandall and Mour~ao (2023) proposed an evaluation model that values work styles, 
professional identity, and individual values as determining factors for a more accurate 
understanding of performance. This perspective reinforces the need for personalized 
evaluations integrated with comprehensive people management diagnoses.
In addition to technical and operational aspects, performance is influenced by behavioral 

and emotional factors. Santos and Beuren (2021) demonstrate, through a study of judicial 
accounting experts, that traits such as proactivity, organization, and discipline significantly 
impact the quality of task execution. These findings align with evidence highlighting the 
importance of behavioral skills in professional performance.
Dapper and Moreira Sobrinho (2023) indicated that issues such as anxiety, emotional 

exhaustion, and lack of social support adversely affect productivity and concentration in the 
workplace, directly impacting professional performance. This underscores the necessity of 
organizational strategies that foster healthy and supportive environments.
Professional performance encompasses all behaviors exhibited by employees during their 

job activities, including job-specific tasks, interpersonal interactions and adaptive behaviors. 
Organizations typically formally assess performance behaviors by integrating job 
responsibilities and expectations. Ribeiro, Dias, and da Silva (2022) also highlight the 
importance of adaptive performance, that is, the ability to respond effectively to changes, 
unforeseen events, and new demands, which is increasingly necessary in the context of digital 
transformation and innovation. However, it is important to consider that external factors, such 
as the intensive use of technology, can negatively affect performance. Cappellozza et al. 
(2017) reported that the loss of control in the use of technology may generate workplace 
distractions, compromising focus and, consequently, professional productivity.

3. Workplace distraction
Workplace distraction is a growing phenomenon that compromises both the productivity and 
well-being of professionals. It can manifest in various ways, such as in-person interruptions or 
digital disruptions, and directly affect abilities such as communication, concentration, 
cognitive flexibility, and time management (Pinnow, Causey-Upton, & Meulenbroek, 2022).
The link between emotional conditions and workplace distraction is noteworthy: traumatic 

events or stressful circumstances at work can lead to “avoidance-distraction” behaviors, 
making it challenging to focus and heightening irritability (Zhu, Eli, Chen, & Liu, 2023). 
Similarly, toxic work environments contribute to increased workplace distractions, reduce 
engagement, and favor the emergence of anxiety and depression symptoms, which directly 
affect performance (Rasool, Wang, Tang, Saeed, & Iqbal, 2021).
Regular interruptions from colleagues and concurrent demands detrimentally affect 

attention, creating a cycle of workplace distraction that hinders task performance effectiveness 
(Iqbal, Asghar, & Asghar, 2022) .. Although digital technologies enhance connectivity and 
information access, they are major contributors to modern workplace distractions. The 
proliferation of smartphones and unrestricted social media use during work hours has led to 
increased cognitive overload and decreased work engagement (Bilderback, 2024; Orhan, 
Castellano, Khelladi, Marinelli, & Monge, 2021).
Managing multiple online communications simultaneously, such as emails, instant 

messages, and social media, adversely affects self-regulation and work engagement, directly
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impacting professional performance (Orhan et al., 2021) because the human attentional 
system has a limited capacity for multitasking that requires cognitive control (Ju�arez et al., 
2022). These distracting behaviors are often automatic and spontaneous, occurring without 
planning or full awareness of the consequences (Chen, Nath, & Tang, 2019). Furthermore, 
emotional overload can trigger workplace distractions and exhaustion, compromising 
operational effectiveness (Barros & Hon�orio, 2015). Difficulty concentrating suggests that 
stress acts as a negative mediator of work engagement and organizational effectiveness 
(Pereira, Braga, & Marques, 2014).
In this context, strict control mechanisms do not eliminate distracting behavior, suggesting 

that managers could develop policies focused on employee well-being to enhance business 
productivity by addressing the social and psychological needs (Pardim, Pinochet, & Souza, 
2024). Considering that professional performance depends on the ability to direct cognitive 
and emotional resources towards specific goals (Koopmans, Bernaards, Hildebrandt, de Vet, & 
Van der Beek, 2014; Orhan et al., 2021), it is understood that recurrent interruptions, digital 
overload, and other distractions significantly reduce this capacity. Thus, the following 
hypothesis is proposed:

H1. Workplace Distraction negatively influences professional performance.

