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ABSTRACT

This study determined the effect of technical support availability and academic confidence on the
technological overdependence of teachers in central schools in the Division of Bukidnon for the school year
2025-2026. Specifically, it examined the levels of technical support availability, academic confidence, and
technological overdependence, as well as the relationships among these variables and the best predictor of
technological overdependence. The study employed a descriptive-correlational research design involving 304
teacher-respondents. Data were gathered using a structured questionnaire adapted from established
instruments, including the study of Joo et al. (2016) on technostress, the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale by
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), and the technostress model of Tarafdar et al. (2007).
Technological overdependence in this study is operationally defined as excessive reliance on digital tools
characterized by instructional disruption, pedagogical substitution, anxiety and stress, and diminished
adaptability. Data were analyzed using mean, Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, and multiple regression
analysis. Findings revealed that both technical support availability and academic confidence were high, while
technological overdependence was moderate. Correlation analysis showed that technical support availability
has no significant relationship with technological overdependence. In contrast, academic confidence has a
significant negative relationship, indicating that higher academic confidence is associated with lower
technological overdependence. Regression analysis further revealed that instructional competence is the best
predictor of technological overdependence. The study concludes that while technology is essential in
instruction, teachers’ academic confidence—particularly instructional competence—reduces their tendency
toward technological overdependence. However, due to the correlational nature of the design, causal
relationships cannot be established. Future studies incorporating variables such as digital literacy and
institutional support are recommended to provide a more comprehensive understanding of technological
dependence.

Keywords: technostress, teacher self-efficacy, instructional competence, digital reliance, classroom
management

INTRODUCTION

The rapid advancement of digital technologies has significantly transformed contemporary educational
practices, reshaping classrooms into technology-mediated learning environments. While the integration of
digital tools enhances access to information, supports diverse instructional strategies, and promotes interactive
learning, it also introduces new challenges related to teachers’ reliance on technology. Effective technology
integration is not solely dependent on the availability of digital resources but also on the adequacy of technical
support and the level of teachers’ academic confidence.

In the Philippine context, particularly in the central schools of the Division of Bukidnon, national initiatives
such as the Department of Education’s Computerization Program and Learning Management System
implementation have accelerated the adoption of technology in teaching. Despite these developments, teachers
increasingly encounter issues associated with technological disruptions, including unstable internet
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connectivity, malfunctioning devices, and limited technical assistance. Such challenges may lead to
instructional interruptions, heightened stress, and reduced teaching effectiveness, highlighting concerns
regarding technological overdependence.

Previous studies underscore the importance of support systems and teacher-related factors in successful
technology integration. Paran et al. (2023) found that insufficient technical support remains a significant
barrier to effective use of digital tools in Philippine schools. Similarly, Mayantao and Tantiado (2024) reported
that teachers’ confidence in using technology significantly influences their engagement with digital resources.
Moreover, research suggests that excessive reliance on technology may diminish teachers’ adaptability and
pedagogical flexibility, particularly when technical failures occur.

This study is anchored on the premise that technical support availability and academic confidence are critical
factors influencing teachers’ level of technological dependence. Technical support availability encompasses
accessibility, responsiveness, competence, and reliability, while academic confidence includes subject matter
expertise, pedagogical content knowledge, instructional competence, and classroom management.

Technological overdependence in this study is operationally defined as a teacher’s excessive reliance on digital
tools for instructional delivery, characterized by four measurable dimensions: (1) instructional disruption when
technology fails, (2) substitution of pedagogical strategies with digital tools, (3) increased anxiety and stress
related to technology use, and (4) diminished adaptability in non-technological teaching contexts. This
construct reflects not merely frequency of technology use but the extent to which teaching effectiveness
becomes contingent upon technological availability.

While prior studies have examined technostress and technology integration, there remains limited clarity in
distinguishing productive technology use from overdependence. By explicitly operationalizing technological
overdependence, this study aims to provide a more consistent theoretical and empirical framework for
understanding teachers’ reliance on digital tools.

Despite the growing body of literature, limited empirical research has examined the combined influence of
technical support availability and academic confidence on technological overdependence among teachers in
Philippine central schools. Furthermore, other contextual factors such as digital literacy and institutional
support may also influence teachers’ reliance on technology, although these are beyond the scope of the present
study. Addressing this gap, the present study aims to determine the levels of these variables, examine their
relationships, and identify the factors that best predict technological overdependence.

The findings of this study are expected to provide insights for educational policymakers and school
administrators in designing targeted interventions and professional development programs that promote
balanced technology integration. Ultimately, the study seeks to support teachers in maintaining instructional
effectiveness while fostering resilience and adaptability in increasingly technology-driven classrooms.

Objectives Of The Study:
Objectives of the Study

This study aimed to assess the effect of technical support availability and academic confidence on
technological overdependence of teachers in central schools in the Division of Bukidnon for the school year
2025-2026.. Specifically, this study aims to:

1. Determine the level of technical support availability in terms of:
a. accessibility;
b. responsiveness;

c. competence; and
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d. reliability.

