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Abstract 

Academic library workers need to use technology to successfully carry out their job 

responsibilities. To determine how these employees feel about their technical capabilities, a web-

based survey with a computer self-efficacy assessment tool was given to a sample of academic 

library employees that were solicited via the web, and email. An overall computer self-efficacy 

score was assigned to each respondent. Then the data was analyzed according to several 

demographic variables including gender, age, length of career, technical support models and 

several others. The study found that academic library employees have a high level of general 

computer self-efficacy, but that gender and technical support models have little impact on mean 

computer self-efficacy levels.  The factors with significant impact upon efficacy levels were age, 

length of career, and computer experience.  
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Computer Self-Efficacy and the Academic Library Employee:  

An Examination of Their Relationship 

 

 

The concept of computer self-efficacy has become an important social construct in 

assessing people’s attitudes towards computer and technology (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; 

Compeau & Higgins, 1995). There is a significant body of research that suggests that higher 

levels of self-efficacy correlate to greater motivational efforts and perseverance (Cassidy & 

Eachus, 2002). Bandura (1986) posited that people’s perception that they will be able to 

successfully complete a task will positively impact their actual ability to do so. The reason for 

this is that “competent functioning requires both skills and self-beliefs of efficacy to use them 

effectively” (Bandura, 1986, p.391). As such, computer self-efficacy is an important reflection of 

people’s capabilities to successfully tackle technical jobs. 

With the advent of automation in the academic library, computers have become an 

integral part of both the library landscape and the work of library employees (Sami, L.K. & 

Pangannaiah, N.B., 2006; Youngman, 1999). This makes computer self-efficacy an important 

indicator of technical skills for library workers. Recently, there has been a debate within the 

library blogosphere over the technical skills necessary to be successful working in a library (Bell, 

2006; Crawford, 2008; Farkas, 2008a). There is an underlying thread to this discussion that 

current library employees do not possess the needed technical skills to help libraries prosper 

(Clasper, 2007; Rogers-Urbanek, 2008; Salo, 2008). However, there has been little authoritative 

research to gauge library employees’ technical abilities or their attitudes towards technology. 

Some researchers contend that technology is an issue because many library workers have 

developed a serious resistance to change and the adoption of new technologies (Jones, 1999; 



Computer Self-Efficacy   4 

 

Sami, L.K. & Pangannaiah, N.B., 2006). There is a body of research that suggests that 

technology is problematic for many workers due to something called technostress. Technostress 

is a condition that inhibits people’s adoption of new technologies and attitudes towards using 

them (Pitkin, 1997; Kupersmith, 1992; Van Fleet & Walker, 2003). Greg Brod (1984) defined 

technostress as “a modern disease of adaptation caused by an inability to cope with the new 

computer technologies in a healthy manner” (p.16). In many cases, people who suffer this type of 

malady may well be frightened of new technologies and resistant to using them (Spacey, 

Goulding, and Murray, 2003). In an informal survey by Kupersmith (2003), 59% of the 95 

respondents reported that their levels of computer-related stress had increased in the previous 5 

years. When asked to rate their perception of the problem of technostress as not at all serious, 

somewhat serious, very serious or unknown, 65% of them reported that their levels of anxiety 

were somewhat serious (Kupersmith, 2003). These findings suggest that people who work in 

libraries do have a difficult and possibly contentious relationship with technology. 

