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Educational management and social psychology researchers have frequently suggested that job burnout and even turnover
intention of college teachers can be induced by stress, which is an inherent part of fast-changing environments and advanced
educational technology. However, studies about the contingency effect remain limited. We articulate the effect of role stress and
technostress by integrating organizational behaviour and educational management literature. Particularly, this study tries to
investigate the moderating effect of teacher agility and leader-member exchange differentiation on suppressing burnout.
According to the job demands-resources model, we proposed that the negative effect of stress on burnout depends on the degree of
agility and leader-member change quality (LMXD). A study of 271 samples supports the propositions. Specifically, the adverse
effect of role stress on job burnout is strengthened by both employee agility and LMXD. We further elaborate theoretical
implications on educational management, social psychology, and job demands-resources model.

1. Introduction

Job burnout refers to a series of negative mental experiences
from chronic exposure to stress [1]. Prior job burnout lit-
erature was involved in social psychological research [2, 3]
and organization behavior research [1]. Some studies started
to explore the influencing factors and functional mecha-
nisms in a special organization, such as in the healing do-
main [4, 5], and the accounting field [6, 7]. Recently, some
scholars emphasized teacher job burnout [8, 9], yet we still
know little about how it occurs and how to constrain teacher
occupational burnout.

Prior studies demonstrated that burnout was frequently
associated with negative outcomes, such as turnover in-
tention [10, 11], negative emotions [12, 13], poor task
performance [14], and commitment to the organization [15].
Likewise, teacher burnout brings about psychological dis-
order [7] and emotional exhaustion [16, 17]. Teachers’ be-
liefs, attitudes, and emotions affect teaching behaviors and
students profoundly [18]. It is not hard to imagine how deep

the despair of an “audience” full of eagerness and curiosity is
when confronting an “actor” of emotional exhaustion [14].
*us, it is extremely essential to be aware what factors ac-
count for the occurrence of burnout and it is necessary to
investigate what factors can suppress the adverse effect

Burnout is an inherent part of stress [5], which will
happen naturally while teachers are exposed to chronic
pressure [15]. Some teachers deal with pressure successfully.
Yet, for some teachers, burnout might be inevitable because
they fail to successfully manage the stress [16]. To reduce and
alleviate the negative effect, some researches explore the role
of security-related stress on constraining burnout [19],
which is verifies as an important factors affecting an em-
ployee’s perception of burnout [20], including two di-
mensions, security-related role stress (SRRS) and security-
related technostress (SRTS).

Prior studies emphasize that the efficacy of stress on
burnout is contingent on the context. However, the con-
tingent effect has only received scarce research attention.
According to the job demands-resources model [21],
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security-related stresses are considered as “job demands”
and leader-member change quality (LMXD) and teacher
agility as “job resources.” *ereby, we examined the con-
tingency effect of LMXD and teacher agility on the role of
security-related stress in suppressing teacher job burnout.

*us, our study makes several contributions to psy-
chological research and to education management lit-
erature. First, we extend the JD-R model, and we provide
a more comprehensive understanding on the efficacy of
the stress on teacher burnout that is moderated by the
value of teacher-subjective effort and the leader-member
relationship. Second, we remind teachers and their ad-
ministrators of potential countermeasures and policies
based on different kinds of personal characteristics and
interpersonal relationships. Our study sheds a new light
on the differential coping strategies in constraining job
burnout under various types of stress that teachers suffer
from.

2. Theory and Hypotheses Development

*e JD-R model was developed to perceive the causes and
consequences of burnout. Reference [22], which was first
raised by Evangelia Demerouti in Journal of Applied
Psychology. *is theory further indicates two types of
working conditions: JDs (job demands) and JRs (job re-
sources). JDs are regarded as “negative factor” [21], which
refers to the physical or psychological aspect of the job,
and JDs are frequently related to the physical and/or
mental costs. In addition, JRs are viewed as “positive
factors” [21], which refers to the physical or mental aspect
of a job, and they contribute to accomplish work targets,
reducing JDs, or aspects relating to physical or physio-
logical expenses and promoting personal working
performance.