2. Ascertain the level of teachers' academic confidence in terms of:

a. subject matter expertise;

b. pedagogical content knowledge;

c. instructional competence; and

d. classroom management.

3. Assess the level of technological overdependence among teachers in terms of:
a. instructional disruption

b. pedagogical substitute

c. anxiety and stress

d. diminished adaptability

4. Correlate between technological overdependence of teachers in central schools and;
a. technical support availability; and

b. academic confidence.

5. Identify any variable, singly or in combination, that best predicts the technological overdependence of
teachers in central schools.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

A. Respondents

The respondents of this study consisted of 304 teachers from selected central schools in the Division of
Bukidnon during the School Year 2025-2026. These teachers were chosen as participants because they are
directly involved in the implementation of technology-integrated instruction and are among the primary
recipients of technical support within their respective schools. The sample included teachers from different
central schools to ensure a comprehensive representation of experiences related to technical support
availability, academic confidence, and technological reliance.

B. Research Design

This study employed a descriptive-correlational research design. The descriptive component was used to
determine the levels of technical support availability, academic confidence, and technological overdependence
among teachers. Meanwhile, the correlational component was utilized to examine the relationships between
these variables. Furthermore, the design enabled the identification of variables that significantly predict
technological overdependence. This approach allowed for a systematic and objective analysis of the
relationships among the variables.

C. Instrument

The instrument used for data collection was a structured questionnaire adapted from established studies. It
consisted of three main parts: (1) Technical Support Availability, (2) Academic Confidence, and (3)
Technological Overdependence.
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The first part was patterned from the study of Joo et al. (2016), which focused on technostress and technology
use among teachers. The second part was based on the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale developed by
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), which measures teachers’ confidence in instructional practices
and classroom management. The third part was patterned from the work of Tarafdar et al. (2007), which
examined technostress and its impact on performance.

The questionnaire utilized a five-point Likert scale, where 1 indicated the lowest level and 5 indicated the
highest level of agreement. Higher scores reflected greater levels of technical support availability, academic
confidence, and technological overdependence.

D. Statistical Analysis

The collected data were analyzed using appropriate statistical techniques. Descriptive statistics, particularly the
mean, were used to determine the levels of the variables under study. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation
Coefficient (Pearson’s r) was employed to examine the relationships between technological overdependence
and the independent variables, namely technical support availability and academic confidence.

Furthermore, multiple regression analysis was conducted to identify the variable or combination of variables
that best predict technological overdependence among teachers. All statistical analyses were performed at a
0.05 level of significance to ensure the reliability of the results.

E. Scope and Delimitations

While the study focused on technical support availability and academic confidence, it recognizes that
technological overdependence may also be influenced by other variables such as digital literacy, professional
development, and institutional support systems. These variables were not included and are recommended for
future research.

RESULTS and DISCUSSION:

This section presents, analyzes, and interprets the findings of the study on technical support availability,
academic confidence, and technological overdependence among teachers, as well as the relationships among
these variables.

As presented in Table 1, the overall level of technical support availability among teachers was high (M = 3.67).
Among its dimensions, competence obtained the highest mean, followed by accessibility, while responsiveness
and reliability recorded slightly lower but still high ratings. This indicates that technical support systems in
central schools are generally available, and support personnel are perceived as knowledgeable and accessible.
However, the relatively lower means in responsiveness and reliability suggest that delays in response time and
inconsistencies in technological infrastructure may still be experienced. These findings imply that while
technical support is present, its efficiency and consistency may still influence how teachers utilize technology
in instruction.

Table 1. Summary of the level of technical support availability
-~ Overall Descriptive Qualitative

Sub-variables Mean Rating Interpretation
Accessibility 3.7322 Good High Availability
Responsiveness 35905 Good High Availability
Competence 37505  Good High Availability
Reliability 3.5941 Good High Availability
OVERALL MEAN 3.6715 Good High Availability
Scale Range Descriptive Rating Qualitative Description
1 1.0-1.50 Very Poor Very Low Availability

2 1.51-250 Poor Low Avallability

3 251-3.50 Fair Moderate Availability

4 3.51-4.50 Good High Availability

5 4.51-5.00 Excellent Very High Availability
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In terms of academic confidence, Table 2 shows that teachers demonstrated an overall high level of confidence
(M = 3.89). Among the dimensions, classroom management and instructional competence recorded the highest
means, followed by pedagogical content knowledge and subject matter expertise. This indicates that teachers
are confident in managing classroom dynamics, delivering instruction, and applying appropriate teaching
strategies. Such findings suggest that teachers possess strong internal competencies necessary for effective
teaching, regardless of the level of technology integration.