 While technostress may be a predictor of library workers’ attitudes toward technology, 

computer self-efficacy is another measure of these attitudes. In one study, “low self-efficacy was 

found to increase resistance to change” (Ellen, P. S., Bearden, W. O., & Sharma, S., 1991, 

p.305). Computer self-efficacy is a concept based upon Bandura’s (1977) work related to social 

cognitive theory. In this work, Bandura defined self-efficacy as the belief that a person has in 

their own ability to successfully execute a particular course of action (Bandura, 1977, 1982). It is 

important to note that the perception of the ability to successfully execute something is 

independent of the actual ability to successfully complete the task. While there is correlation 

between perception and ability, this study aims to assess people’s beliefs about their abilities 

rather than measure their actual ability to successfully complete a task.  
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Bandura (1977) posited that there are four determinants of self-efficacy which will affect 

a person’s performance of a task:  previous experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion 

and one’s affective state. From this starting point, research has shown that a person’s self-

efficacy will influence their decision whether to tackle an objective, the amount of energy that 

they expend to accomplish their goal and the level of persistence that they will demonstrate in 

their efforts to accomplish a goal (Bandura, 1977; Bandura & Schunk, 1981).  

Building upon Bandura’s definition, computer self-efficacy (CSE) is a person’s belief 

about their ability to use a computer to accomplish a specific goal (Compeau & Higgins, 1995). 

In this light, CSE plays an important role in people’s behavior is using technology and in their 

willingness to use computers. Researchers have shown that CSE is a major determinant of both 

software adoption and computer usage (Deng, Doll, & Truong, 2004). “Self-efficacy beliefs have 

repeatedly been reported as a major factor in understanding the frequency and success with 

which individuals use computers” (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002, p.134). Compeau and Higgins 

(1995) found that people with high levels of CSE used technology with greater frequency and 

enjoyed the experience more than those with lower levels. Computer anxiety or stress was a 

much less of an issue for those with higher self-efficacy as well (Compeau & Higgins, 1995). 

Researchers have studied several determinants in relation to a person’s level of CSE. 

Some of the major factors are gender, previous computer experience or training, age and job 

satisfaction. The impact of gender is one of the most studied determinants. Traditionally, studies 

have shown that men have higher levels of computer self-efficacy than do women (Busch, 1995; 

Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; Miura, 1987). However, others have shown that the issue is not so 

simple. In some cases, males demonstrated higher CSE perceptions than females, but only with 

regard to advanced technological skills. Torkzadeh and Koufteros (1994) found that gender 
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differences did exist in CSE levels for certain types of skills, but that the difference diminished 

after some type of computer training. Overall, gender does play the most divisive role in people’s 

perceptions about complex technical tasks, including programming skills (Cassidy & Eachus, 

2002). Cassidy and Eachus (2002) suggest a possible reason for this is that “the more complex 

the task is the higher is the perceived masculinity factor, and hence, men show higher self-

efficacy for such tasks” (p.136). Despite some of this contrary evidence, gender remains an 

important factor to study in relation to computer self-efficacy. 

Previous computer experience or training is another area that researchers have found to 

impact computer self-efficacy. Some have found that levels of CSE in undergraduate students 

increased significantly immediately after taking a computer training course (Torkzadeh & 

Koufteros, 1994). Torkzadeh, Pflughoeft and Hall (1999) discovered that training had the 

greatest impact in students who already possessed a positive attitude towards technology before 

training. These authors argue that “if students already have a negative attitude toward computers 

and computer-related work . . ., their attitudes are more difficult to alter” (Torkzadeh, et. al., 

1999, p.301) Beas and Salanova’s (2006) study of information and communication technology 

workers support these findings. They found that attitudes towards technology play a critical role 

in the success of any type of training program. Workers who had negative attitudes about 

technology and spent significant time attending training programs actually had lower levels of 

CSE after their training concluded. Thus, they concluded that quality of training was much more 

important than quantity (Beas & Salanova, 2006; Cassidy & Eachus, 2002). Additionally, 

training had a much more positive effect on CSE when it was targeted at specific needs rather 

than aimed at improving general technology skills (Beas & Salanova, 2006). Both conclusions 

suggest that there is a need for appropriate technology training that is designed for specific tasks 
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at appropriate times and that training should be an integral part of an institution’s organizational 

structure. 