In our study, security-related stresses correspond with
JDs’ definition, which take up teachers’ precious time and
efforts. Meanwhile, teacher agility and LMXD pertain to the
concept of JRs, which are beneficial for teachers in order to
gain necessary resources and make right decision to com-
plete tasks and accomplish targets. Inherent in the definition
of JRs is the assumption that JRs may buffer the influence of
JDs on job burnout [23]. Teacher agility and LMXD, which
are types of JRs, can contribute to prevent and reduce
burnout [12].

Our study develops a mathematic model, and the
equations of teacher job burnout (TJB) can be written as
equation (1) [24]. SRRS and SRTS are considered as an-
tecedents of TJB. Teacher agility (TA) and leader-member
exchange differentiation (LMXD) indicate the moderating
effect on the impacts of TJB. Age, Edu, Acat, and Ole are
demographic variables. Based on the job demands-re-
sources model, we try to achieve these following research
targets: (1) to elaborate the SRRS and SRTS as essential
antecedents to understand teacher burnout; and, specifi-
cally, (2) to explore moderating variables changing the
extent of efficacy to which SRRS and SRTS impact on
teacher burnout.

TJB � α + β1SRRS + β1SRTS + β1LMXD + β1TA

+ β1(SRRS∗LMXD) + β1(SRRS∗TA)

+ β1(SRTS ∗LMXD) + β1(SRTS∗TA) + β1Age

+ β1Edu + β1Acat + β1Ole + μ.

(1)

2.1. Role Stress, Technostress, and Job Burnout. Burnout is a
condition where an employee’s physical, emotional, and
mental energies exhaust or run out [25]. *ere is a strong
connection between pressure and burnout [26]. Teacher
burnout is consequent when exposed to chronic pressure or
when there is a lack of job security [10, 27]. Severe occu-
pational stress may obsessively exhaust teachers’ energy and
related JRs and eventually result in a severe status of oc-
cupational burnout [15, 28, 29].

Security-related stress is divided into two concepts, se-
curity-related role stress (SRRS) and security-related tech-
nostress (SRTS) [20]. SRRS is workers’ response to the
situations where multiple roles are provided [20], which is
associated with poorer decision-making [4]. Teachers fre-
quently have to do a lot of work besides teaching and sci-
entific research, e.g., the administrative task [25, 29].
Teachers experience role stress and are consequently unsure
of their superiors’ expectations and how they will judge the
outcomes of their decisions. Teachers will “hesitate to make
decisions and will have to rely on a trial and error approach.”
Teachers with ambiguous roles would waste more time in
struggling to define and understand their own roles, which is
bad for decision-making and problem-solving [26], resulting
in increasing job burnout.

SRTS is “a kind of modern social disease for technology
inadaptation,” when the new technologies cannot be mastered
and applied while working [20]. *e lack of applying various
technologies into educational environment has been consid-
ered as a key obstacle to their development [25] and teachers’
capability of integrating the technology into their daily ped-
agogical work is beneficial for personal development and
improvement [30]. More and more teachers are increasingly
dependent on education-related technologies. However, at the
same time, they are inclined to feel more stressed in a situation
where various education-related technologies emerge succes-
sively and change rapidly [31]. *us, as teachers strive to
change conventional occupational practices and habits [32], it
is inevitable that teachers will experience SRTS, which results in
losing confidence and missing the previous catching-up op-
portunity through mastering educational technologies [20, 32],
resulting in increasing job burnout. *erefore, we propose the
following hypotheses.

(i) H1a: SRRS is related to teacher burnout positively.
(ii) H1b: SRTS is related to teacher burnout positively.

2.2. Moderating Effect of Teachers’ Agility. Employee
agility, a vital job resource, means a competence to respond
promptly and accurately to variation [33, 34] and avail
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themselves of chances emerging from the changes. When
encountering role stress, teachers with high agility will ac-
tively seek for solutions and leader support to break through
the role dilemma and make decisions effectively and effi-
ciently [35]. Meanwhile, those teachers with high agility are
more adept at capitalizing on an emerging chance, in the
ever-changing situation of education-related technologies
[36]. Agility adapts teachers to ever-changing technological
environments and avails them to modify themselves to
better adapt to them.*us, agility is beneficial for teachers to
function efficiently when they are under technostress [37].

