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Abstract 

Objectives: This study examines how multiple stress dimensions (levels, sources, effects, and coping 

mechanisms) relate to teaching performance in resource-constrained Southeast Asian public higher 

education, addressing the geographic concentration of faculty stress research in Western contexts. 

Methods: Using multiple regression analysis with 80 permanent faculty members across three campuses of a 

state university system, I assessed relationships between stress factors and teaching performance. The study 

employed validated stress assessment instruments examining stress levels, sources (student, teacher, 

environment, work-related), effects (self, family, work), and coping mechanisms. 

Results: Self effects of stress demonstrated the strongest negative relationship with teaching performance 

(R² = .125, p = .001), exceeding stress sources (all R² < .015). Work effects showed small-to-moderate 

associations (R² = .052, p = .043) and family effects showed small associations (R² = .038, p = .082). Stress 

coping mechanisms showed no significant relationship with performance (p = .791). Civil status emerged as 

the strongest demographic predictor of stress (R² = .108, p < .001), while educational attainment was the 

strongest predictor of performance (R² = .077, p = .013). 

Conclusions: Faculty maintain high teaching performance (81.25% very satisfactory or higher), despite 

moderate stress levels, revealing a stress–performance paradox in which accumulated stress symptoms, 

rather than stressor exposure, are associated with performance deterioration. Coping mechanisms serve 

protective rather than enhancement functions under structurally embedded institutional stressors. 

Implications: Findings advance theoretical understanding by demonstrating differential impacts across 

stress dimensions and contribute empirical evidence from an under-researched geographic context. Findings 

suggest institutional interventions should prioritize wellness programs and workload management over 

individual coping strategies, with implications for faculty adaptation in resource-limited developing regions 

globally. 
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Introduction 

The relationship between occupational stress and teaching performance in higher education presents a 

compelling theoretical puzzle: How do faculty members maintain pedagogical effectiveness while 

experiencing workplace pressures? This question gains particular urgency in resource-constrained public 

universities across developing regions, where structural conditions—chronic underfunding, expanding 

enrollment demands, heavy teaching loads, and limited institutional support—create persistent stressors 

beyond individual faculty control. Empirical investigations of stress–performance dynamics, however, remain 

concentrated in Western institutional contexts (Kinman & Jones, 2003; Tytherleigh et al., 2005), leaving 

critical gaps in understanding how these relationships manifest in Southeast Asian public higher education 

systems operating under fundamentally different structural and cultural conditions. 

This study addresses these empirical and theoretical gaps by examining stress–performance relationships in a 

multi-campus state university system—an institutional context characterized by conditions representative of 

public universities across developing regions: significant resource limitations relative to enrollment demands, 

distributed campus structures spanning geographic regions, heavy teaching responsibilities with limited 

research support, and administrative systems reflecting both colonial legacy and contemporary accountability 

pressures. The multi-campus structure itself introduces distinctive stressors absent from single-site 

institutions: faculty rotation across campuses, coordination challenges in distributed systems, resource 

allocation complexities, and variable infrastructure quality. These organizational dynamics have potential 

implications for understanding faculty stress in similarly structured institutions globally. 

Three knowledge gaps motivate this investigation. First, existing stress–performance research predominantly 

examines Western university contexts, where institutional conditions, funding models, and cultural 

orientations differ substantially from those in developing-country public systems (Han et al., 2021). Whether 

stress–performance patterns documented in well-resourced Western universities apply to chronically under-

resourced Southeast Asian institutions remains empirically unclear. Second, theoretical models typically 

examine stress as a unitary construct. However, stress comprises multiple dimensions—sources 

(environmental demands), manifestations (physiological and psychological symptoms), and coping responses 

(adaptive strategies)—that may demonstrate differential relationships with performance outcomes. 

Identifying which stress dimensions most strongly predict teaching effectiveness has direct implications for 

understanding the mechanisms by which workplace stress is associated with pedagogical quality. Third, the 

role of individual coping mechanisms in sustaining performance under structural constraint conditions 

remains theoretically ambiguous: Do coping strategies enhance performance by buffering stress impacts, or 

do they serve primarily protective functions that prevent performance degradation without actively improving 

outcomes? This distinction carries significant implications for understanding faculty resilience in resource-

limited settings. 

