
 

© 2026 by the authors; licensee MJOSBR by Modestum DOO, Serbia. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons 
Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 

Mediterranean Journal of Social & Behavioral Research 
2026, 10(2), 97-108 
ISSN 2547-8559 (Print) 
ISSN 2547-8567 (Online) 
https://www.mjosbr.com/  Research Article  

 

 

Maintaining balance: Workload, stress, and well-being of public 
elementary school teachers as a basis for a wellness development 

program 
 

Maricar B. Amoroso 1* , Ivy H. Casupanan 1  

 
1 President Ramon Magsaysay State University, PHILIPPINES 
*Corresponding Author: maricaramoroso4@gmail.com  

 

Citation: Amoroso, M. B., & Casupanan, I. H. (2026). Maintaining balance: Workload, stress, and well-being of public elementary school 
teachers as a basis for a wellness development program. Mediterranean Journal of Social & Behavioral Research, 10(2), 97-108. 
https://doi.org/10.29333/mjosbr/19630  

 

ABSTRACT 

To maintain a good working environment for teachers, several factors must be considered, such as workload, stress, 
and well-being. This study investigated the levels of workload, stress, and well-being among 136 public elementary 
school teachers selected through cluster sampling in a town in Zambales, Philippines, during the 2025–2026 school 
year. Utilizing a descriptive-correlational research design, data were collected via an online survey. The research 
tools for the study were adopted and modified. Descriptive and inferential statistics such as frequency, percentage, 
mean, t-test, Analysis of Variance, Pearson-r, and simple linear regression were employed with the aid of the 
software SPSS 23. The profile of a typical respondent was a married female, aged 41–50, holding a Teacher 1 position 
with Master’s degree units and 11–15 years of experience. Findings indicated that while teachers generally accepted 
their workload and acknowledged associated stress, they maintained a positive outlook on their well-being, 
particularly regarding student rapport and organizational interaction. Inferential analysis revealed no significant 
differences in the level of workload, stress and well-being among teachers based on their demographic profile. The 
study also established a significant relationship between workload, stress, and well-being, confirming that both 
workload and stress predicted a teacher’s well-being. Consequently, the study recommends a Teacher Wellness 
Development Program focusing on workload optimization, resilience building, and enhanced organizational support 
to safeguard the well-being of the teaching force. 

Keywords: public elementary teachers, workload, stress, well-being, wellness program, correlation research 

Received: 21 May 2026  Accepted: 09 Aug. 2026 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, the teaching profession has faced increasing 

scrutiny due to escalating work demands and their effects on teacher 

well-being. Workload intensification—marked by longer hours, 

increased paperwork, and expanded role expectations—has emerged as 

a major stressor (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2020), contributing to declining 

mental health, job satisfaction, and teacher retention globally (Collie, 

2017). These concerns highlight the urgent need for systemic 

interventions that place teacher wellness at the core of educational 

reform. 

In the ASEAN region, teacher workload and well-being are 

similarly pressing concerns, complicated by issues such as limited 

resources, socio-economic disparities, and ongoing educational 

reforms. The COVID-19 pandemic worsened these challenges by 

accelerating digital transitions without adequate infrastructure or 

training (Nguyen & Le, 2021). Even in relatively prepared systems like 

Malaysia and Singapore, educators reported heightened workloads and 

fatigue from adapting to hybrid models (Nang et al., 2022). These 

findings underscore the systemic and contextual nature of teacher stress 

in ASEAN, calling for localized interventions informed by global 

practices. 

In the Philippines, teacher well-being and productivity reflects both 

global and regional trends, while also presenting unique challenges. 

Ellovido and Quirap (2024) identified workload overload, 

administrative compliance, and overcrowded classrooms as key 

stressors for public elementary school teachers. Nevertheless, the level 

of satisfaction with the school-based management process is still 

acceptable among stakeholders (Pasubillo & Asio, 2023). In rural 

settings, Aquino (2022) noted persistent stress among teachers 

navigating the difficulties of distance learning. Simbre and Ancho 

(2023) emphasized lingering post-pandemic challenges, including 

ongoing struggles with instructional modalities and strategies. On the 

other hand, Asio (2021) emphasized the determinants of work 

productivity among teachers. At the same time, teachers also revealed 

some level of procrastination during the time of pandemic (Asio & 
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Riego de Dios, 2021). Furthermore, much of the local literature centers 

on individual and behavioral coping strategies rather than systemic 

solutions, reflecting a reactive rather than proactive stance (Orte et al., 

(2024; Garcia & Asio, 2023). 

From the aforementioned global and local literature on a teacher’s 

workload, stress, and well-being, authors seek to show the varying 

degrees of difference and relationships among the three variables. 

There is a dearth of literature considering how workload and stress 

impact a teacher’s well-being separately. This is the gap in the study that 

needs to be investigated and must be answered. This idea fueled the 

authors’ interest in investigating the phenomenon. 

This study seeks to address these gaps through a comprehensive, 

data-driven investigation of teacher well-being in the Philippines. Its 

four objectives are: (1) assess workload levels among public elementary 

teachers, (2) evaluate overall well-being, (3) identify key stressors, and 

(4) develop a context-specific wellness program based on empirical 

data. By including both urban and rural contexts, the study’s main 

contributions are to inform inclusive, practical, and policy-relevant 

interventions. Ultimately, enhancing teacher well-being is not just a 

matter of professional support; it is essential for improving educational 

outcomes, reducing attrition, and fostering resilient school 

communities. 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Study Design 

This investigation employed a descriptive-correlational research 

design in order for the researcher to analyze the elementary school 

teachers’ workload, stress, and well-being. At the same time, the study 

also aims to determine any underlying differences in the workload, 

stress, and well-being among the teachers including the 

interrelationships between the three variables.  

This design allows for the exploration of patterns, associations, and 

potential correlations between these variables without manipulating 

them. Descriptive designs primarily answer descriptive questions 

(Creswell & Guetterman, 2021) and would provide a clear snapshot of 

the workload, stress levels, and well-being of teachers. Meanwhile 

correlational analysis would reveal the strength and direction of 

relationships between these factors (Wilson & Joye, 2016). 