Drawing on the JD-R model [23], we propose that
teachers with a high level of agility will weaken the efficacy of
role stress and technostress, leading to a suppressing of
teacher burnout. *erefore, this study attempts to explore
the moderating effect of teacher agility on the link of se-
curity-related role stress and technostress on teacher
burnout. Based on the agreement above, when teacher agility
is high, role stress and technostress are less salient in in-
triguing burnout. *erefore, we propose the following
hypotheses.

(i) H2a: the negative efficacy of SRRS on teacher
burnout is weaker when teachers’ agility is high
rather than low.

(ii) H2b: the negative efficacy of SRTS on teacher
burnout is weaker when teachers’ agility is high
rather than low.

2.3. 0e Moderating Effect of LMXD. Leader-member ex-
change quality differentiation (LMXD) was regarded as the
extent of differentiation to which superiors develop distinct
quality relationships with their staff [38]. A low LMXD value
means a favorable leader-member relationship and a crucial
job resource [39]. Prior studies report evidence that LMXD
generates negative mood, for instance, distrust or disgust
[40], group conflict [39], poor coordination [41], and as-
sistance [42] from both leaders and colleagues.

A high LMXD value further strengthens the adverse effect
of stress on job burnout. Firstly, when LMXD is high, for the
relationship boundaries, it is unlikely for some teachers to
receive resources and leader support [43], yet they receive
passive information regarding role differentiation [44]. *us,
for those teachers who are suffering from role stress, it is more
difficult to get out of their own role dilemma and to make a
right decision. Secondly, when LMXD is high, it is more
difficult for some teachers to obtain critical help and support
from leaders or other teachers who might have been proficient
at some cutting-edge education-related technologies [45], and
thus they might fell more insecure.

Drawing on the JD-R model, we propose that the
presence of differentiation in the relationship quality with
supervisors will strengthen security-related role stress and
technostress in aggravating teacher burnout. We attempt to
explore the moderating effect of LMXD upon the link of
SRRS and SRTS on teacher burnout. Based on the above
agreement, when LMXD is high, SRRS and SRTS are more
salient in burnout. *erefore, we propose that

(i) H3a: compared with being low, the negative effect of
SRRS on job burnout is more salient when LMXD is
high.

(ii) H3b: compared with being low, the negative effect of
SRTS on job burnout is more salient when LMXD is
high.

3. Methodology

3.1. Sample and Data Collection. Our research sample frame
came from high educational teachers located in China,
whose majors are economics, management, engineering,
science, philosophy, and literature. To test the hypotheses,
we integrated some previously validated items and designed
an original questionnaire. With the assistance of some
university pro vice-chancellors, in charge of teaching and
learning, we conducted in-depth interviews about job
burnout with some departmental director and teachers,
respectively. Based on the proceeding literature review and
field interviews, we redesigned and modified our
questionnaire.

Data collection involves two kinds, an online survey and
an offline survey. First, we emailed electronic questionnaires
to 524 teachers directly, and we received 56 feedbacks.
Table 1 presents the profile of the sample. Secondly, with the
support of some pro vice-presidents, we effectively adopted
the on-site questionnaire distribution and collection. We
collected 243 valid questionnaires of 400 distributed ques-
tionnaires, of which 28 were removed for being incomplete.
Finally, we got 271 samples, with response rate of 28.3%.

3.2. Measures. To validate the conceptual model, our study
conducted an empirical investigation and developed the
survey instrument in three steps. First, we adapted the
measures from preceding studies and then translated the
English questionnaire into Chinese while assuring con-
ceptual precision [46]. Second, we asked three academic
researchers with expertise in high education research to
evaluate the questionnaire for questionnaire flow, design,
and content validity.*ird, we pilot-tested the questionnaire
with 20 teachers and revised the survey instrument based on
the feedback received.

3.2.1. Job Burnout. We measured job burnout with 9 items
adapted from Chong et al. [6, 47], which is regarded as a
series of negative mental experiences from chronic exposure
to organizational stress. Example items included “I sense
burned out from my work.”