The present study examines these questions through a comprehensive assessment of stress dimensions 

(levels, sources, effects, and coping mechanisms) and their relationships with teaching performance among 

80 permanent faculty members across three campuses of a state university system. Multiple regression 

analyses identify differential predictive patterns across stress dimensions, revealing a compelling paradox: 

https://doi.org/10.18870/hlrc.v16i1.1884
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faculty maintain high teaching performance (81.25% rated very satisfactory or higher) despite experiencing 

moderate stress levels and structural constraints beyond individual control. This paradox—sustained 

effectiveness amid persistent stressors—suggests stress–performance dynamics more complex than linear 

deterioration models would predict. 

The study contributes to higher education scholarship in three ways. Empirically, it provides systematic 

documentation of stress–performance relationships within Southeast Asian public higher education, 

addressing the geographic concentration of existing research in Western contexts. Theoretically, it 

demonstrates differential impacts across stress dimensions, advancing understanding of mechanisms by 

which workplace stress is associated with teaching quality. Methodologically, it establishes frameworks for 

examining stress–performance dynamics in multi-campus distributed university systems, institutional 

structures increasingly common globally yet under-examined in stress research literature. 

Literature Review and Theoretical Framework 

Occupational Stress in International Higher Education Contexts  

Occupational stress in academia encompasses physiological, psychological, and behavioral responses to 

workplace demands. Theory in the field is grounded in Selye’s (1976) General Adaptation Syndrome, which 

conceptualizes stress as a biological process involving alarm, resistance, and exhaustion stages, and Lazarus 

and Folkman’s (1984) Transactional Model, which emphasizes cognitive appraisal and coping methods. These 

foundational frameworks inform contemporary understanding of how environmental stressors are associated 

with individual functioning and performance outcomes. 

International research documents substantial stress levels among university faculty across diverse geographic 

contexts. In the United Kingdom, Tytherleigh et al. (2005) examined occupational stress across 14 

universities, finding job insecurity, poor work relationships, lack of control, and inadequate resources as 

primary stressors, with stress levels exceeding normative comparison data across professional groups. This 

landmark study established benchmarks for comparative assessment and demonstrated that multiple stressor 

categories are associated with faculty well-being in Western institutional contexts. Han et al. (2021) 

documented similar patterns in Chinese universities, with 2,758 faculty across 25 institutions reporting 

generally high stress levels. However, their finding that stress showed no compelling direct association with 

efficacy, engagement, or satisfaction challenged assumptions about linear relationships between stress and 

performance, highlighting the need for more nuanced theoretical models incorporating mediating processes. 

Australian research documents comparable patterns, with Winefield et al. (2003) finding elevated stress 

among university staff associated with institutional restructuring, workload intensification, and diminished 

autonomy. These international studies establish that academic stress is a global phenomenon affecting faculty 

across diverse national and institutional contexts. At the same time, they reveal that specific stressor 

configurations, institutional support systems, and cultural contexts vary substantially across settings—

variations that potentially influence stress–performance dynamics in ways not yet fully theorized. 

Despite this growing international literature, research examining faculty stress in Southeast Asian public 

universities remains limited, particularly investigations of multi-campus distributed systems. Research in the 

region has documented heavy teaching loads, resource constraints, and administrative burdens (Formentera 

& Buquia, 2025), but systematic examination of how multiple stress dimensions relate to teaching 

performance in multi-campus contexts is lacking. This geographic and institutional gap limits the theoretical 

generalizability of existing stress–performance models. It constrains understanding of how faculty sustain 

effectiveness under resource-constrained conditions characteristic of developing-country public university 

systems. 
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Stress–Performance Relationships: Theoretical Perspectives and Empirical Patterns 

Theoretical frameworks propose both linear and curvilinear stress–performance relationships. The inverted-

U hypothesis, grounded in Yerkes–Dodson principles (Yerkes & Dodson, 1908), suggests moderate stress 

enhances performance through increased arousal and motivation, while insufficient stimulation and excessive 

stress impair functioning (Beehr & Newman, 1978). This curvilinear model implies optimal performance at 

moderate stress levels, with both under- and over-stimulation degrading outcomes. However, empirical 

evidence examining teaching performance provides more substantial support for negative linear relationships, 

with elevated stress consistently associated with diminished pedagogical effectiveness across multiple 

international contexts (Johnson et al., 2005; Kyriacou, 2001; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2015). 