Table 2. Summary of the level of Academic Confidence

Overall Descriptive Qualitative
Sub-variables Mean Rating Interpretation
Subject Matter Expertise 3.7952 Good High Confidence
Pedagogical Content Knowledge 3.9454 Good High Confidence
Instructional Competence 3.9990 Good High Confidence
Classroom Management 4.0543 Good High Confidence
OVERALL MEAN 3.8939 Good High Confidence
Scale Range Descriptive Rating Qualitative Description
1 1.0-1.50 Very Poor Very Low Confidence
2 1.51-250 Poor Low Confidence
3 251-3.50 Fair Moderate Confidence
4 3.51-450 Good High Confidence
5 451-5.00 Excellent Very High Confidence

Meanwhile, Table 3 reveals that the level of technological overdependence among teachers was moderate (M =
2.54). Pedagogical substitute and instructional disruption were rated moderate, indicating that teachers
sometimes rely on technology in delivering instruction and may experience disruptions when technology fails.
On the other hand, diminished adaptability and anxiety and stress were rated low, suggesting that teachers are
still capable of adjusting their teaching strategies and do not experience high levels of stress related to
technology use. This implies that while technology is integrated into teaching practices, teachers are not
excessively dependent on it.

Tabie 3. Summary of the Level Technological Cverdependence

Overall Descriptive Qualitative

Sub-variables Mean Rating Interpretation
Pedagogical Substitute 27110 Fair Moderate

3 Dependence
Instructional Disruption 2 5507 Fair Mederate

’ Dependence
Diminished Adaptability 2.4961 Poor Low Dependence
Anxiety and Stress 2.4770 Poor Low Dependence
OVERALL MEAN 25419 Fair Moderate

Dependence

Scale Range Descriptive Rating Qualitative Description
1 1.0-150 Very Poor Very Low Dependence
2 1.51-250 Poor Low Dependence
3 251-3.50 Fair Moderate Dependence
4 3.51-450 Good High Dependence
5 451-5.00 Excellent Very High Dependence

Regarding relationships among variables, the results of the correlation analysis indicate that technical support
availability has no significant relationship with technological overdependence (r =.026, p > .05). This suggests
that the presence of technical support alone does not directly influence teachers’ reliance on technology. In
contrast, academic confidence has a significant negative relationship with technological overdependence (r = —
134, p < .05), indicating that teachers with higher levels of confidence are less likely to depend heavily on
technological tools.

Furthermore, regression analysis identified instructional competence as the best predictor of technological
overdependence (B = —.122, p < .05). This finding implies that teachers who possess stronger instructional
skills are less likely to rely on technology, as they can effectively employ alternative teaching strategies when
necessary.
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These findings are supported by existing literature which highlights that teacher-related factors, particularly
self-efficacy and instructional competence, play a crucial role in technology integration and reduce
technostress (Buri¢ & Kim, 2020; Joo et al., 2020). Similarly, Li and Wang (2021) emphasized that teachers
with higher confidence demonstrate greater adaptability and are less affected by technological disruptions. The
results of this study reinforce the idea that while technical support systems are important, teachers’ internal
competencies have a stronger influence on their level of technological dependence. The findings suggest that
enhancing teachers’ academic confidence, particularly instructional competence, is essential in promoting
balanced and effective use of technology in education.

The findings revealed high technical support availability and academic confidence, and moderate technological
overdependence.

Technical support availability showed no significant relationship with technological overdependence (r = .026,
p > .05). Given the correlational design, this does not imply causation.

The absence of a significant relationship may be explained by the fact that technical support functions as a
facilitating condition rather than a determining factor. Teachers’ reliance on technology appears to be shaped
more by personal teaching beliefs, pedagogical approaches, and confidence levels rather than the mere
presence of support services.

Additionally, teachers demonstrated adaptability, as reflected by low anxiety and diminished adaptability
scores. This suggests that teachers can function effectively even without consistent support, indicating that
internal competencies are more influential than external systems.

In contrast, academic confidence showed a significant negative relationship (r = —.134, p <.05). Instructional
competence emerged as the strongest predictor (p = —122), suggesting that confident teachers rely less on
technology and can employ alternative strategies.

These findings indicate that technological overdependence is more strongly influenced by internal teacher
characteristics. However, the exclusion of variables such as digital literacy and institutional support limits the
explanatory scope of the model. Future research should incorporate these factors.

CONCLUSION

This study examined the influence of technical support availability and academic confidence on the
technological overdependence of teachers in central schools in the Division of Bukidnon. This study found that
while technical support availability and academic confidence were high, technological overdependence
remained moderate. Technical support availability showed no significant relationship with technological
overdependence, suggesting it is not a determining factor. However, due to the correlational design, causation
cannot be inferred. Academic confidence, particularly instructional competence, significantly reduces
technological overdependence. This highlights the importance of strengthening teacher capability rather than
relying solely on external support systems. The study acknowledges limitations in variable scope, particularly
the exclusion of digital literacy and institutional support. Future research should incorporate these variables to
develop a more comprehensive model. Enhancing instructional competence is essential for promoting
balanced, flexible, and sustainable technology integration in education.
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