3.2.2. Technostress and Role Stress. We adopted scales from
Hwang and Cha [20] to measure SRRS and SRTS [20]. SRRS
was measured with 8 items, which is associated with
workers’ response to the situations where multiple roles are
provided [20]. Examples included “I often receive assign-
ments without adequate resources and materials to execute
them.” SRRS was defined as the complexity or uncertainty of
education-related technology which induce teacher mental
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pressure [26]. Example items included “I am forced by ed-
ucation-related technology to work much faster than before.”

3.2.3. LMXD. We measured LMXD adapted from Chiniara
and Bentein [38] which was evaluated for 3 items on the
degree of differentiation of the exchange quality between
superiors and their staff [38, 42]. Examples include “Some
departmental members have a positive working relationship
with my leader while other team members do not.”

3.2.4. Teacher Agility. We measured the teacher agility
adapted from Pitafi et al. [34], which was assessed for 15
items on the capability of a teacher to respond and ac-
commodate themselves to variation rapidly and correctly
[34]. Examples include “I search for the chances to improve
myself at my work.”

4. Result

4.1.ConstructValidity. We applied SPSS 21 and Lisrel in our
study. Our CFA is to evaluate construct validity, and its
results revealed that the measurement model fits the data
well as advised (c2/df� 2347.25/1016� 2.31, CFI� 0.94,
IFI� 0.94, NNFI� 0.93, RMSEA� 0.07). All item loadings
were statistically significant. Meanwhile, the value of
Cronbach’s α and CR were all higher than 0.7. *e results of
our research further showed good convergent validity and
discriminant validity as well, because all values of the square
root of the average variances extracted exceeded the
thresholds of 0.70 [48] and were higher than the correlations
with other constructs [49] (see Table 2). *erefore, in our
study, our measures have appropriate reliability and validity.

4.2. CommonMethod Bias. We conducted one post hoc test
to alleviate common method bias. *e results of Harman’s
single-factor test displayed the first factor only contributed
to 19.18 percent of the total variance, indicating a lack of
evidence of common method bias. Moreover, the single-
factor model showed unacceptable fit indices (c2/
df� 1130.88/170� 6.65, CFI� 0.79, IFI� 0.79, NNFI� 0.77,
RMSEA� 0.19, SRMR� 0.12), which were worse than that of
our measurement model. Hence, common method bias was
not likely to become a major issue.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing. To test the hypotheses in our study,
we applied hierarchical regression because it is a usual way
recommended to measure moderating effects. In order to
reduce concerns of multicollinearity, we standardized all
hypothesized variables. *e results showed that multi-
collinearity was not a serious issue because all variance
inflation factors (VIF) are less than 7, which is well below the
acceptable maximum cutoff value of 10 [50].

In H1a and H1b, we anticipated that role stress and
technostress associate positively to teacher burnout. Model
2, in Table 3, indicated that role stress (β� 0.46, p< 0.001,
0.000) and technostress (β� 0.17, p< 0.01, 0.005) both have
a significant effect on teacher burnout (see Figure 1).
Moreover, compared to technostress, role stress exerted a
more salient impact on teacher burnout. *erefore, H1a and
H1b were both supported (see Figure 1).

H2a and H2b anticipated the significant moderating
impact of teacher agility upon the connection between se-
curity-related stress and teacher burnout. We predicted that
teacher agility would weaken the effectiveness of role stress
in constraining teacher burnout in H2a. On the contrary, the
regression results indicated that the interactions of teacher
agility with SRRS aggravating teacher burnout (β� 0.18,

Table 1: Sample demographic (N� 271).

N Percentage (%)
Gender
Male 77 28.4
Female 194 71.6

Age
20–30 89 32.8
30–40 116 42.8
40–50 48 17.7
50–60 16 5.9
≥60 2 0.7

Education (Edu)
Below bachelor 19 7.0
Bachelor 82 30.3
Master 142 52.4
Doctor 28 10.3

Academic title (Acat)
Research assistant 72 26.6
Lecturer 103 38.0
Associate professor 68 25.1
Professor 28 10.3

Overseas learning experience (Ole)
Yes 41 15.1
No 230 84.9
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p< 0.05, 0.03), which fails to support H2a. Figure 2 reveals
that role stress has stronger negative effects on teacher
burnout when there is high (β� 0.61, p< 0.001, 0.000) than
when there is low teacher agility (β� 0.48, p< 0.001, 0.000).
In H2b, although we predicted that teacher agility would
weaken the effectiveness of technostress in suppressing
teacher burnout, the regression result shows their interac-
tions between teacher agility with SRTS on teacher burnout
is not significant (β� 0.02, p> 0.05, 0.80), which fails to
support H2b.