These empirical patterns suggest that chronic occupational stress is associated with diminished teaching 

quality through multiple mechanisms: reduced enthusiasm and creativity in instructional delivery, 

diminished capacity to build rapport with students, decreased cognitive resources for pedagogical decision-

making, and emotional exhaustion associated with classroom interaction quality (Maslach & Leiter, 2016). 

Existing research, however, predominantly examines stress as a unitary construct, typically assessing overall 

stress levels rather than distinguishing between stress sources (environmental demands), stress effects 

(physiological and psychological symptoms), and coping responses (adaptive strategies). Whether these 

dimensions demonstrate differential relationships with performance outcomes—potentially revealing distinct 

mechanisms by which stress is associated with teaching effectiveness—remains unclear both theoretically and 

empirically. 

The Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001) provides a 

relevant theoretical framework for understanding differential stress impacts. This model distinguishes 

between job demands (stressors requiring sustained effort) and job resources (factors that buffer demands), 

proposing that demands lead to exhaustion, while resources foster engagement. In the present context, the 

model suggests that stress sources represent job demands, stress effects indicate accumulated exhaustion, and 

coping mechanisms function as personal resources that potentially buffer demand–exhaustion relationships. 

Testing whether these dimensions demonstrate differential predictive relationships with teaching 

performance offers potential insights into mechanisms underlying stress–performance dynamics. 

Critical gaps constrain theoretical understanding: First, whether stress sources versus manifestations 

demonstrate stronger performance relationships remains empirically unclear, yet this distinction has 

implications for identifying intervention priorities. Second, the role of coping mechanisms in stress–

performance relationships requires clarification—do coping strategies enhance performance through active 

stress buffering, or primarily prevent deterioration through protective functions? Third, how demographic 

factors (civil status, educational attainment, experience) moderate the relationships between stress exposure 

and performance remains under-examined, particularly in non-Western cultural contexts, where family 

obligations and social structures may differ substantially from individualistic Western norms. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Given these theoretical frameworks and empirical gaps, the present study examined relationships between 

multiple stress dimensions and teaching performance in a multi-campus state university system. The study 

addressed six research questions: 

RQ1: What demographic characteristics and stress profiles characterize faculty members? 

RQ2:  What teaching performance levels do faculty demonstrate? 

RQ3:  How do demographic variables relate to teaching performance? 
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RQ4:  How do demographic variables relate to stress factors? 

RQ5:  How do stress factors (levels, sources, effects, coping mechanisms) relate to teaching performance? 

RQ6:  Which stress dimensions demonstrate the strongest predictive relationships with teaching 

performance? 

The multi-campus context provided a distinctive setting for examining these questions. Multi-campus 

distributed university systems face organizational complexities beyond those of single-site institutions: faculty 

rotation across geographically dispersed campuses, coordination challenges across administrative and 

academic systems, resource allocation across heterogeneous sites, and infrastructure variation that affects 

working conditions. These structural characteristics potentially intensify stress while simultaneously revealing 

how faculty adapt to sustained workplace demands—dynamics with implications for understanding resilience 

in resource-constrained institutional settings globally. 

Based on theoretical frameworks and existing empirical evidence, I advanced the following hypotheses: 

H1:  Demographic variables would significantly relate to teaching performance, with educational 

attainment and experience as potential predictors. 

H2:  Demographic variables would relate substantially to stress, particularly civil status, given work–

family interface demands. 

H3:  Stress level would negatively predict teaching performance. 

H4:  Stress sources would negatively predict teaching performance. 

H5:  Stress effects would demonstrate stronger negative relationships with teaching performance than 

stress sources, as effects represent accumulated symptomatology directly associated with diminished 

functioning. 

H6:  Stress coping mechanisms would positively predict teaching performance through buffering effects. 

Testing these hypotheses provides empirical evidence for theoretical refinement while contributing data from 

an under-examined institutional and geographic context. 

Methods 

Research Design and Institutional Context 

This study employed a descriptive–correlational design examining relationships between stress factors and 

teaching performance. The correlational approach enabled a comprehensive assessment of multiple stress 

dimensions and identification of significant associations through multiple regression analysis, while the 

descriptive component characterized faculty demographics, stress patterns, and performance distributions. 