Descriptive statistics enabled the researchers to summarize and 

describe the characteristics of these variables within the sample of 

elementary school teachers. Correlational analysis would then be used 

to examine how workload correlates with stress levels and well-being 

among elementary school teachers. This analysis would help identify 

whether there is a relationship between workload and teachers’ stress 

levels, as well as how workload impacts their overall well-being. 

Respondents of the Study 

The chosen population for this study were elementary school 

teachers from the Municipality of San Narciso, Zambales. The district 

of San Narciso has at least 15 elementary schools. Table 1 shows the 

distribution of teachers in the 15 public elementary schools located in 

the District of San Narciso. 

To be eligible for the study, the researchers set up the following 

eligibility criteria: a) must be a licensed professional teacher; b) must 

have a minimum teaching experience of two years; c) must be assigned 

to a public elementary school; and d) must be willing to participate in 

the survey. Excluded from the list are pre-service teachers, private 

school teachers, teachers in the secondary level, and early entry 

teachers. 

In this study, the researcher employed a cluster sampling technique 

in order to achieve the desired number of samples for the study. Cluster 

sampling is a probability sampling method where a population is 

subdivided into naturally occurring groups called clusters. Also, the 

study used an appropriate sampling method to provide an optimal 

number of respondents per school by means of Raosoft Sampling 

calculator. This study was conducted on 15 public elementary schools 

located in the district of San Narciso, Zambales. It is composed of a total 

of 143 elementary school teachers however, only 136 teachers were able 

to return the survey tool which comprised 95% return rate. The 

remaining 5% who did not answer were absent during data collection 

or were unwilling to participate. The study was conducted during the 

2025-2026 school year, and the data-gathering period ran from 

February to March, 2026. 

Research Instrument 

In order for the study to gather important data for the study, the 

researcher adopted and modified a research tool which will address the 

objectives of the current research. The researcher was privileged 

enough to find three different research questionnaires that particularly 

address the needed data for the study. They came from open sources 

(e.g. ResearchGate, Google Scholar) wherein one can download it freely 

without any firewall or barriers.  

The first instrument came from the work of Maquidato and Bayani 

(2024) wherein the level of teachers’ workload was assessed 

comprehensively. It is composed of 15 items/ statements which 

reflected the teachers’ workload context. A four-point Likert scale was 

used to elicit the responses which include: 4-Strongly Agree; 3-Agree; 

2-Disagree; and 1-Strongly Disagree. 

For the second instrument, it was adopted from the past paper of 

Chen et al., (2022). This research tool was comprised originally of 9 

items all which corresponded to the different stress that teachers’ 

experience in their work. It is originally answered by a five-point Likert 

scale which also has a corresponding response of: 5-Strongly Agree; 4-

Agree; 3-Neutral; 2 Disagree; and 1-Strongly Disagree. 

Table 1. Frequency distribution of the respondents 

Elementary Schools Frequency Percentage 

AES  

BMES 

CES 

DES 

DMES 

LPES 

MES 

NES 

OES 

SJPES 

SJCES 

SNES 

SPES 

SRNES 

SES 

8 5.59 

15 10.49 

8 5.59 

7 4.90 

8 5.59 

13 9.09 

4 2.80 

8 5.59 

5 3.50 

13 9.09 

8 5.59 

21 14.69 

8 5.59 

9 6.29 

8 5.59 
Total 143 100.00 
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And for the last instrument, Collie et al., (2015) developed a tool to 

measure the workload of teachers. Originally, it is composed of 16 

items. It is answered or scored by the respondents with the following 

corresponding answer: 7-Positively; 6-Most Positively; 5-More 

Positively than Negatively; 4-Neither Positively nor Negatively; 3-

More Negatively than Positively; 2-Mostly Negatively; and 1-

Negatively. 

Moreover, the research questionnaire was modified to some extent 

especially in the aspect of teachers’ stress scale (additional one item) and 

in the teachers’ workload (four additional items). Finally, the modified 

instrument is composed of four major sections: the first section is the 

basic demographic profile of the respondents, the second section is the 

level of teachers’ workload, the third section is comprised of the level of 

teachers’ stress, and the last section is for the teachers’ level of well-

being. 

The researcher also intended to ensure the validity and reliability of 

the modified instrument since, most of its part came from foreign 

countries, the researcher might as well consider revalidate the newly 

modified research tool by three experts in the field. The researcher 

considered, a Head Teacher, a Master Teacher, and a School Principal. 

These professionals were experts considering their job description and 

designation. It might be more advantageous if they were also publishing 

research. Their feedback helped improve the research instrument in 

terms of significance, clarity, and alignment of the items with the 

purpose of the study. After a careful revision of the possible suggestions 

and recommendations of the expert panels, the new instrument also 

underwent pilot testing to individuals or professionals which are not 

part of the study to establish clarity, reliability and effectiveness of the 

modifications. For the reliability test, the researcher used a Cronbach’s 

alpha test with a benchmark coefficient score of .70 and above implying 

acceptability and internal consistency for the research items. The 

modified instrument yielded an overall Cronbach coefficient of .957 

which is considered highly reliable. 

Statistical Analysis 

To arrive at a definitive generalization for the study, a series of 

statistical treatments was employed using the IBM Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 23. The goal of the statistical 

analysis is to provide clear, data-driven insights to guide the researcher 

in proposing a wellness development program for public elementary 

school teachers in the district of San Narciso, Zambales. Descriptive 

statistics were used, such as frequency, percentage and mean 

distribution for the demographic profile and the analysis of the teachers’ 

level of workload, stress, and well-being. On the other hand, inferential 

analysis involved statistical treatments such as t-test and Analysis of 

Variance for the test of difference for the level of workload, stress, and 

well-being of teachers and Pearson-r and Linear Regression for the test 

of association and influence of workload and stress on the teacher’s 

well-being. 