As with computer training, researchers have shown that age plays a significant role in 

levels of computer self-efficacy (Czaja, et. al., 1989; Dyck & Smither, 1996; Reed, Doty, & 

May, 2005). There is a bit of a disagreement over the reason for this negative correlation, 

however. Czaja and Sharit (1993) attribute the negative influence of age on CSE to lack of 

computer experience and exposure. Others look to biological reasons, concluding that decreasing 

visual acuity, lessening of reaction time, and issues with spatial memory may hamper both the 

perception and reality of older adults’ computer self efficacy beliefs (Reed, et. al., 2005). 

Regardless of the reasons, however, age is one of the most consistent determinants of self-

efficacy across the literature. 

Building upon the fact that CSE is a complicated concept with several determinants, 

several authors have theorized that computer self-efficacy is a multi-dimensional construct that 

exists on several levels (Downey & McMurtrey, 2007; Marakas, Johnson & Clay, 2007). 

Marakas, Yi and Johnson (1998) suggested that CSE can exist at both the general computing 

domain and the application-specific level. General CSE refers to a person’s belief in their ability 

to perform task across a general computing domain. This makes general CSE “a product of a 

lifetime of related experiences and can be thought of as a weighted collection of all CSE’s 

accumulated to over time” (Marakas, et. al., 1998, p.17). Application-specific computer self-

efficacy relates to people’s ability to successfully complete tasks within that general computing 

domain (Agarwal, Sambamurthy, & Stair, 2000). While both are important constructs and 

measures of people’s attitudes towards computers, Downey and McMurtrey (2007) posit that 

general computer self-efficacy is more valuable to organizations and institutions than task-
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specific CSE because assessing specific CSE levels for the full range of applications is 

impractical. Also, general computer self-efficacy is a better measure of workers’ perception of 

their technical abilities as a whole (Downey, & McMurtrey, 2007). 

Unlike age, the impact of organizational support on computer self-efficacy is not entirely 

clear. Compeau and Higgins (1995) hypothesized that support would have a positive impact 

upon overall general CSE levels. They were quite surprised by their findings that technical 

support had a negative impact upon self-efficacy (Compeau & Higgins, 1995). The theor they 

suggested to explain this is that technical support personnel may tend to solve people’s computer 

problems rather than teach staff how to fix problems themselves (Compeau & Higgins, 1995). 

Yet, another researcher found that “the availability of technical support and training in the 

healthcare organization are of crucial importance to MHS (mobile healthcare systems) success” 

(Wu, J.H., Wang, S.C., & Lin, L.M., 2007, p.74). It is worth noting the majority of these studies 

discuss both technical support and training together. This may be one reason for some of the 

conflicting findings.  

While the literature shows that the previously discussed factors are all determinants of 

CSE, job satisfaction is actually an outcome variable (Lazar, Jones, Hackley, Shneiderman, 

2006; Staple, Hulland & Higgins, 1998). In other words, people’s perception of their technical 

abilities impacts their overall job satisfaction. Staple, et. al. (1998) “suggest that positive 

judgments about one’s ability to perform tasks should have a positive impact on the satisfaction 

associated with one’s doing those tasks.” Thus, people who have higher levels of computer self-

efficacy should be more satisfied in their jobs than those with less confidence in their technical 

abilities. 
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There is an extensive body of literature about the concept of computer self-efficacy and 

how it relates to people’s attitudes about computers and technology. However, extensive 

searches of Academic Search Premier (EBSCO), Emerald Library Suite, ERIC, Library 

Literature (OCLC) and Sage Premier (WALDO) revealed that there is little research about either 

computer self-efficacy levels among library employees or about technical support models in 

academic libraries. This study aims to fill this gap by collecting data from library employees 

about their technical support structure, by assessing their level of general computer self-efficacy, 

and by analyzing whether technical support models impact levels of CSE. This study will also 

gauge CSE levels based upon other demographic variables such as gender, age, length of time 

working in a library, computer experience and job satisfaction. 