Research was conducted within a regional public university system in Southeast Asia, representing 

institutional conditions characteristic of developing-country public universities serving provincial 

populations. The multi-campus structure—Main Campus, Campus A, and Campus B—spans geographic 

regions with varying infrastructure development, creating distinctive organizational complexities. Faculty 

experience campus rotation requirements, coordination challenges across distributed administrative systems, 

resource allocation variations, and infrastructure differences affecting working conditions. These structural 

characteristics reflect organizational realities increasingly evident in public university systems globally, yet 

they are under-examined in stress research literature, particularly regarding how distributed campus 

structures affect faculty workplace experiences and performance outcomes. 
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Participants and Sampling 

The study employed a complete enumeration of N = 80 permanent faculty members across the three-campus 

system. Inclusion criteria included (a) permanent employment status ensuring consistent performance 

evaluation access, (b) active teaching assignment during data collection, and (c) minimum one academic year 

of service. Exclusion criteria included (a) temporary or contractual faculty, (b) faculty on leave, and (c) 

administrative-only appointments without teaching duties. 

The sample size (N = 80) meets the minimum requirements for multiple regression analysis with six 

predictors. Conventional power analysis guidelines (α = .05, power = .80, medium effect size f² = .15) require 

approximately 77 participants. The achieved sample provides adequate statistical power to detect medium-

sized effects, but limited power for minor effects or extensive subgroup analyses. 

Table 1 presents the complete demographic characteristics of participants. The sample comprised 

predominantly female faculty (67.5%), mid-career (aged 40–49 years: 40%), married (83.75%), and holding 

bachelor’s degrees (57.5%), with substantial teaching experience (20–29 years: 37.5%). This demographic 

profile reflects faculty composition patterns documented across public universities in the region, suggesting 

reasonable representativeness for similar institutional contexts. 

Table 1 Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N = 80) 

Characteristic n % 

Sex   

Female 54 67.50 

Male 26 32.50 

Age (years)   

20–29 2 2.50 

30–39 16 20.00 

40–49 32 40.00 

50–59 25 31.25 

60–69 5 6.25 

Civil status   

Single 8 10.00 

Married 67 83.75 

Widowed 4 5.00 

Separated 1 1.25 

Educational attainment   

Bachelor’s degree 46 57.50 

Diploma/certificate 8 10.00 

Master’s degree 19 23.75 

Doctoral degree 7 8.75 
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Characteristic n % 

Length of service (years)   

Below 9 years 8 10.00 

10–14 years 15 18.75 

15–19 years 14 17.50 

20–29 years 30 37.50 

30–40 years 13 16.25 

 

Complete enumeration was employed with all 80 eligible permanent faculty members invited to participate. I 

personally distributed and retrieved all questionnaires, achieving a 100% response rate with no missing data. 

All questionnaires were checked for completeness upon retrieval; questionnaires with incomplete responses 

were returned to respondents for completion before inclusion in the dataset. Double-entry verification was 

performed during data encoding to minimize data entry errors. No imputation procedures were necessary, as 

the dataset was complete. 

Instruments 

Stress Assessment Questionnaire 

A modified version of Travers and Cooper’s (1996) stress questionnaire assessed four dimensions: (1) Stress 

level indicators (25 items, α = .84), measuring behavioral and psychological symptoms on 5-point Likert 

scales; (2) Sources of stress (75 items across four domains—student-related: 16 items, teacher-related: 8 

items, school environment: 18 items, work-related: 29 items—overall α = .88); (3) Effects of stress (75 items 

across three domains—self effects: 25 items, family effects: 25 items, work effects: 25 items—overall α = .83); 

(4) Stress coping mechanisms (38 items, α = .86). The instrument was pilot-tested with 15 faculty members 

and content-validated by three education experts to ensure cultural appropriateness and construct alignment 

for the university context. 

Teaching Performance Evaluation 

Teaching performance was assessed using institutional faculty performance evaluation forms employing a 4-

point rating scale (unsatisfactory, satisfactory, very satisfactory, outstanding). Evaluations incorporated 

triangulated data sources: student evaluation ratings, classroom observations by department heads, and 

instructional materials review. Student evaluations demonstrated adequate internal consistency (α = .89) and 

significant correlation with peer observations (r = .67, p < .001), providing convergent validity evidence. This 

multi-source approach reduced single-source bias while aligning with institutional evaluation systems used 

across public universities in the region. 