H3a and H3b anticipated a positive and significant
moderating impact of LMXD upon the connection between
role stress, technostress, and teacher burnout. *e interac-
tion between LMXD and role stress on teacher burnout is
significant (β� 0.15, p< 0.05, 0.03; see Table 3, Model 4),
supporting H3a. Model 4, in Table 3, showed higher levels of
LMXD strengthening the negative effects of role stress on
teacher burnout, in support of H3a. Figure 3 reveals that role
stress has stronger negative effects on teacher burnout when

there is high LMXD (β� 0.53, p< 0.001, 0.000) than when
there is low LMXD (β� 0.47, p< 0.001, 0.000). In H3b,
although we predicted that LMXD would strengthen the
efficacy of technostress on teacher burnout, the regression
result showed that interaction between LMXD and SRTS on
teacher burnout is not significant (β� −0.08, p< 0.05, 0.24),
which fails to support H3b.

5. Discussion and Implication

5.1. 0eoretical Implications. Teacher occupational burnout
and stress have attracted attention from theoretical research
and management practice, complicating social educational
management research [14, 19] and setting higher require-
ments for the competencies of educational administrators
[10]. Although there is widespread recognition of the role of
stress, including role stress and technostress, in suppressing
teacher burnout, the influences of the leader-member re-
lationship quality and teacher subjective initiative in shaping

Table 2: Descriptive statistics and correlations.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. JB —
2. TS 0.36 0.79
3. RS 0.54 0.46 0.77
4. LMXD −0.21 −0.06 −0.1 0.87
5. EA −0.10 0.22 0.20 0.16 0.82
6. Gendera 0.08 −0.14 −0.03 0.08 −0.04 —
7. Agea 0.02 0.04 −0.04 −0.11 −0.04 0.29 —
8. Edua 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.27 0.34 —
9. Titlea 0.08 −0.02 −0.02 0.02 −0.05 0.32 0.60 0.53 —
10. Expa 0.01 0.08 −0.07 0.16 0.03 0.17 0.13 0.24 0.35 —
M 3.00 3.41 3.23 1.71 3.82 0.28 1.99 2.66 2.19 0.15
SD 0.59 0.51 0.65 0.68 0.57 0.45 0.90 0.76 0.95 0.36
Note. *e diagonal elements (i.e., italic values) are the square roots of average variances extracted (AVEs). *e absolute value of the correlations above 0.14 is
statistically significant at p< 0.05 (two-tailed tests). aDummy variable.

Table 3: Hierarchical regression results.

DV: teacher burnout
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Security-related technostress (SRTS) 0.17∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.21∗∗∗
Security-related role stress (SRRS) 0.46∗∗∗ 0.48∗∗∗ 0.40∗∗∗
LMXD −0.13∗∗ −0.17∗∗
Teacher agility (TA) −0.21∗∗∗ −0.14∗∗
SRTS× LMXD −0.08
SRRS× LMXD 0.15∗
SRTS×TA 0.02
SRRS×TA 0.18∗∗
Gender 0.07 0.10 0.12∗ 0.11∗
Age −0.06 −0.05 −0.07 −0.09
Education 0.01 −0.01 −0.01 0.02
Academic title 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.12
Experience −0.04 −0.02 0.01 −0.03
R2 −0.01 0.30 0.38 0.41
ΔR2 0.31 0.07 0.04
F 6.82 17.828∗∗∗ 18.428∗∗∗ 15.348∗∗∗
ΔF 59.933∗∗∗ 14.243∗∗∗ 5.536∗∗∗

Note.∗p< 0.05; ∗∗p< 0.01; ∗∗∗p< 0.001; All tests are two-tailed. (N� 271)
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their roles remain underexplored. With a survey of 271
teacher samples in China, we found that role stress plays a
stronger role in deteriorating teacher burnout than tech-
nostress. LMXD enhances role stress in alleviating job
burnout. What is surprising and interesting is that teacher
agility also worsens job burnout, which is distinct from what
we anticipated above. *ese findings make several contri-
butions to the education management literature.