 

Method 

 This study is based upon an online survey published on the online survey site, 

SurveyMonkey. It was available for one month. On the web pages where the link to the survey 

resided, text specifically mentioned that the survey was intended for academic library workers 

only. The survey had three sections: a demographic portion, a computer self-efficacy 

introductory area and a portion with 30 questions designed to gauge a person’s computer self-

efficacy. These 30 questions were the basis for the overall computer self-efficacy score assigned 

to each participant. The test measured answers on a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 - 

strongly disagree to 6 - strongly agree. 

 Cassidy and Eachus (2002) developed the computer use self-efficacy questions used in this 

survey instrument. They developed this survey to assess the relationship between computer self-

efficacy, gender and experience with computers in university students. They did test their 



Computer Self-Efficacy   10 

 

instrument on university employees and found that it could be used as an effective assessment 

for a non-student population (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002).  

 The major method of solicitation utilized to find survey participants was advertising via the 

World Wide Web. On March 1, 2008, the link to the survey appeared on the blog, Life as I Know 

It (Macaulay, 2008). Later that same day, Meredith G. Farkas, a librarian and blogger, also 

posted the link to the survey on her blog, Information Wants To Be Free (Farkas, 2008b). Again, 

both posts noted that the survey was intended for those people who worked in academic libraries. 

There were several library employees that took the survey based upon email requests and word-

of-mouth. However, it is impossible to determine how respondents found the survey link. 

 The survey invited anyone who worked in an academic library to participate. It was 

important to have a population that included those with various job descriptions including 

professional librarians, library assistants, managers, support staff, etc. One purpose of the survey 

was to get a demographic snapshot of library employees including degree status, age, job 

classification and other factors in order to find out if these factors would have any impact upon 

technological self-efficacy. 

 Once the survey closed on March 31, 2008, I began to analyze the data collected. All 

survey responses received a number, and I entered the corresponding data into a Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheet. From here, coded responses were compiled into a master spreadsheet. I keyed the 

answers to the CSE questions and calculated the computer self-efficacy score for each 

respondent (Cassidy & Eachus, n.d). The spreadsheet data was sorted a number of different ways 

to try and compare the CSE scores based upon different demographic populations. The result 

was a spreadsheet with the scores separated by technical support models in order to analyze the 

impact of technical support models on overall CSE scores.  
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Results 

 During the month of March 2008, 167 library employees completed the online survey. 

Overall, the computer self-efficacy scores of the respondents were quite high with an average of 

153.29 (16.07 SD). The possible scores on this test ranged from 30 to 180. Of course, there was a 

significant variance in CSE scores with the lowest score being 81 while the highest was 179. Yet, 

low scores were not the norm. Only 31% (52) of the respondents had a total score under 150. 

 The survey contained several demographic questions that could be used to explore 

differences in CSE scores. One of the demographic variables with the largest variation was age. 

There was a serious decline in CSE in those respondents over 50 years of age. All scores for 

various age groups are available in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 – Computer self-efficacy scores by age range 

 

Similarly, people working in libraries for over 20 years also had lower computer self-

efficacy scores than those who had been working in an academic library for fewer than 20 years. 

Table 2 illustrates that there is about a 17 point decrease in the average computer self-efficacy 
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score between those who have been working in an academic libraries for less than 10 years and 

those who have been working in them for over 40 years. 

Figure 2 – Mean computer self-efficacy scores by length of time working in academic libraries 

 

 In this survey, training seemed to have little effect on CSE levels. The vast majority of 

the participants (78.44%, 131) responded that they had taken some type of training class in their 

lives. Their average CSE score was 152.92 (15.92 SD). The average CSE for those who had 

never taken any type of training class was slightly higher at 154.81 (16.71 SD). While this 

difference is negligible, it is significant that training did not have much of an impact on the 

computer self-efficacy levels of this group of academic library employees. 