RESULTS 

Table 2 presents the demographic profile of the 134 teacher-

respondents, revealing a mature and predominantly female workforce. 

The participants have a mean age of 43.98 years, with the largest 

plurality falling within the 41–50 age bracket (n = 56, 41.8%), and a 

significant majority identifying as female (n = 116, 86.8%). Regarding 

marital status, most respondents are married (n = 94, 70.1%). 

Academically, the cohort is characterized by ongoing professional 

development, as over half have earned Master’s units (n = 73, 54.5%), 

though only 17.2% have completed a Master’s or Doctoral degree. 

Professionally, the respondents are experienced educators with a mean 

Table 2. Frequency and percentage distribution on the teacher-respondents’ demographic profile 

Profile Variables Frequency (f) Percentage (%) 

Age (Years) 
Mean= 43.98 years old 

21-30 years old 9 6.7 

31-40 years old 36 26.9 

41-50 years old 56 41.8 

51 years old and above 33 24.6 

Sex Female 116 86.8 

Male 18 13.4 

Civil Status Married 94 70.1 

Separated 6 4.5 

Single 27 20.1 

Widow 7 5.2 

Highest Educational Attainment Bachelor’s Degree Graduate 38 28.4 

Masteral Units Earned 73 54.5 

Master’s Graduate 19 14.2 

Doctoral Graduate 4 3.0 

Position/ Designation Teacher 1 46 34.3 

Teacher 2 26 19.4 

Teacher 3 38 28.4 

Teacher 4 8 6.0 

Master Teacher 1 7 5.2 

Master Teacher 2 9 6.7 

Years in Teaching 
Mean= 16.92 years 

0-5 years 6 4.5 

6-10 years 25 18.7 

11-15 years 32 23.9 

16-20 years 29 21.6 

21 -25 years 20 14.9 

26-30 years 15 11.2 

31 years and above 7 5.2 
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of 16.92 years in teaching; the most frequent experience interval is 11–

15 years (n = 32, 23.9%). In terms of designation, Teacher 1 (n = 46, 

34.3%) and Teacher 3 (n = 38, 28.4%) are the most common positions, 

while the distribution across assigned grade levels (Kindergarten to 

Grade 6) remains relatively balanced, with Grade 4 having the highest 

representation (n = 22, 16.4%). 

Table 3 illustrates the perceived workload of teacher-respondents 

regarding their professional duties and obligations, yielding an overall 

mean of 3.14, which indicates a general level of agreement with the 

provided statements. The highest mean score was recorded for the 

necessity of preparing priority lists to manage tasks (M = 3.43), 

followed closely by the perception that work remains manageable (M = 

3.35) and effectively reflects role expectations (M = 3.34). While 

respondents strongly agree that their workload aligns with their 

educational setting (M = 3.25), there is a clear acknowledgment of the 

pressure to meet work demands, as evidenced by the need to cancel 

outside commitments (M = 3.20) and the recognition that work 

occasionally exceeds expectations (M = 3.24). Notably, the lowest mean 

was observed regarding the inability to catch up with assigned work (M 

= 2.42), suggesting that despite the heavy reliance on prioritization and 

personal sacrifice, the educators still maintain a functional level of 

control over their professional responsibilities. Inferences drawn from 

these findings suggest that while the workload is heavy and encroaches 

on personal time—reflecting the “intensification” of teaching often 

noted in educational management literature—the teachers maintain a 

strong sense of professional alignment and perceived competence in 

fulfilling their institutional mandates. 

Table 4 presents the level of teacher-respondents’ workload in 

terms of energy, yielding an overall mean of 2.98, which falls under the 

“Agree” interpretation. The data indicates a complex intersection of 

professional resilience and physical exhaustion, as respondents reported 

the highest mean scores for both the necessity of pushing beyond their 

typical capacity to complete tasks (M = 3.19) and their ability to remain 

invigorated and enthusiastic despite workload challenges (M = 3.19). 

Table 2 (Continued). Frequency and percentage distribution on the teacher-respondents’ demographic profile 

Profile Variables Frequency (f) Percentage (%) 

Assigned Grade Level Floater 2 1.5 

Grade 1 19 14.2 

Grade 2 21 15.7 

Grade 3 17 12.7 

Grade 4 22 16.4 

Grade 5 20 14.9 

Grade 6 17 12.7 

Kindergarten  16 11.9 

 Total 136 100.0 
 

Table 3. Level of teacher-respondents’ workload in terms of duties and obligations 

Statements Mean Interpretation 

1. I find myself having to prepare a priority list to get all the things I have to do. 3.43 Strongly Agree 

2. There are times when I cannot meet everyone’s expectations. 3.19 Agree 

3. Many times, I have to cancel commitments outside to meet my work demands. 3.20 Agree 

4. I seem to have more commitments to overcome than some other teachers I know. 2.91 Agree 

5. I cannot ever seem to catch up with the work assigned to me. 2.42 Disagree 

6. I feel that my workload as a teacher aligns well with my duties and obligations in the educational setting. 3.25 Strongly Agree 

7. The tasks and responsibilities assigned to me as a teacher reflect the expectations of my role effectively. 3.34 Strongly Agree 

8. The work that I handle as a teacher is manageable within the scope of my duties and responsibilities. 3.35 Strongly Agree 

9. My work as a teacher sometimes exceeds what is expected of me. 3.24 Agree 

10.  I think that there is a balance between the duties and obligations I have as a teacher and the workload 

assigned to me. 
3.08 Agree 

Overall Mean 3.14 Agree 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Strongly Agree; 2.50-3.24 – Agree; 1.75-2.49 – Disagree; 1.00-1.74 – Strongly Disagree 
 