4. Work engagement
Work Engagement has been consolidated as one of the main factors associated with individual 
and organizational performance. In an era characterized by intense competition and rapid 
change, organizations striving for sustainability must prioritize investments in infrastructure, 
technology, and strategies that enhance their human capital. Employee motivation, 
satisfaction, and engagement are key to organizational productivity and success 
(Kobernovicz & Stefano, 2020).
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonz�alez-Rom�a, and Bakker (2002) identified it as a positive 

psychological state marked by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor denotes high levels of 
energy and mental resilience; dedication involves a profound and enthusiastic commitment to 
work; and absorption refers to complete immersion in one’s professional activities. Gruman 
and Saks (2011) highlight work engagement as an effective means of generating competitive 
advantage because it stems from individual attitudes and behaviors that drive performance.
Empirical studies corroborate these findings: Fong and Ng (2012) point out that engaged 

professionals demonstrate a greater willingness to invest effort in tasks, resulting in greater 
effectiveness in the workplace. Research conducted by Kirk-Brown and Dijk (2011) and 
Gorgievski, Bakker, and Schaufeli (2010) reinforces this relationship by identifying positive 
correlations between work engagement and performance in different sectors and contexts. 
Additional research indicates that work engagement promotes job satisfaction, employee 
retention, and significant business outcomes (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Moreira, 
Rodrigues, de Mattos, & de Souza Costa, 2022; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). Therefore, 
the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2. Work Engagement positively influences professional performance.

In addition to enhancing performance, work engagement serves as a protective mechanism 
against distractions in the workplace. Engaged employees tend to be more immersed in their 
activities and less susceptible to interruptions and irrelevant stimuli (Bakker & Leiter, 2010). 
The pervasive presence of digital communication technologies, while enhancing efficiency, 
presents significant challenges in sustaining work engagement due to fragmented attention. 
However, empirical research indicates that high work engagement makes individuals more 
persistent and focused on their goals, facilitating the elimination of attentional barriers, such as 
the impulsive use of technology. Consequently, work engagement functions not only as a
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byproduct of productivity but also as a behavioral regulator that diminishes workers’ 
susceptibility to attention fragmentation (Mazid, Samantaray, & Moirangthem, 2025).
Recent literature highlights that digital distraction, characterized by the use of mobile 

devices and personal applications during working hours, undermines concentration and 
adversely affects productivity (Farivar, Esmaeelinezhad, & Richardson, 2022; Harunavamwe, 
Ward, & Marange, 2025). Studies such as that by Cappellozza et al. (2017) demonstrate that 
low levels of work engagement favor the non-functional use of technology in the professional 
environment, evidencing an inverse relationship between work engagement and workplace 
distraction. Based on this evidence, the following hypothesis was formulated:

H3. Work engagement negatively influences workplace distraction.

The intensification of the use of information and communication technologies has transformed 
organizational practices but has also been associated with side effects such as technostress 
(Tarafdar, Tu, Ragu-Nathan, & Ragu-Nathan, 2011).

5. Technostress
The increasing reliance on ICTs within organizations has rendered technostress a significant 
phenomenon in modern workplaces. This concept pertains to stress induced by excessive or 
inappropriate use of technology, which adversely affects mental health, productivity, and 
employee satisfaction (Borle, Reichel, Niebuhr, & Voelter-Mahlknecht, 2021). It is a 
psychosocial response to technological demands perceived as excessive, complex, or 
intrusive, which challenge individual resources to deal with these demands (Tarafdar, Cooper,
& Stich, 2019).
The term “technostress” was coined by Brod (1984), a clinical psychologist, who defined it 

as a modern disease of adaptation caused by the inability to deal in a healthy way with new 
technologies. Since its inception, numerous scholars have explored its various dimensions and 
implications for individuals and organizations (Kumar, 2024).
The repercussions of technostress are extensive and impact professionals at multiple levels. 