 When filtered by computer experience, the survey results are much more in line with 

findings from the literature. There was a significant percentage of the whole who considered 

themselves to be extremely experienced with computers (29.94%, 50).  This group had a mean 

CSE score of 162.7 (11.08 SD). Those (57.49%, 96) who had much experience with technology 
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125

130

135

140

145

150

155

160

<10 Years 10-19 Years 20-29 Years 30-39 Years >40 Years

CSE Score by Length of Career



Computer Self-Efficacy   13 

 

SD). None of the respondents answered that they had little or no experience with technology. All 

data for CSE scores by computer experience is illustrated in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 –  Mean computer self-efficacy score according to computer experience 

 

 Job satisfaction is another category in which there was a significant fluctuation in average 

CSE scores. There was roughly a 23 point difference in the overall scores between those who 

were extremely satisfied (160.44, 11.27 S.D.) in their jobs and those who were unsatisfied 

(137.5, no S.D.). Some of the discrepancy may have to do with the small samples of respondents 

who answered that they were unsatisfied (2) (see Figure 4 for actual mean scores). However, the 

differences are significant enough to suggest that job satisfaction has a definite relationship to 

computer self-efficacy in library employees. 

Figure 4 – Computer self-efficacy scores by level of job satisfaction 
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Sex is the last demographic variable that merits mention as an influence on CSE scores in 

library employees. In the literature, it is generally accepted that men have higher levels of self-

efficacy than women (Busch, 1995; Cassidy & Eachus, 2002). In this study, women, who were 

82.04% (137) of the participants, had a higher CSE level than the male respondents. Their mean 

score was 154.03 (15.52 SD) in comparison to the 149.93 (18.27 SD) average of the men. 

In terms of technical support models, 48.5% (81) of the participants identified their 

primary means of support as a systems department within their library organization. The second 

largest group, 24.55% (41) receives support from an information technology department that is 

not part of their library organization. Only 14.37% (24) reported that their primary means of 

technical support came from a combined information technology and library organization. 

However, 7.78% (13) of the participants answered that they had multiple means of technical 

support. The remaining 4.8% (8) had various other means of support including support from a 

vendor, no formal means of support or self-support. 
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Computer self-efficacy levels are fairly standard across the three main types of technical 

support models in academic libraries: library systems departments, information technology 

departments and combined information technology and library departments. There were two 

areas of interest. First, there was a significant decrease in the mean CSE score for those 

respondents who answered that they had no formal technical support. Those with no formal 

support had an average computer self-efficacy score of 135.67 (34.15 SD) as compared to the 

score of 153.76 for the combined main types of technical support. It is worth noting that the 

sample size for those with no formal support is quite small (1.8% 3). 

Additionally, the highest mean CSE score among different technical support models is 

with those who have multiple means of support. The score for this group is 160.23 (10.65 SD) 

which is roughly seven points over the average for the entire population. Although multiple 

means is not one of the major structures of technical support, 7.78% (13) of the participants 

chose this answer to this question on the survey. Those who answered that they had other means 

of technical support also had a higher CSE score.  However, majority of these respondents 

specified that they themselves were their sole means of technical support. Figure 4 has the 

complete data on computer self-efficacy scores by technical support models. 

Figure 4 - Computer self-efficacy scores by various technical support models found in academic 

libraries. 
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Discussion 

 Technology plays an important role in today’s academic libraries and technological skills 

are critical for library workers to possess. Fortunately, those who work in this environment are 

well equipped to deal with the challenges that technology often presents. Overall, library 

employees have both significant computer experience and a high level of general computer self-

efficacy. This means that despite the fact that there may be those people who resist technological 

change and suffer from technostress in the library profession, computers do not frighten the vast 

majority of workers. Nor do the survey results suggest that library workers avoid using 

computers or other types of technology. 

 While high levels of general computer self-efficacy do not necessarily correlate to high 

levels of CSE in specific applications or in advanced computer-related tasks, general CSE is an 

excellent indication that library employees have a very strong foundation for technological skills. 