Table 4. Level of teacher-respondents’ workload in terms of energy 

Statements Mean Interpretation 

1. I find it necessary to push myself beyond my typical capacity to ensure the completion of all my tasks. 3.19 Agree 

2. I just cannot find the energy to do all the things expected of me. 2.65 Agree 

3. I have to do things less carefully in order to get everything done. 2.75 Agree 

4. I feel like my work leaves me mentally fatigued or drained. 2.85 Agree 

5. I have a number of things to do which I don’t really have enough energy to comply them. 2.80 Agree 

6. I feel motivated to tackle my workload as a teacher every day. 3.15 Agree 

7. My vigor to work is consistent when managing my load as a teacher. 3.10 Agree 

8. I find that my work as a teacher sometimes drains my energy and leaves me feeling fatigued. 3.06 Agree 

9. I sometimes struggle to maintain high energy levels while handling the demands of my work as a teacher. 3.07 Agree 

10. Overall, I feel invigorated and enthusiastic about my work as a teacher, despite the challenges of my 

workload. 
3.19 Agree 

Overall Mean 2.98 Agree 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Strongly Agree; 2.50-3.24 – Agree; 1.75-2.49 – Disagree; 1.00-1.74 – Strongly Disagree 
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While teachers largely maintain high levels of motivation (M = 3.15) 

and consistent vigor (M = 3.10), they also acknowledge the 

physiological toll of their roles, specifically noting that work demands 

frequently lead to mental fatigue (M = 2.85) and occasional struggles to 

maintain energy levels (M = 3.07). Interestingly, the lowest mean was 

observed for the inability to find energy for expected tasks (M = 2.65), 

suggesting that while the respondents are operating at a high energy 

cost that involves feeling drained (M = 3.06), they generally manage to 

muster the requisite effort to fulfill their professional mandates. These 

findings suggest a state of “functional exhaustion,” where teachers 

successfully maintain professional standards and vigor through sheer 

effort, yet do so at the cost of significant cognitive and physical drain. 

The inference for educational management is that while the current 

energy levels are sustainable in the short term due to high teacher 

morale, the systemic reliance on teachers “pushing beyond capacity” 

poses a long-term risk for burnout and a gradual decline in pedagogical 

quality. 

Table 5 delineates the teacher-respondents’ perceptions of 

workload relative to time management, resulting in an overall mean of 

2.99, interpreted as “Agree.” The data reveals a pervasive sense of 

temporal scarcity, with the highest mean score attributed to the 

perceived need for more hours to fulfill professional expectations (M = 

3.17), followed by the feeling that the standard day lacks sufficient time 

for task completion (M = 3.10). Despite these pressures and the 

admission of being pressed for time (M = 3.01), there is a paradoxical 

indication of self-efficacy, as respondents also agree that they can 

balance their work effectively within available time (M = 3.04) and 

complete tasks efficiently (M = 2.99). Conversely, the lowest mean 

scores were associated with the total lack of personal time (M = 2.82) 

and the general sufficiency of time to address all demands (M = 2.87), 

suggesting that while teachers struggle with time constraints and the 

subsequent impact on their attention to detail (M = 2.99), they are 

navigating these boundaries without a total loss of work-life 

equilibrium. These results lead to the inference that teachers are caught 

in a “temporal squeeze,” where they maintain a professional facade of 

effective time management while privately struggling with a chronic 

lack of personal time and the persistent pressure of unfinished tasks. 

This suggest that the workload is optimized for institutional efficiency 

but fails to account for the temporal “breathing room” necessary for 

deep pedagogical reflection and personal well-being. 

Table 6 demonstrates that teacher-respondents experience a 

moderate level of stress stemming from perceived deficits in social 

support, reflected in an overall mean of 2.87 with an overall 

interpretation of “Agree.” The most significant stressors identified are 

behavioral management of students (M = 3.10) and challenging 

interactions with students’ families (M = 3.04), suggesting that the 

interface between the classroom and external stakeholders is a primary 

site of tension. While teachers report feeling relatively less isolated (M 

= 2.59) or broadly unsupported by everyone (M = 2.70), they 

nonetheless indicate that a lack of administrative support (M = 3.00) 

contributes notably to their stress levels. Crucially, the highest mean in 

the set (M = 3.24) reflects a strong belief that improved social support 

systems are essential for better coping within the teaching 

environment. Inferences from these findings suggest that while 

teachers are not entirely “socially isolated,” there is a clear “support gap” 

regarding specialized stressors like student discipline and parental 

Table 5. Level of teacher-respondents’ workload in terms of time 

Statement Mean Interpretation 

1. I need more hours to do all the things that are expected of me. 3.17 Agree 

2. There are too many demands on my time. 2.95 Agree 

3. Sometimes, I feel like there are not enough hours in the day for me to complete my tasks. 3.10 Agree 

4. I have things to do which I do not have time for. 2.93 Agree 

5. I do not ever seem to have time for myself. 2.82 Agree 

6. I have enough time to complete my tasks and responsibilities as a teacher efficiently. 2.99 Agree 

7. I often find myself pressed for time to manage all the duties and obligations expected of me as a teacher. 3.01 Agree 

8. I feel that I can balance my work effectively within the available time as a teacher. 3.04 Agree 

9. Time constraints frequently impact my ability to devote adequate attention to all aspects of my workload 

as a teacher. 

2.99 Agree 

10. I generally feel that there is sufficient time to address the various demands of my workload as a teacher. 2.87 Agree 
Overall Mean 2.99 Agree 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Strongly Agree; 2.50-3.24 – Agree; 1.75-2.49 – Disagree; 1.00-1.74 – Strongly Disagree 
 

Table 6. Level of teacher-respondents’ stress in terms of lack of social support 

Statements  Mean Interpretation 

1. I feel stressed when encountering issues with my students’ families. 3.04 Agree 

2. I feel stressed for not having support from the administrators at my school. 3.00 Agree 

3. I feel stressed for not having support from colleagues at my school. 2.87 Agree 

4. I feel stressed for not having support from my family and friends. 2.78 Agree 

5. I feel stressed for having to manage student behaviors. 3.10 Agree 

6. I feel stressed for not having support by my supervisors in handling work-related stress as a teacher. 2.85 Agree 

7. I often experience stressed from a lack of support from peers or superiors when dealing with stress in my 

teaching role. 

