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Recent IS research has called for investigating the
physiological factors underlying IT-related human
behavior (Dimoka et al. 2011, 2012; Riedl et al. 2010).
Such an investigation may be particularly useful in the
context of technostress, an emerging phenomenon of
strong practical significance (e.g., Dimoka et al. 2012;
Riedl 2013), because stress can be found in both the
human mind and the human body (Cooper et al. 2001).
Yet, while the job stress literature has long recognized
the potential of such biological measures as cortisol to
complement psychological ones (i.e., self-reports)
(Cooper et al. 2001), technostress research is slow in its
adoption of biological measures. Only one published
study to date (Riedl et al. 2012) has examined
technostress from a biological perspective by measuring
– largely consistent with the job stress literature –
cortisol in saliva. This nascence of technostress research
employing biological measures can perhaps be explained
with the fact that the most widely known hormone in
stress research (i.e., cortisol) peaks relatively late, about
20 minutes poststressor (Granger et al. 2007), a
characteristic that may create logistical issues when
studying stressful technological events in laboratory
settings. However, besides cortisol, there are other
important stress hormones such as adrenaline, which has
only recently been approximated through the salivary
stress enzyme α-amylase (sAA) (Granger et al. 2007).
sAA is a marker of the sympathetic nervous system
component of the psychobiology of stress and, as such,
reflects changes in adrenaline. In contrast to cortisol,
sAA peaks much faster (usually within 5 minutes
poststressor), implying that its collection may entail a
lower logistical burden than that of cortisol. Hence, sAA
has become prominent as a cutting-edge measure of
stress in biobehavioral research (Granger et al. 2007).
The objective of the present paper is to explore whether
sAA may also be useful for research on technostress.
Salivary α-amylase, which is officially classified as family
13 of the glycosyl hydrolases, reacts to both physical and
psychological stressors (Granger et al. 2007). The latter
characteristic renders it useful for research on
technostress since such research has been informed by
both biological and psychological theories to justify
proposed relationships (e.g., Ayyagari et al. 2011; Riedl et
al. 2012). Additionally, sAA can be collected noninvasively (Tams 2011), rendering it useful for research
on technostress since the data collection itself does not
create an alternative explanation for stress effects.
Further, the amount of α-amylase in the saliva captured
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can easily be assessed by shipping the samples in a
frozen condition to assay companies, such as the Center
for Interdisciplinary Salivary Bioscience Research at
Johns Hopkins University. These companies return a MS
Excel file containing the α-amylase concentration per
subject to the researcher, who can, then, directly import
the data into statistical software packages. Thus,
assessing the concentration of α-amylase in saliva is
practical for technostress researchers, who most often do
not have direct access to an assay lab.
Due to its useful properties, sAA has recently been
employed successfully in technostress research. An early
study by Tams (2011) used psychological theories
complemented with biological concepts to hypothesize
relationships among technological stressors, stress,
performance, and related cognitive concepts. He
evaluated his model using a lab experiment that
integrated a memory task with the collection of sAA and
other measures, and he found that sAA was predicted by
stress-related psychological concepts and that it, in turn,
predicted performance on the memory task. Hence, sAA
constitutes a viable alternative to cortisol in technostress
research for experiments requiring short-interval or
repeated measurement points and simplified logistics.
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