As CSE does correlate to actual performance, this high level of computer self-efficacy does 
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suggest that academic library employees have the ability to successfully use technology in their 

jobs. This is especially true for female library workers, who have a slightly stronger 

technological confidence in their general computer abilities than their male counterparts do. This 

is a critical point given that many studies have shown that often men have higher levels of CSE 

than females. Some have argued that males have higher computer confidence due to perceived 

masculinity of technology jobs, especially advanced ones (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002). Given that 

librarianship is a female-dominated profession (AFL-CIO, 2007), the strength of the female 

population’s computer self-efficacy average score is an important factor in their success ability 

to achieve success in the profession. 

 Like gender, technical support models do not appear to have a significant impact on 

employees’ CSE scores. The vast majority (88%, 147) of the respondents have only one means 

of technical support. For the most part, that one means is a library systems department, a college 

or university-based information technology department or a combined information technology 

and library technical support organization. Computer self-efficacy levels are fairly consistent 

across these three groups and are quite close to the overall average computer self-efficacy score. 

 Despite the closeness of the overall self-efficacy levels, it is worth noting that those who 

rely upon library systems department for technical support were slightly less confident in their 

technical abilities. Those with a combined library and information technology support system 

had the highest confidence level. This may suggest that those who work in information 

technology departments provide better technical support or training. This is an area that could 

use further study in order to gauge library employees’ overall satisfaction with their technical 

support organization. 
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 The average computer efficacy score for those employees who have more than one means 

of technical support is only about seven points higher than the overall CSE score. However, this 

does suggest that multiple means of support make people more confident in their technical 

abilities. Such a support structure may give people the belief that they have more options for help 

should they need it. The fact that those with no formal technical support structure had a very low 

mean computer self-efficacy score helps to support this conclusion. Options for technical support 

seem to increase computer self-efficacy rather than specific models of support. 

 The factors that have the greatest impact on the technical confidence of academic library 

workers are those that seem to have the biggest impact for the populace at large: age, length of 

career and computer experience. Older workers have significantly lower perception of their 

ability to complete general computing tasks. CSE levels decline steadily in for most successive 

age groups with the highest levels found in those respondents between the ages of 20 and 29. The 

same can be said for length of career. People working in libraries for over 20 years have a lower 

average CSE score than those who have spent less time in the profession. 

 Those with some experience with computers are an interesting case. Like older workers, 

they have a fairly low computer self-efficacy score when compared the overall CSE of all library 

employees. However, those who believe that they only possess some experience with computers 

are of varying ages with the vast majority of them being between 30 and 39 years of age. 

Additionally, they defy the overall trend for length of career, since 61.9% (13) of the respondents 

have been working in an academic library for less than 10 years. This makes computer 

experience the biggest predictor of computer self-efficacy in academic library workers regardless 

of other demographic variables. 
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 As a whole, academic library employees are quite confident in their technical capabilities 

and are well placed to meet the challenges that technology may present. This level of confidence 

decreases with age and length of time working in a library, which may make it more difficult for 

older library workers to cope with technology. It may also mean that older employees need 

different types of training and exposure to new technologies. Some researchers have theorized 

that older people may judge their own technical skills more harshly than younger people do 

(Marquie, Jourdan-Boddaert, Huet, 2002). It is possible that although they do not have the same 

confidence in their technical skills, this does not affect their ability to successfully complete 

technical jobs (Czaja & Sharit, 1993; Marquie, et. al., 2002). Ultimately, age influences people’s 

reactions to technology and their ability to cope with it. Library organizations need to be 

sensitive to these differences in employees’ comfort levels with computers in order to mitigate 

the influence of low self-efficacy and computer experience. 

Unlike age, gender, length of career and computer experience, job satisfaction is an 

outcome of CSE. As such, it can be used as an indicator of computer anxiety or technostress. 