Statistical Assumptions 

Prior to multiple regression analyses, the assumptions of normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and 

multicollinearity were assessed to ensure the validity of inferential results. 

Normality of residuals was assessed using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests, supplemented by 

visual inspection of Q-Q plots and histograms of standardized residuals. Results indicated acceptable 

normality for the predictor variables. The dependent variable (teaching performance) exhibited a restricted 

distribution (81.25% very satisfactory, 18.75% outstanding), indicating ceiling effects. This limitation is 

acknowledged as it may attenuate correlation coefficients and restrict the range of detectable relationships; 

findings should be interpreted with this constraint in mind. 
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Linearity was examined through scatterplots of standardized residuals against predicted values and partial 

regression plots for each predictor. The relationships between continuous predictors and teaching 

performance were consistent with linear assumptions, supporting the use of multiple linear regression. 

Homoscedasticity was evaluated using residual plots and the Breusch-Pagan test. Residual plots showed no 

systematic patterns suggesting heteroscedasticity. Given the ceiling effects in performance data, residual 

spread was somewhat constrained at higher predicted values, which is a known characteristic of ceiling-

affected distributions. 

Multicollinearity among predictor variables was assessed using variance inflation factors (VIF) and tolerance 

values. All VIF values were below 3.0 (range: 1.02–2.87) and tolerance values exceeded 0.35, indicating 

acceptable levels of multicollinearity. Predictors were therefore treated as sufficiently independent for 

regression analysis. 

Ethical Considerations 

This study was conducted without a formal institutional ethics committee review, as the University of Eastern 

Philippines did not have a standing research ethics board at the time the study was conducted. Nevertheless, 

the research was carried out in full accordance with ethical principles governing human subjects research, 

consistent with the Declaration of Helsinki. Participant welfare, anonymity, and data confidentiality were 

strictly observed throughout the study. 

Prior to data collection, all faculty participants received a formal letter informing them of the nature and 

purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of their participation, and the assurance that all data collected 

would be treated with strict confidentiality. Participation was entirely voluntary, and no identifying 

information was disclosed in the analysis or reporting of results. 

Given that I held an administrative position within the same university system, the potential for perceived 

coercion among faculty participants was proactively acknowledged and addressed. Participants were explicitly 

informed, both orally and in writing, that their decision to participate or decline would have no bearing on 

their employment status, teaching assignments, performance evaluations, or professional standing. To further 

reduce coercion risk, questionnaires were completed independently by respondents at a time and place of 

their choosing, and retrieval was conducted in a non-pressured manner. The 100% response rate achieved 

reflects this careful, participant-centered approach. 

All questionnaires were coded numerically; no names or identifying information appeared on any data 

instrument. The master list linking codes to respondents was kept in a locked file accessible only to the 

researcher. Digital data files were password-protected and stored securely. Only aggregate data are reported 

in this study; no individual-level responses are presented in any form that could identify a participant. 

Physical questionnaires and digital files will be retained for five years in accordance with institutional 

research policy and thereafter disposed of securely. 

Results 

Descriptive statistics revealed that faculty experienced moderate overall stress levels (M = 2.6), with work-

related stressors demonstrating the highest intensity, specifically additional non-teaching work (M = 3.5) and 

work assignment pressure (M = 3.4). Stress effects manifested at moderately stressful levels across self (M = 

2.3), family (M = 2.1), and work (M = 2.2) domains. Faculty extensively employed coping mechanisms (M = 

3.6). Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for key study variables. 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Key Study Variables (N = 80) 

Variable M 

Overall stress level 2.60 

Stress sources, student-related — 

Stress sources, work-related 3.40 

Self effects of stress 2.30 

Family effects of stress 2.10 

Work effects of stress 2.20 

Stress coping mechanisms 3.60 

Note. Participant responses were based on a Likert scale with maximum 5 and minimum 1. Standard deviations were not 

preserved in the original thesis analysis output and are not available for report. 

Teaching performance distributions (Table 3) showed 81.25% of faculty rated very satisfactory and 18.75% 

rated outstanding, with no faculty receiving lower ratings, indicating consistently high performance levels 

with a restricted range, suggesting ceiling effects. 