2.79 Agree 

8. I often experience inadequate support from everyone in alleviating my stress levels as a teacher. 2.70 Agree 

9. I feel isolated and unsupported in managing stress related to my work as a teacher. 2.59 Agree 

10.  I believe that improved social support systems would help me cope better with stress in my teaching 

environment. 

3.24 Agree 

Overall Mean 2.87 Agree 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Strongly Agree; 2.50-3.24 – Agree; 1.75-2.49 – Disagree; 1.00-1.74 – Strongly Disagree 
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engagement. This underscores the need for institutional leadership to 

move beyond general encouragement and implement targeted support 

mechanisms—such as peer mentoring or structured administrative 

backing—to mitigate the relational burdens of the profession. 

The analysis of Table 7 indicates that teaching-related demands 

constitute a consistent and significant source of stress for the 

respondents, as evidenced by an overall mean of 3.00 and an overall 

interpretation of “Agree.” The data highlights a critical struggle with 

professional equilibrium; the highest mean (M = 3.14) suggests that 

teachers find it particularly challenging to fulfill their pedagogical 

requirements while maintaining their personal well-being. This stress 

is fueled by a sense of being overwhelmed by tasks (M = 3.07) and a 

chronic lack of time for essential prep work and curricular delivery (M 

= 3.06). Notably, the respondents also experience internal pressure 

related to their professional efficacy, reporting stress over their 

perceived inability to meet the diverse learning needs of their students 

(M = 3.05) and general concerns about the quality of their instruction 

(M = 2.98). Inferences drawn from these findings point toward a 

performance-well-being paradox, where the drive to provide high-

quality, inclusive education under tight temporal and volume 

constraints creates a self-perpetuating cycle of stress. This suggests that 

the stressors are not merely administrative but are deeply embedded in 

the core instructional mission, indicating that any intervention must 

focus on streamlining core pedagogical workflows rather than just 

reducing extra duties. 

Table 8 reveals an intriguing psychological phenomenon among 

teacher-respondents: despite the high stress and volume reported in 

previous tables, they perceive the core aspects of their workload as 

having a constructive influence on their professional well-being (M = 

3.02) with an overall interpretation of “positively.” The data shows that 

the highest positive impact is derived from the belief that balancing 

work effectively enhances their performance (M = 3.19) and the 

intrinsic satisfaction of completing teaching tasks (M = 3.13). While 

administrative burdens (M = 2.93) and staying late for meetings (M = 

2.84) yield lower scores, they are still remarkably interpreted as 

contributing positively to the respondents’ well-being. These findings 

suggest a strong “professional identity” effect, where teachers derive 

their sense of purpose and self-actualization directly from the 

completion of their duties, even those that are objectively taxing. The 

inference drawn here is that the respondents likely view their workload 

through the lens of “eustress” (positive stress) or vocational 

commitment, where the act of meeting high demands reinforces their 

perceived competence and dedication. However, from a management 

perspective, this “positive” interpretation of heavy workloads may mask 

underlying fragility, indicating that teachers are using their professional 

passion as a primary coping mechanism to buffer against systemic 

overextension. 

The data in Table 9 underscores a robust organizational climate 

where institutional health serves as a primary driver of teacher well-

being, yielding a high overall mean of 3.22 (Positively). Analysis reveals 

Table 7. Level of teacher-respondents’ stress in terms of teaching-related demands 

Teaching-Related Demands Mean Interpretation 

1. I felt stressed for having too much teaching work to do. 3.00 Agree 

2. The teaching-related demands placed on me as a teacher significantly contribute to my overall stress 

levels. 

2.92 Agree 

3. I felt stressed about not doing a good job with my teaching. 2.98 Agree 

4. I often feel overwhelmed by the teaching-related tasks and responsibilities that I must fulfill. 3.07 Agree 

5. I felt stressed for not being able to meet the diverse learning needs of my students. 3.05 Agree 

6. Balancing the various teaching-related demands with other responsibilities adds to my stress as a 

teacher. 

3.00 Agree 

7. I felt stressed for not having enough time to complete my teaching work (e.g. preparing, teaching the 

curricular content). 

3.06 Agree 

8. The level of stress I experience is closely tied to the demands of lesson planning, grading, and classroom 

management. 

2.94 Agree 

9. Meeting the teaching-related demands effectively is a source of stress for me in my teaching role. 2.81 Agree 

10.  I find it challenging to manage the teaching-related demands while maintaining a healthy level of well-

being and reducing stress. 

3.14 Agree 

Overall Mean 3.00 Agree 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Strongly Agree; 2.50-3.24 – Agree; 1.75-2.49 – Disagree; 1.00-1.74 – Strongly Disagree 

Table 8. Teacher-respondents’ well being in terms of workload 

Statements Mean Interpretation 

Currently, how do the following aspects of being a teacher affect your well-being?  

1. Marking work 3.03 Positively 

2. Fitting everything in to the allotted time 2.97 Positively 

3. Administrative work related to teaching 2.93 Positively 

4. Work I complete outside of school hours for teaching 2.90 Positively 

5. Working to finish my teaching tasks 3.13 Positively 

6. Staying late after work for meetings and activities 2.84 Positively 

7. Positive contributions to my overall sense of well-being. 3.15 Positively 

8. Manageable and well-supported 3.14 Positively 

9. Balanced work effectively enhances overall performance as a teacher. 3.19 Positively 

10. Demands of my work sometimes negatively impact my performance. 2.94 Positively 
Overall Mean 3.02 Positively 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Most Positively; 2.50-3.24 – Positively; 1.75-2.49 – Negatively; 1.00-1.74 – Most Negatively 
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that leadership and peer dynamics are the most influential factors, with 

support from school leadership (M = 3.26) and collaborative 

relationships with colleagues (M = 3.25) both receiving the highest 

qualitative interpretation of Most Positively. Furthermore, consistent 

positive ratings for administrative support (M = 3.22), communication 

clarity (M = 3.22), and professional recognition (M = 3.22) indicate a 

culture of transparency and mutual respect. Even the more structural 

aspects of the organization, such as rules and procedures (M = 3.18) and 

the availability of resources (M = 3.19), are viewed as contributing 

favorably to the teachers’ professional state. Inferences from these 

findings suggest that the school organization functions as a “protective 

layer” for its staff; while previous tables established that teachers are 

heavily taxed by time and workload, their well-being is effectively 

anchored by a supportive, communicative, and collaborative 

environment. This highlights that for these educators, the relational 

and structural stability of the workplace acts as a critical compensatory 

mechanism against the pressures of the teaching profession. 