Psychologically, it correlates with heightened anxiety, job dissatisfaction, emotional 
exhaustion, and diminished organizational commitment (De Paula & Cappellozza, 2021; 
Borle et al., 2021).
Kumar (2024) emphasized that the interplay between high technological demands and 

insufficient support can precipitate a cycle of burnout, dissatisfaction, and poor performance. 
Conversely, enhancing personal and organizational resources, such as providing training, 
technical support, and encouraging digital breaks, can alleviate these effects and foster 
sustainable well-being and performance among employees.
At the organizational level, technostress contributes to reduced productivity and 

performance, increases turnover intention and absenteeism, and compromises the 
organizational climate (Carvalho & D’Angelo, 2021; Tarafdar et al., 2011). Beyond 
emotional and physical repercussions, technostress undermines cognitive self-regulation, 
leading to workplace distractions. The proliferation of platforms, excessive notifications, and 
information overload hinder focus, necessitating continuous efforts to shift attention. 
Consequently, professionals experiencing high levels of technostress often exhibit greater 
distraction, adversely affecting their productivity and output (Ju�arez et al., 2022). 
Furthermore, the fourth hypothesis is formulated as follows:

H4. Technostress positively influences workplace distraction.

Despite the recognized advantages and satisfaction associated with the integration of 
technologies in the workplace, a paradox emerges: the same technological tools that enhance 
professional autonomy can simultaneously institutionalize psychological pressure 
mechanisms. This duality underscores the importance of analyzing technostress as both a 
byproduct of technology use and an organizational phenomenon linked to mobile technology
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utilization, workplace distractions, and the maintenance of work engagement in professional 
activities (Beno & Caganova, 2024).
Anxiety and overload resulting from excessive technology use diminish workers’ physical 

and emotional energy levels, impeding their ability to commit to work activities and adversely 
affecting work engagement. Recognizing that organizational support serves as a balancing 
factor between technological burnout and productive engagement shifts the analytical focus 
from purely technological considerations to people management (Harunavamwe et al., 2025).
In this sense, Bernburg, Tell, Groneberg, and Mache (2024) identified technical and 

organizational support as crucial moderators that mitigate adverse effects and help preserve 
work engagement. Conversely, the absence of adequate support can exacerbate professional 
demotivation and emotional detachment from the organization. Based on the aforementioned 
considerations, the following research hypothesis is proposed.

H5. Technostress negatively influences work engagement.

From a theoretical perspective, this study is grounded in the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) 
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), in which technostress can be understood as a job demand 
that depletes employees’ resources, reducing engagement and increasing maladaptive 
behaviors, such as distraction. Conversely, job resources foster engagement and enhance 
performance. By integrating technostress, work engagement, and workplace distraction, this 
study extends the JD-R framework by demonstrating how technological demands 
simultaneously influence both motivational and impairment processes that affect 
professional performance.
Based on the hypotheses above, a conceptual model was developed, as shown in Figure 1.

6. Methodology
This study used a quantitative, confirmatory, and cross-sectional methodological approach, and 
the data were collected at a single moment in time. The investigation sought to test hypothetical 
causal relationships between the constructs through Structural Equation Modeling via Partial 
Least Squares (PLS-SEM), operationalized with SmartPLS 4.1.1.2 software (Ringle, Wende, & 
Becker, 2024). Data were collected using a structured questionnaire composed of validated 
scales measuring four constructs: technostress, work engagement, workplace distraction, and 
professional performance, with the measurement instrument available in the Appendix. All 
items were assessed using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 
(“Strongly agree”). Technostress was measured using the scale developed by Ayyagari, Grover, 
and Purvis (2011) and adapted by Giudice da Silva Cezar and Maçada (2021). Professional 
performance was assessed using items from Karr-Wisniewski and Lu (2010) and Chen and 
Karahanna (2018). Workplace distraction was measured using items from the Health and Work

