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ABSTRACT  

Objective: This study aimed to test a structural equation model linking technology 

acceptance and digital lifestyle to work engagement and employee deviant behaviors, 

with organizational commitment and innovative work behavior as mediating variables. 

Methods and Materials: A quantitative cross-sectional descriptive-correlational design 

was used. The population included faculty members and administrative employees of 

Islamic Azad University branches in Semnan Province, Iran, in 2024. A total of 300 

participants were selected through simple random sampling. Data were collected using 

standardized self-report measures of technology acceptance, digital lifestyle, work 

engagement, organizational deviance, organizational commitment, and innovative work 

behavior. Data were analyzed using Pearson correlation in SPSS 22 and structural 

equation modeling with bootstrap analysis in AMOS 22. 

Findings: The final model showed good fit: χ²/df = 1.81, GFI = .94, AGFI = .91, CFI = .97, TLI 

= .96, IFI = .97, NFI = .93, RMSEA = .052, and SRMR = .045. Technology acceptance 

positively predicted work engagement (β = .24), organizational commitment (β = .39), 

and innovative work behavior (β = .35), and negatively predicted employee deviance (β 

= −.18). Digital lifestyle positively predicted work engagement (β = .19), organizational 

commitment (β = .31), and innovative work behavior (β = .37), and negatively predicted 

deviance (β = −.14). The model explained 42% of organizational commitment, 55% of 

innovative work behavior, 62% of work engagement, and 49% of employee deviance. 

Bootstrap results confirmed significant indirect effects. 

Conclusion: Technology acceptance and digital lifestyle were associated with higher work 

engagement and lower workplace deviance through organizational commitment and 

innovative work behavior. 

Keywords: Technology Acceptance, Digital Lifestyle, Work Engagement, Workplace 

Deviance, Organizational Commitment, Innovative Work Behavior. 
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There were no missing values on any of the six primary 

variables. Standardized scores ranged within approximately 

-2.56 to +2.61, and no problematic univariate outliers were 

identified. Skewness and kurtosis values were within 

acceptable limits. The Mardia multivariate kurtosis 

coefficient was 8.94, with a critical ratio of 2.61, which met 

the prespecified acceptability criterion. Tolerance values 

ranged from .52 to .61 and variance inflation factors ranged 

from 1.64 to 1.92, indicating no problematic 

multicollinearity. Descriptive distributional indices are 

reported in Table 2. 

 

Variable M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Technology acceptance 3.71 0.58 -0.34 0.41 
Digital lifestyle 3.64 0.61 -0.28 0.36 
Work engagement 3.82 0.55 -0.31 0.44 
Employee deviance 2.26 0.67 0.52 0.38 
Organizational commitment 3.69 0.57 -0.22 0.29 
Innovative work behavior 3.58 0.60 -0.19 0.33 

Bivariate correlations supported the expected pattern of 

associations. Technology acceptance, digital lifestyle, 

organizational commitment, innovative work behavior, and 

work engagement were positively intercorrelated, whereas 

employee deviance was negatively associated with all five 

constructs. The strongest positive correlation was between 

organizational commitment and work engagement (r = .58), 

followed by organizational commitment and innovative 

work behavior (r = .55) and innovative work behavior and 

work engagement (r = .56). Work engagement showed the 

strongest negative correlation with deviance (r = -.45). The 

complete correlation matrix is presented in Table 3. 
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Note. ** p < .01. 

The structural model demonstrated satisfactory fit across 

all reported indices. The chi-square statistic was 231.46 with 

128 degrees of freedom, yielding a chi-square/df ratio of 

1.81. Incremental and comparative indices exceeded .90, and 

both RMSEA and SRMR were below .08. The fit statistics 

and evaluation criteria are summarized in Table 4. 

 

The model explained substantial variance in the 

endogenous constructs. Technology acceptance and digital 

lifestyle jointly explained 42% of organizational 

commitment. Technology acceptance, digital lifestyle, and 

organizational commitment explained 55% of innovative 

work behavior. Together, technology acceptance, digital 

lifestyle, organizational commitment, and innovative work 

behavior explained 62% of work engagement. The complete 

model, including work engagement, explained 49% of 

employee deviance. Coefficients of determination are 

reported in Table 5. 

 

All 14 direct structural paths reported in the final model 

were statistically significant. Technology acceptance 

positively predicted work engagement (beta = .24), 

organizational commitment (beta = .39), and innovative 

work behavior (beta = .35), while negatively predicting 

employee deviance (beta = -.18). Digital lifestyle showed the 

same general pattern: positive effects on engagement (beta = 

.19), commitment (beta = .31), and innovation (beta = .37), 

and a negative effect on deviance (beta = -.14). 

Organizational commitment and innovative work behavior 

were both positively related to engagement and negatively 

related to deviance. Organizational commitment also 

positively predicted innovative work behavior (beta = .34). 

Finally, work engagement negatively predicted employee 

deviance (beta = -.20). The complete set of standardized 

direct effects is reported in Table 6 and visualized in Figure 

1. 
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Bootstrap confidence intervals supported all indirect 

effects on work engagement. Technology acceptance 

influenced engagement through organizational commitment 

(indirect effect = .13) and innovative work behavior (.11). 

Digital lifestyle also influenced engagement through 

organizational commitment (.10) and innovative work 

behavior (.11). In addition, the sequential pathways from 

technology acceptance and digital lifestyle through 

organizational commitment and then innovative work 

behavior were significant. The bootstrap indirect effects on 

work engagement are summarized in Table 7. 

 

Table 8.  

Indirect path Effect 95% CI 

LL 
95% CI 

UL 
Result 

Technology acceptance -> Organizational commitment -> Employee deviance -.11 -.18 -.05 Significant 
Technology acceptance -> Innovative work behavior -> Employee deviance -.08 -.14 -.03 Significant 
Digital lifestyle -> Organizational commitment -> Employee deviance -.09 -.15 -.04 Significant 
Digital lifestyle -> Innovative work behavior -> Employee deviance -.09 -.16 -.04 Significant 
Technology acceptance -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.05 -.09 -.02 Significant 
Digital lifestyle -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.04 -.08 -.01 Significant 
Organizational commitment -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.07 -.12 -.03 Significant 
Innovative work behavior -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.06 -.11 -.02 Significant 
Technology acceptance -> Organizational commitment -> Innovative work behavior -> Employee 

deviance 
-.03 -.07 -.01 Significant 

Digital lifestyle -> Organizational commitment -> Innovative work behavior -> Employee deviance -.02 -.06 -.01 Significant 
Technology acceptance -> Organizational commitment -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.03 -.07 -.01 Significant 
Digital lifestyle -> Organizational commitment -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.02 -.06 -.01 Significant 
Technology acceptance -> Innovative work behavior -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.02 -.05 -.01 Significant 
Digital lifestyle -> Innovative work behavior -> Work engagement -> Employee deviance -.02 -.05 -.01 Significant 
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