The data in Table 10 illustrates that student interaction serves as a 

primary source of professional fulfillment and a critical pillar of teacher 

well-being, yielding a high overall mean of 3.23 (Positively). The most 

profound impacts on well-being are derived from the relational and 

emotional core of teaching, with classroom relations, meaningful 

connections, and the maintenance of a supportive environment all 

sharing the highest mean score (M = 3.28). Teachers also report that 

student motivation (M = 3.25) and their own efficacy in classroom 

management (M = 3.25) contribute significantly to their positive 

professional state. Notably, even the typically taxing aspects of the 

classroom, such as general student behavior (M = 3.10) and dealing with 

challenging behaviors (M = 3.16), are interpreted as having a positive 

influence on well-being. These findings lead to the inference that the 

teacher-student bond is the “existential anchor” for these educators; 

while previous tables established that teachers are strained by 

administrative time and energy demands, the actual practice of 

engaging with and supporting students acts as a regenerative force. This 

suggests that pedagogical success and the resulting emotional rewards 

are the fundamental drivers of resilience, effectively neutralizing the 

more clinical or bureaucratic stressors of the educational environment. 

Table 11 presents the results of independent samples t-tests 

examining differences in workload, stress, and well-being among 

teacher-respondents when grouped by sex. The analysis reveals that sex 

does not significantly influence any of the three primary variables, as all 

p-values exceeded the standard .05 threshold. Specifically, there was no 

significant difference in perceived workload (t = -0.275, p = .783), stress 

levels (t = -1.217, p = .226), or overall well-being (t = -1.275, p = .205) 

Table 9. Teacher-respondents’ well being in terms of organization 

Statements  Mean Interpretation 

Currently, how do the following aspects of being a teacher affect your well-being?  

1. Relations with administrators at my school 3.24 Positively 

2. Support offered by school leadership 3.26 Most Positively 

3. Recognition for my teaching 3.22 Positively 

4. School rules and procedures that are in place 3.18 Positively 

5. Communication between members of the school 3.22 Positively 

6. Participation in school-level decision making 3.19 Positively 

7. Administrative support in the school  3.22 Positively 

8. Collaborative relationships with colleagues  3.25 Most Positively 

9. Clarity of communication and expectations from the administration  3.22 Positively 

10.  Availability of resources and tools for teaching 3.19 Positively 
Overall Mean 3.22 Positively 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Most Positively; 2.50-3.24 – Positively; 1.75-2.49 – Negatively; 1.00-1.74 – Most Negatively 

Table 10. Teacher-respondents’ well being in terms of student-interaction 

Student-Interaction Mean Interpretation 

Currently, how do the following aspects of being a teacher affect your well-being?  

1. Student behavior 3.10 Positively 

2. Relations with students in my class 3.28 Most Positively 

3. Student motivation 3.25 Most Positively 

4. Classroom management 3.25 Most Positively 

5. Positive interactions 3.24 Positively 

6. Meaningful connections 3.28 Most Positively 

7. Dealing with challenging student behaviors 3.16 Positively 

8. Support and guidance to students 3.22 Positively 

9. Effective communication 3.21 Positively 

10. Supportive and engaging classroom environment 3.28 Most Positively 
Overall Mean 3.23 Positively 

Legend: 3.25-4.00 – Most Positively; 2.50-3.24 – Positively; 1.75-2.49 – Negatively; 1.00-1.74 – Most Negatively 
 

Table 11. Test of differences on the teachers’ workload, stress, and well-being 

Sex N Mean (SD) Workload t (Sig.) Mean (SD) Stress 
t 

(Sig.) 
Mean (SD) 

Well-Being 
t 

(Sig.) 

Female 

Male 

116 3.03 (0.366) -0.275 2.91 (0.490) -1.217 3.14 (0.386) -1.275 

18 3.06 (0.346) (.783) 3.07 (0.561) (.226) 3.27 (0.453) (.205) 

Note: df = 132; p > .05 
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between female and male educators. These findings suggest that the 

professional pressures and psychological states discussed in previous 

tables are experienced uniformly across the faculty, regardless of sex. 

Inferences from these results point toward the systemic nature of 

educational demands; the “temporal squeeze” and “workload 

intensification” identified earlier appear to be inherent to the teaching 

role itself rather than being moderated by sex-based differences in role 

perception or coping strategies. Consequently, institutional 

interventions aimed at reducing stress or enhancing well-being should 

be applied universally across the teaching force, as the data indicates a 

shared professional experience across the sampled population. 

Table 12 displays the results of the One-Way Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) used to determine if significant differences exist in teachers’ 

workload, stress, and well-being when categorized by various 

demographic profiles. The statistical analysis reveals that none of the 

profile variables—Age, Civil Status, Highest Educational Attainment, 

Position, Years of Teaching, or Grade Level—yielded a significant effect 

on any of the three primary constructs, as all p-values consistently 

exceeded the .05 alpha level. While Years of Teaching approached a 

marginal level of interest regarding well-being (F = 2.025, p = .067), it 

ultimately failed to reach statistical significance. These results indicate 

that the experiences of workload intensification, stress, and 

professional well-being are remarkably homogenous across the entire 

teaching force, regardless of maturity, tenure, or administrative rank. 