TECHNOSTRESS

WORK ENGAGEMENT

WORKPLACE DISTRACTION

PROFESSIONAL 
PERFORMANCE

H4(+)

H5(–)

H3(–)

H1(–)

H2(+)

Figure 1. Conceptual research model
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Questionnaire (Shikiar, Halpern, Rentz, & Khan, 2004), which was adapted by Cappellozza 
et al. (2017). Work engagement was measured using the scale proposed by Siqueira, Orengo, 
and Peir�o (2014).
The inclusion criteria were as follows: (1) age 18 years or older, (2) professionally active at 

the time of data collection, and (3) use of information and communication technologies in the 
performance of their duties. Individuals without professional contact with digital technologies 
did not participate in this study.
The adequacy of the sample was tested using G*Power 3.1.9.6 software (Faul, Erdfelder, 

Buchner, & Lang, 2009), with parameters of statistical power of 0.95, significance level of 5%, 
and mean effect size (f2 5 0.15), resulting in a minimum required size of 119 participants. The 
final sample, composed of 364 respondents, exceeded the minimum with a safety margin. The 
average age of the respondents was 31.8 years, and the average length of professional 
experience was 12.3 years. Regarding the distribution by gender, 54.1% of the participants 
identified themselves as women.
To validate the structural hypotheses, the bootstrapping resampling method was used with 

5,000 samples (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2005). The values of R 2 and the Variance 
Inflation Factor (VIF) were also analyzed to control for multicollinearity. This study complied 
with the ethical precepts established by Resolution No. 510/2016 of the National Health 
Council. All participants signed an Informed Consent Form (ICF), and the data were analyzed 
in an aggregated and anonymous manner.

7. Results and discussion
The proposed research model includes four first-order reflective constructs: technostress, 
work engagement, workplace distraction, and professional performance. Initially, the 
following criteria for the latent constructs were examined: internal consistency, composite 
reliability (C.R.), convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Convergent validity was 
evaluated using the Average Variance Extracted (A.V.E.), and values higher than 0.50 were 
accepted (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011). Internal consistency was verified based on 
composite reliability, with recommended values greater than 0.70 (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & 
Sarstedt, 2014).
During the process of adjusting the measurement model, four indicators were excluded 

from the work engagement construct because they had factor loadings lower than 0.70, the 
minimum threshold considered acceptable for indicators in reflective models (Hair et al., 
2014). While the removal of low-loading items might narrow the empirical scope, research 
indicates that parsimonious versions of the scale often maintain psychometric robustness 
(Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006; Carmona-Halty, Schaufeli, & Salanova, 2019). After 
this refinement, all remaining indicators presented adequate factor loadings, ensuring the 
quality of the model.
Discriminant validity was evaluated based on the Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion, 

according to which the square root of the VME of each construct (indicated in bold in the 
matrix) should be higher than the correlations with other constructs. In addition, the 
Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT) criterion was added, which indicates that the values 
obtained must be less than 0.85 for conceptually different constructs (Franke & Sarstedt, 
2019). The results confirmed the adequacy of the constructs for the theoretical model, as 
shown in Table 1.
We verified the variance of the common method by applying Harman’s single factor test 

(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) on the 16 items and extracted four components with an eigenvalue 
greater than 1.0. The variance extracted from the first component was 38.420%, lower than the 
minimum of 50%. Therefore, we found that the common method bias does not represent a 
problem in this study.
The evaluation of the structural model aimed to verify the significance and strength of the 

hypothetical relationships proposed between the constructs of the theoretical model. For this,
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the coefficients of determination (R 2 ), path coefficients (path coefficients), and values of 
statistical significance of the relationships were analyzed.
The R 2 values were interpreted according to the guidelines of Cohen (1988), in which 

values higher than 0.13 and 0.26 indicate effects of medium and high magnitudes, respectively. 
The f 2 effect sizes ranged from 0.033 to 0.532, indicating small-to large-magnitude effects 
according to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. In the present study, two of the constructs presented 
values within these parameters, indicating the model’s good explanatory power in relation to 
the dependent variables.
The hypotheses were validated using the bootstrapping technique, with resampling of 