People who have difficulty dealing with computers or suffer from technostress will be unhappier 

with their day-to-day job responsibilities and in their career choices. This relationship between 

job satisfaction and computer self-efficacy validates the need for library administrators to 

understand how technologically adept their employees are. It also points to a real need for 

support structures to improve low CSE levels among library staff. Workers who believe they are 

technologically competent are more productive, more likely to try to complete complex tasks and 

are more satisfied with their job than those with lower levels of CSE. 

 This study is good first step to identifying how technically adept library workers are. 

However, there are several areas that suggest further study. While technical support models did 
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not have significant impact upon overall CSE levels, there is enough differentiation in the scores 

to warrant the need to assess workers satisfaction with various models. This may help to explain 

some of the differences and determine if people with multiple means of support feel as if they 

receive better support than those with only one means. Additionally, this study looked only at 

general computer self-efficacy. Library work, however, requires many specific computer-related 

tasks. A task-specific computer self-efficacy study could shed light on specific library-related 

technical skills, especially for that of the integrated library system.  

Limitations 

 A large number of respondents participated in this study. However, several respondents 

commented that on the fact that the primary means of advertisement was via two specific blogs. 

These respondents assumed that more technically adept people would read blogs. This is worth 

noting. There was some solicitation for the survey via email and word-of-mouth to other library 

employees. Unfortunately, it is impossible to accurately quantify the number of respondents that 

found the survey via the web versus email or personal recommendation. It would have been 

prudent to ask this question the survey itself.  

 Despite this very real limitation, a good cross-section of people responded to the survey. 

There was a significant population of people who answered that they had only some experience 

with computers. However, this population among library workers could be higher than 

represented in this survey. 

 Also, in order to accurately gauge to overall computer self-efficacy level of academic 

library workers, there needs to be an assessment of application-specific efficacy levels. 

Assessing the general CSE is only a good starting point to determining the relationship between 

library workers and their technology skills. 
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Appendix  

Dear Participant:  

 

I would like to request your help in learning information about the impact of various technical 

support models on the overall confidence of academic library employees with technology. I am 

currently a student in the Master of Library Science Program at Southern Connecticut State 

University doing a research project for one of my classes. 

 

Participation is voluntary. There is no penalty for refusal to participate. Submission of this 

survey indicates your consent to use this data in research. [This research has been reviewed 

under the Human Research Protection Program, Institutional Review Board at Southern 

Connecticut State University (Protocol 07-129).] 

 

The majority of the questions are multiple choice. You will be asked to pick the best answer to a 

series of questions or comments. There may be a few questions that ask you to write a few 

words. The survey should take about 20 minutes to complete. 

 

Please do not hesitate to send an email to macaulayj1@southernct.edu if you have any questions 

or comments about this survey. 

 

Thank you very much for your participation. I appreciate your help. 

 

 

Jennifer Macaulay, Graduate Student 

Master of Library Science Program 

Dept of Information & Library Science  

Southern Connecticut State University  

501 Crescent Street  

New Haven CT 06515  

 

macaulayj1@southernct.edu 

 

Demographic Section 

 

1. What is your age? 

__ 18-19 

__20-29 

__30-39 

__40-49 

__50-59 

__60-69 

__>70 

 

2. What is your gender? 

__female 

mailto:macaulayj1@southernct.edu
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__male 

 

3. Educational attainment (please check all degrees that you have earned) 

__high school diploma 

__bachelors degree 

__masters degree 

__doctorate 

 

4. Do you have a Master in Library Science (or other equivalent)? 

__yes 

__no 

__in library school 

 

5. How long have you been working in the library field (regardless of library type)? 

__<10 

__10-19 

__20-29 

__30-39 

__>40 

 

6. Your job classification is best described as: 

__student worker (on Federal work-study) 

__library assistant 

__professional librarian 

__other (please specify) ___________________________ 
 

 

7. In which library department(s) do you currently work? (please choose all that apply) 

__acquisitions 

__administration (director’s office, etc) 

__archives/special collections 

__cataloging 

__circulation 

__reference 

__serials 

__systems 

__other (please specify) ________________________ 

 