Inferences from this data suggest that the pressures identified in this 

study are structural and environmental rather than individual; the 

challenges of the teaching profession in this context are so pervasive 

that they transcend demographic boundaries, affecting a novice teacher 

as intensely as a seasoned veteran. Consequently, institutional policies 

and wellness programs do not need to be stratified by demographic 

groups but should instead focus on systemic reforms that address the 

foundational causes of stress and workload for all educators. 

Table 13 presents the Pearson correlation coefficients between 

teachers’ level of workload, stress, and well-being, revealing statistically 

significant positive relationships among all three constructs (p < .05). A 

strong positive correlation was observed between workload and stress 

(r = .698), indicating that as duties, energy demands, and time 

constraints increase, there is a commensurate rise in perceived stress. 

Interestingly, workload also shares a strong positive relationship with 

well-being (r = .688), while stress and well-being are moderately 

correlated (r = .509). These findings suggest a complex psychological 

dynamic within the teaching profession: while a high workload 

undeniably drives stress, it simultaneously serves as a vehicle for 

professional well-being, likely through the fulfillment of vocational 

goals and meaningful student engagement identified in earlier tables. 

Inferences drawn from this data point to the existence of “productive 

stress,” where the very tasks that tax the teacher’s resources also provide 

the professional rewards necessary to sustain their sense of purpose. 

However, the strength of the workload-stress link serves as a critical 

warning that without institutional buffers, the positive aspects of well-

being may eventually be overwhelmed by the physiological and mental 

costs of chronic overextension. 

Table 14 presents the results of a simple linear regression analysis 

conducted to determine the predictive power of workload on teachers’ 

well-being. The regression model is statistically significant, F(1, 132) = 

118.807, p = .000, with workload explaining 68.8% (R2 = .688) of the 

variance in well-being. The analysis yielded a significant 

unstandardized coefficient (B = 0.752, t = 10.900, p = .000), indicating 

that for every one-unit increase in the level of workload, teacher well-

being is predicted to increase by 0.752 units. These findings provide 

empirical weight to the “vocational fulfillment” hypothesis suggested in 

previous tables; rather than acting solely as a detractor, the workload 

serves as a primary driver of professional well-being in this cohort. The 

inference drawn is that the core duties of teaching are so inextricably 

linked to a teacher’s sense of purpose and efficacy that their well-being 

is largely predicated on their active engagement with these tasks. 

However, from a management perspective, the high R2 value suggests 

an intense reliance on work-related achievement for emotional 

stability, reinforcing the need for systemic support to ensure this “high-

stakes” well-being does not collapse under the weight of the stress levels 

previously identified. 

Table 12. Test of differences on the teachers’ workload, stress, and well-being 

Profile F-Value (Workload) p - value F-Value (Stress) p-value F-Value (Well-Being) p-value 

Age 0.409 .747 0.592 .621 0.944 .421 

Civil Status 1.888 .135 0.872 .458 0.405 .750 

Highest Educ. Attain. 1.648 .182 0.856 .466 0.263 .852 

Position/ Designation 1.055 .389 0.362 .874 0.639 .670 

Years of Teaching 1.612 .149 0.737 .621 2.025 .067 

Grade Level 0.517 .821 0.667 .699 0.753 .627 

Note: p > 05 

Table 13. Relationships between teachers’ level of workload, stress, and well-being 

Variables 1 2 3 

1. Level of Workload - .698* .688* 

2. Level of Stress  - .509* 

3. Well-Being   -  
Note: *p < .05 

Table 14. Linear regression on level of workload on teachers’ well-being 

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 0.871 0.211  4.124 .000 

Level of Workload 0.752 0.069 0.688 10.900 .000 

Note: F(1, 132) = 118.807; p = .000; R2= .688 
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Table 15 presents the simple linear regression analysis examining 

the predictive influence of stress on teachers’ well-being. The model is 

statistically significant, F(1, 132) = 46.240, p = .000, indicating that stress 

significantly predicts professional well-being, though it accounts for a 

notably smaller portion of the variance (R2 = .259) compared to the 

workload model. The analysis yielded a significant positive coefficient 

(B = 0.403, t = 6.800, p = .000), suggesting that for every one-unit 

increase in stress, there is a predicted 0.403-unit increase in well-being. 

These findings reinforce a recurring theme in the dataset: the presence 

of “eustress,” where the challenges inherent in teaching are perceived 

not merely as burdens, but as necessary components of a meaningful 

and fulfilling professional life. The inference drawn here is that while 

stress is a significant predictor, its lower R2 suggests that well-being is 

more heavily anchored in the functional output of work (as seen in 

Table 14) than in the emotional experience of stress itself. For 

educational managers, this indicates that while stress is positively linked 

to well-being in this context, it remains a less efficient driver of morale 

than productive workload, reinforcing the need to protect the 

“rewarding” aspects of teaching from being overshadowed by purely 

negative stressors. 

DISCUSSION 

The findings from this study present a compelling paradox, where 

the high intensity of the teaching profession serves simultaneously as a 

significant stressor and the primary source of professional well-being. 

Descriptive data from Tables 3 through 5 establish that teachers are 

navigating a temporary squeeze and exhaustion, characterized by a 

pervasive need to push beyond typical capacities and a chronic lack of 

personal time. Creagh et al. (2025) shared that the effect of workload 

and work intensification negatively affects teachers. Wang (2024) 

unveiled that a negative relationship between workload and support, 

engagement, and psychological well-being among teachers. Carroll et 

al., (2022) also claimed that early career teachers, primary teachers, and 

teachers reported very or extremely stressed and burned out. However, 

this workload is not viewed as purely detrimental. The correlational 

and regression analyses in Tables 13 and 14 reveal that workload is the 

strongest predictor of well-being, suggesting that for these educators, 

professional fulfillment is inextricably linked to the active execution of 

their pedagogical duties. This finding supports the past study of Asio 

and Riego de Dios, (2019) regarding what an ideal educator should be. 