5,000 subsamples, as recommended by Hair et al. (2014). The base sample consisted of 364 
cases and resampling was done with replacement. The standardized coefficients and t-values 
are presented in Table 2. Relationships with t-values >1.96 were considered statistically 
significant at the 5% level (p < 0.05), which lends empirical support to the respective
hypotheses. 
In addition, the values of the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) were verified to control 

multicollinearity between the constructs. All VIF remained below the threshold of 5, 
indicating the absence of collinearity-related problems (Hair et al., 2014).
The final model, with validated paths and respective coefficients, is shown in Figure 2.
The first hypothesis, which examined the influence of workplace distractions on 

professional performance, was confirmed. The results indicate that workplace distraction 
negatively impacts workers’ performance, corroborating Orhan et al. (2021), who emphasized 
that managing multiple digital communications simultaneously impairs cognitive self-
regulation and focus.
Hypothesis 2 was also confirmed, indicating that work engagement positively influences 

professional performance. Engaged employees demonstrate higher levels of dedication and 
absorption, which translates into more effective outcomes, supporting prior findings (Moreira 
et al., 2022; Schaufeli et al., 2002).

Table 1. Measurement model results

Dimensions
Workplace
distraction

Work
engagement

Professional
performance Technostress

Workplace Distraction 0.790 0.778 0.459 0.675
Work Engagement �0.650 0.780 0.442 0.385
Professional Performance �0.391 0.411 0.852 0.333
Technostress 0.557 �0.340 �0.288 0.830
C.R. 0.812 0.856 0.889 0.851
A.V.E. 0.624 0.609 0.727 0.689
R 2 0.550 0.116 0.196
Note(s): n 5 364; Assessment of discriminant validity: Fornell–Larcker criterion (below main diagonal) and
HTMT (above main diagonal)

Table 2. Structural model coefficients: between constructs

Paths between constructs Average D.P. p-value f 2 VIF

Workplace Distraction → Professional Performance �0.221 0.097 0.027 0.033 1.730
Work Engagement → Workplace Distraction �0.521 0.041 0.000 0.532 1.131
Work Engagement → Professional Performance 0.268 0.102 0.008 0.053 1.730
Technostress → Workplace Distraction 0.380 0.045 0.000 0.284 1.131
Technostress → Work Engagement �0.343 0.050 0.000 0.131 1.000
Note(s): n 5 364
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Hypothesis 3 was confirmed, showing that work engagement negatively influenced 
workplace distractions. Engaged individuals tend to maintain a higher focus and are less 
susceptible to attentional fragmentation, reinforcing prior evidence (Cappellozza et al., 2017).
Hypotheses 4 and 5 were also confirmed, indicating that technostress increases workplace 

distraction while reducing work engagement. These findings reinforce prior research showing 
that technological demands generate cognitive overload, emotional exhaustion, and reduced 
motivation (Tarafdar et al., 2011; Wang, Shu, & Tu, 2008). From a theoretical perspective, 
technostress acts as a job demand that impairs employees’ ability to maintain their focus and 
psychological investment in their tasks.
The relatively low R 2 value for work engagement (11.6%) suggests that technostress alone 

does not fully explain variations in engagement levels. From the perspective of the Job 
Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), engagement is more 
strongly influenced by job resources, such as perceived organizational support, autonomy, and 
leadership. Therefore, while technostress plays a relevant role, it is insufficient as the sole 
predictor of engagement.
These findings extend prior theoretical frameworks (Brod, 1984; Tarafdar et al., 2019; 