8. Who provides your primary means of technical support? 

__ someone working in library systems (within the library organization) 

__ someone working in a combined library/IT department 

__ someone working in your institution's IT department (not affiliated with the library 

organization) 

__someone working for an outside contractor or vendor 

__ we have no formal technical support 

__other (please specify) ____________________________ 
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9. Your level of job satisfaction is 

__extremely satisfied 

__mostly satisfied 

__neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

__somewhat unsatisfied 

__unsatisfied 

 

Computer Self-Efficacy Section – Part 1 

 

1. Please rate your experience with computers 

__none 

__very limited 

__some experience 

__much experience 

__extremely experienced 

 

2. Please check all types of computer software packages you have used 

__word processing 

__spreadsheets 

__databases 

__presentation packages 

__desktop publishing 

__multimedia packages 

__integrated library systems 

__other (please specify) __________________________________ 

 

3. Do you own your own computer? 

__yes 

__no 

 

4. Do you have access to a computer when you are not at work? 

__yes 

__no 

 

5. What type of computer do you prefer to use? 

__PC 

__Mac 

__none 

__other (please specify) ________________________________ 

 

6. Have you ever taken a computer training course? 

__yes 

__no 

 

Computer Self-Efficacy Section – Part 2 
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In this section, you will find a number of statements concerning how you might feel about 

computers. Please indicate the strength of your agreement/disagreement with the statements 

using the six point scale shown below where 1= strong disagreement and 6= strong agreement 

with a particular statement.  

 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree  

 

You can indicate how you feel by choosing a number between 1 and 6.  

 

Click on the button which most closely represents how much you agree or disagree with the 

statement. There are no 'correct ' responses; it is your own views that are important.  

 

It will take you only a few minutes to complete the thirty statements that make up the 

questionnaire, but it is important that you respond to each statement. Please click on what you 

think is the most appropriate button.  

 

1. I can usually deal with most difficulties I encounter when using computers.  

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

2. I find working with computers very easy.  

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree  

 

3. I am very unsure of my abilities to use computers. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

4. I seem to have difficulties with most of the packages I have tried to use. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

5. Computers frighten me. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

 6. I enjoy working with computers. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

7. I find computers get in the way of learning. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

8. DOS-based computer packages don't cause many problems for me. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

9. Computers make me much more productive. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

10. I often have difficulties when trying to learn how to use a new computer package. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 
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11. Most of the computer packages I have had experience with, have been easy to use. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

12. I am very confident in my abilities to use computers. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

13. I find it difficult to get computers to do what I want them to. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

14. At times I find working with computers very confusing. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

15. I would rather that we did not have to learn how to use computers. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

16. I usually find it easy to learn how to use a new software package. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

17. I seem to waste a lot of time struggling with computers. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

18. Using computers makes learning more interesting. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

19. I always seem to have problems when trying to use computers. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

20. Some computer packages definitely make learning easier. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

21. Computer jargon baffles me. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

22. Computers are far too complicated for me. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

23. Using computers is something I rarely enjoy. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

24. Computers are good aids to learning. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

25. Sometimes, when using a computer, things seem to happen and I don't know why. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

26. As far as computers go, I don't consider myself to be very competent. 
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Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

27. Computers help me to save a lot of time. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

28. I find working with computers very frustrating. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

29. I consider myself a skilled computer user. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

30. When using computers I worry that I might press the wrong button and damage it. 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 Strongly Agree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 

 

Please direct any questions or comments to 

Jennifer Macaulay - macaulayj1@southernct.edu 

 

**The methodology for the Computer Use Self-Efficacy survey is based upon the model 

developed by Simon Cassidy and Peter Eachus - more information is available at 

http://www.chssc.salford.ac.uk/healthSci/selfeff/SELFEFFa.htm.  

 

http://www.chssc.salford.ac.uk/healthSci/selfeff/SELFEFFa.htm