Mondejar and Asio (2022) also shared that a good human resource 

management practice is a key for teacher retention. Since during the 

time of pandemic, most teachers had challenging time and experiences 

for instance during the implementation of the alternative delivery 

mode, additional workload were given to them but they still were able 

to accomplish the tasks at hand (Asio & Jimenez, 2021). Similarly, 

Mendoza et al., (2022) also mentioned the readiness of teachers and staff 

when it comes to alternative work arrangements. This indicates a high 

level of vocational commitment, where the successful navigation of 

complex tasks—such as lesson planning and student support—

reinforces a teacher’s sense of purpose and efficacy. 

Crucially, the study identifies that this resilience is anchored by two 

critical protective layers: organizational health and student interaction. 

While Table 7 highlights that teaching-related demands are a 

consistent source of stress, Tables 9 and 10 demonstrate that supportive 

leadership, collaborative peer relationships, and meaningful 

connections with students provide the emotional regenerative force 

necessary to buffer against burnout. Robinson et al. (2023) shared that 

stress and other related factors can strain mental health exist within 

multiple layers of an individual’s social ecology. Agyapong et al., (2023) 

also determined that stress and burnout can have a negative impact on 

teachers and, very often, on the students they teach. The high positive 

impact of student motivation and classroom relations suggests that the 

relational core of teaching acts as an existential anchor, transforming 

potentially overwhelming demands into a form of eustress or 

productive challenge. This finding somehow supports the recent paper 

of Riego de Dios and Asio (2026) regarding the motivation and study 

habits of students. This is further evidenced by Table 15, which shows 

that even stress positively predicts well-being (Bautista et al.,2024), 

albeit at a lower rate than workload, reinforcing the idea that these 

teachers view their professional struggles as a necessary component of 

a meaningful career. 

Finally, the inferential analyses in Tables 11 and 12 reveal a 

remarkable homogeneity across the teaching force. The lack of 

significant differences in workload, stress, or well-being based on sex, 

age, tenure, or educational attainment suggests that these experiences 

are systemic and structural rather than individual. The “intensification” 

of teaching appears to be a universal professional reality in this context, 

affecting novices and veterans with equal intensity. Dreer (2023) 

stipulated that teacher wellbeing associated with several factors and 

desirable outcomes like sleep quality, retention, student-teacher 

relationships and student outcomes. Zhou et al., (2024) highlighted that 

a teacher’s wellbeing was positively influenced by hope, motivation, 

psychological capital, and competencies. Sohail et al., (2023) also 

reiterated that a teacher’s wellbeing can be impacted by emotional 

regulation, positive workplace and teacher self-efficacy. For educational 

managers and policy makers, these results suggest that interventions 

should not be demographic-specific but should instead focus on 

institutional reforms. Strategies must prioritize maintaining the healthy 

organizational climate and protecting the teacher-student bond, while 

simultaneously finding systemic ways to alleviate the “temporal 

squeeze” to ensure that the current high levels of well-being are 

sustainable in the long term. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The study hereby concluded that a typical teacher-respondent was 

a married female, aged 41–50, holding a Teacher 1 position with 

Master’s degree units and 11–15 years of experience. The investigation 

also found that while teachers generally accepted their workload and 

Table 15. Linear regression on the influence of level of stress on teachers’ well-being 

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 1.975 0.176  11.213 .000 

Level of Stress 0.403 0.059 0.509 6.800 .000 

Note: F(1, 132) = 46.240; p = .000; R2= .259 
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acknowledged its associated stress, they still had a positive outlook on 

their well-being, particularly through student rapport and 

organizational interaction. Deeper statistical analysis revealed no 

significant differences in workload, stress, and well-being among 

teachers when grouped according to their demographic profile. 

However, the study established significant relationships between 

workload, stress, and well-being. Linear regression analysis also 

confirmed that level of workload and level of stress were the primary 

predictors of a teacher’s overall well-being. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The current study has several limitations that future researchers 

may consider. First, in terms of literature and theoretical background, 

it would be better to conduct a more robust literature review, focusing 

on the Job Demands-Resources model. Second, the population and 

sampling method, since it was only one town, future researchers may 

include other nearby towns in the province. Since it only covered public 

elementary schools, future studies can consider expanding it to private 

institutions as well. Similarly, future studies can also explore secondary 

school teachers. Third, the instruments used were modified from the 

previous ones; hence, it would be better if future researchers employed 

the original ones. Fourth, the study only employed a simple linear 

regression; hence, multiple linear regression can also be used in the 

future. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In view of the conclusion of the study, the following are 

recommended. 

1) Develop and implement strategies to help teachers manage 

their workload effectively. This could include providing 

resources for time management, prioritizing tasks, and 

reducing non-essential duties. Workshops or training sessions 

on workload optimization and organizational skills can be 

beneficial. 

2) Offer stress management programs and resources to help 

teachers cope with stress related to teaching demands and loss 

of social support. Providing access to counseling services, 

mindfulness training, and stress-reduction techniques can be 

valuable in supporting teachers’ mental health. 

3) Foster a supportive work environment by promoting peer-to-

peer social support structures and encouraging positive 

interactions among teachers. Establishing mentorship 

programs, collaborative planning time, and regular feedback 

mechanisms can help create a sense of community and mutual 

support. 

4) Provide opportunities for professional growth and 

development to enhance teachers’ well-being. Offering training 

in areas such as classroom organization, student interaction 

strategies, and workload management can contribute to a more 

positive teaching experience. 

5) Recognize that certain factors such as civil status, educational 

attainment, and years of teaching experience may impact 

teachers’ workload, stress levels, and well-being differently. 

Tailor support programs and interventions to address the 

specific needs of different groups based on these factors. 

6) Integrate well-being initiatives into school policies and 

practices to prioritize and promote a culture of well-being 

among teachers. This could involve incorporating well-being 

assessments, mental health resources, and support services into 

the school’s overall framework. 

7) Implement regular monitoring and evaluation systems to assess 

the impact of interventions on teachers’ workload, stress levels, 

and overall well-being.  

8) Collect feedback from teachers to identify areas for 

improvement and make adjustments to support programs as 

needed. 
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