Kumar, 2024) by demonstrating that technostress undermines employees’ capacity to remain 
engaged and productive in digitalized workplaces. Additionally, they highlighted the dual role 
of technostress as a mechanism that simultaneously reduces engagement and increases 
distraction, ultimately impairing professional performance.
From a managerial standpoint, the findings underscore the importance of organizational 

interventions aimed at mitigating technostress to foster higher engagement levels and reduce 
distractions in the workplace. Strategies such as digital detox initiatives, training for effective 
technology use, and supportive leadership can buffer these adverse effects (Ayyagari et al., 
2011; Ragu-Nathan, Tarafdar, Ragu-Nathan, & Tu, 2008).
At the societal and policy levels, these results hold particular significance in Brazil, where 

rapid digital transformation intersects with occupational health concerns. Policymakers 
should consider frameworks that encourage balanced technology use, protect worker well-
being, and promote sustainable digital workplaces (Sanchez-Segura, Dugarte-Pe~na, Medina-
Dominguez, Amescua Seco, & Menchen Viso, 2023).
Table 3 presents a summary of the hypothesis tests conducted in this study.

8. Final considerations
This study successfully investigated how technostress, work engagement, and workplace 
distraction influence professional performance, confirming all five hypotheses using data from 
364 respondents.

TECHNOSTRESS

WORK ENGAGEMENT

WORKPLACE DISTRACTION

PROFESSIONAL 
PERFORMANCE

R² = 0.5500.380***

R² = 0.116

R² = 0.196

–0.343***

–0.521***

–0.221*

0.268**

Figure 2. Complete model results. Notes: n 5 364. ***p-value<0.001; **p-value<0.01; *p-value≤0.05
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The primary conclusion is that work engagement positively affects professional 
performance, indicating that motivated and involved employees perform better than their 
counterparts. This underscores the importance of organizations fostering engagement through 
safe, inclusive, and supportive work environments that align employees with organizational 
values and purpose. Strategies such as individual development plans and recognition programs 
are recommended to sustain high levels of engagement and productivity.
Furthermore, increased work engagement reduces workplace distractions because engaged 

employees maintain greater focus on work activities. Thus, organizational initiatives 
promoting engagement, such as professional development opportunities and positive work 
climates, can effectively minimize distractions and enhance productivity.
Technostress, resulting from excessive or ineffective technology use, diminishes work 

engagement by overwhelming employees and reducing their motivation. To counteract this, 
companies should balance technology deployment, streamline digital tools for usability, and 
encourage regular breaks for their employees. Policies discouraging work-related activities 
outside office hours can alleviate the pressure of constant connectivity, thereby improving 
employee well-being and performance.
This study contributes to the literature by extending the JD-R model to the context of 

technostress, demonstrating that technological demands simultaneously reduce engagement 
and increase distractions. The findings also provide empirical evidence from an emerging 
economy, enriching the global debate on digital work and employee well-being.
Managerially, it informs targeted interventions to enhance employee focus and

productivity. 
From a public policy perspective, the findings are particularly relevant in the Brazilian 

context, where recent regulatory frameworks, such as the update of regulatory standard NR-1 
(Minist�erio do Trabalho e Emprego, 2024), emphasize the importance of managing 
psychosocial risks at the workplace. The results highlight the need for policies that regulate 
digital work demands, encourage disconnection practices, and promote mental health in 
technology-intensive environments.
However, this study has limitations that cannot be disregarded. For example, there may be 

limitations related to controls not carried out in data collection, such as the intensity of the use 
of technology for the development of professional activities. In addition, controlling for 
business contexts would be another possibility for future research, as it would provide a more 
comprehensive understanding of the factors that impact work dynamics in different sectors 
and organizational environments.
Finally, another control variable that can be analyzed and that can bring interesting results is 

the occupation of leadership positions, as the hierarchical position could hypothetically 
influence the variables analyzed in this study.

Supplementary material
The supplementary material for this article can be found online.

Table 3. – Synthesis of hypothesis tests

Hypothesis Description Result

H1 Workplace Distraction negatively influences Professional Performance Confirmed
H2 Work Engagement positively influences Professional Performance Confirmed
H3 Work Engagement negatively influences Workplace Distraction Confirmed
H4 Technostress positively influences Workplace Distraction Confirmed
H5 Technostress negatively influences Work Engagement Confirmed
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