First, we provided a leadership contingent view of ed-
ucation management by explicating the moderating role of
leader-member exchange quality differentiation. Some re-
searches center on the impact of superior leadership [14, 45],
but our study represents the first trial to investigate how the
relationship of SRRS and SRTS and teacher burnout vary
with different levels of leader-member exchange differen-
tiation. When LMXD is high [44], role stress turns more
effective in irritating teacher occupational burnout, because
an unequal working situation restrains to pursue necessary
resources imaginable for university teachers and conse-
quently worsens the level of burnout.

Second, our study enriches the contingent view of JD-R
by accounting for different levels of teacher agility. Unlike
LMXD, teacher agility varies from person to person
[21, 43, 45]. Perhaps most of teachers may make wrong
efforts for the lack of appropriate supervision and instruc-
tion. Our findings show that role stress has a more salient
role in teacher burnout when the level of agility is high for
aggravating teacher burnout. Our studies also discovered
that the interplay of teacher agility with technostress has a
nonsignificant effect on teacher burnout, perhaps because
teachers may not be able to overcome technical obstacles
only with their own endeavour [25]. Our findings extend
prior literature by showing that teacher agility may worsen
teacher burnout rather than restrict it.

5.2. Practical Implications. Our study provides several
guidelines for practitioners of educational management.
Firstly, to lighten the negative efficacy, educational managers
should attach emphasis on security-related stress and ought
to take effective measures to reduce the adverse effect. Se-
curity-related stress, including role stress and technostress,
both have a significant negative implication on job burnout.
Secondly, role stress has a more salient negative influence
than technostress does, especially when LMXD is high.
University administrators should prioritize teachers’ con-
fusion regarding their role requirements, particularly when
leader-member relationship quality is low. However, when
teachers are stuck in the technostress, if universities try to
optimize the leader-member relationship, the results may
disappoint them.

Our findings also have important implications for
teachers themselves. Some teachers are struggling from
security-related stress [29], such as a large workload, role

Technostress

Role stress

Job burnout

Teachers’ agility LMXDSecurity-related 
stress 

0.46∗∗∗ 

0.17∗

0.18∗∗

0.15∗

–0.08

0.02

Figure 1: Path analysis of the research model. ∗p< 0.05; ∗∗p< 0.01; ∗∗∗p< 0.001;

4

3

2

1

Jo
b 

bu
rn

ou
t

Low role stress High role stress

High TA
Low TA

Figure 2: Role stress and teacher agility. *e moderating effect of
teacher agility on role stress-job burnout link.
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Figure 3: Role stress and LMXD. *e moderating effect of LMXD
on role stress-job burnout link.
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conflict or ambiguity, education-related technology com-
plexity, and leader-member exchange relationship, all of
which cause psychological and physical passive and ex-
haustion perception toward work [23]. Our finding confirms
stress as a direct cause of job burnout among teachers. *us,
teachers shall take both role stress and technostress seriously
and actively [51]; otherwise, they might lose their enthusi-
asm for educational research and teaching and suffer severe
job burnout. As our findings indicate, teachers should attach
more emphasis to develop their own agility toward the
correct direction. Teachers who have been stuck in role stress
may not be clear about what they can or should do.*us, the
more efforts they make, perhaps the more confused they get,
and the less progress they will make naturally.

5.3. Limitation and Future Research. Our research consists
of two limitations. *e impact of agility may vary with time
and person. Firstly, the cross-sectional data cannot support
us to test the causal link in our concept model. Longitudinal
studies might capture the dynamic effects of teacher agility
on suppressing the negative impacts between security-re-
lated stress and job burnout. Secondly, we gathered data by
the virtue of convenient sample methods, and thus we
cannot collect data of teachers who are experiencing a
distinct degree of security-related stress. Teachers with
different experiences show different levels of agility, so the
interaction of teacher agility with security-related stress
displays distinct characteristics and effects. *e teacher’s
capability to apply education-related technology and getting
support from their superiors vary tremendously with de-
velopment levels of the university and the local economy
development [25]. We could conduct stratified sampling
studies with large-scale participants in the future in order to
gain more sound conclusions and thorough understanding.
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