Table 3. Teaching Performance Ratings (N = 80) 

Performance rating n % 

Outstanding 15 18.75 

Very satisfactory 65 81.25 

Satisfactory 0 0.00 

Unsatisfactory 0 0.00 

Total 80 100.00 

 

Multiple regression analyses examining demographic predictors revealed that educational attainment was the 

strongest predictor of teaching performance (F = 6.52, p = .013, R² = .077), a small-to-moderate effect 

accounting for 7.7% of variance. Civil status also significantly predicted performance (F = 4.51, p = .037, R² = 

.055). For stress prediction, civil status emerged as the strongest demographic predictor (F = 9.43, p < .001, 

R² = .108), a moderate effect explaining 10.8% of variance, substantially exceeding other demographic 

variables (sex: R² = .041; age: R² = .027). Table 4 presents the complete regression results. 
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Table 4. Regression of Demographic Variables on Teaching Performance and Stress 

Predictor → outcome F p R² 

Educational attainment → performance 6.52 .013 .077 

Civil status → performance 4.51 .037 .055 

Sex → performance 1.54 .218 .019 

Age → performance 1.46 .230 .018 

Length of service → performance 0.19 .892 .000 

Civil status →stress 9.43 < .001 .108 

Sex → stress 3.34 .071 .041 

Age → stress 2.17 .145 .027 

Note. Standardized beta coefficients, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals are not available for this historical 

dataset; see discussion of limitations in conclusion. 

Examining stress–performance relationships revealed differential patterns across dimensions. Self effects of 

stress demonstrated the strongest negative relationship with performance (F = 11.11, p = .001, R² = .125), a 

moderate effect explaining 12.5% of variance. Work effects (F = 4.25, p = .043, R² = .052, small-to-moderate 

effect) and family effects (F = 3.10, p = .082, R² = .038, small effect) showed more modest associations. In 

contrast, stress sources demonstrated minimal predictive relationships: student-related (R² = .003), teacher-

related (R² = .008), school environment (R² = .002), and work-related (R² = .014) sources all explained less 

than 1.5% of performance variance. Critically, stress coping mechanisms showed no significant relationship 

with performance (F = 0.07, p = .791, R² = .001). Table 5 presents the complete regression results for all 

stress dimensions. 

Table 5. Regression of Stress Dimensions on Teaching Performance (N = 80) 

Stress factor F p R² 

Overall stress level 0.99 .322 .013 

Sources, student-related 0.24 .629 .003 

Sources, teacher-related 0.63 .429 .008 

Sources, school environment 0.17 .678 .002 

Sources, work-related 1.12 .093 .014 

Effects, self  11.11 .001 .125 

Effects, family  3.10 .082 .038 

Effects, work  4.25 .043 .052 

Stress coping mechanisms 0.07 .791 .001 

Note. Standardized beta coefficients, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals are not available for this historical 

dataset; see discussion of limitations in conclusion. 
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Discussion 

The Stress–Performance Paradox: High Effectiveness Despite Structural Constraints 

This study documents a compelling paradox: faculty in a resource-constrained, multi-campus state university 

system maintain high teaching performance (81.25% very satisfactory or higher), despite experiencing 

moderate stress levels (M = 2.6) and facing substantial structural stressors beyond individual control (work 

assignment pressure M = 3.4, additional non-teaching duties M = 3.5). This paradox—sustained effectiveness 

amid persistent workplace demands—challenges linear deterioration models that predict that elevated stress 

inevitably degrades performance, suggesting that stress–performance dynamics are more complex than 

existing theoretical frameworks typically acknowledge. 

The paradox gains theoretical significance when examined comparatively against international research. 

Tytherleigh et al.’s (2005) UK study found job insecurity and inadequate resources as primary stressors, with 

stress levels exceeding normative professional standards and associated with psychological distress 

substantially higher than comparison groups, a pattern suggesting stress-related performance impairment in 

that context. Similarly, Han et al.’s (2021) Chinese research documented “generally high” stress levels 

affecting 36% of faculty, though their finding that stress showed no compelling direct association with efficacy 

or satisfaction parallels the present results in suggesting more complex mediating processes than simple 

linear relationships would predict. 

The present findings extend these international patterns by revealing differential impacts across stress 

dimensions, thereby illuminating underlying mechanisms. The pattern in which stress effects (self effects R² 

= .125, moderate effect; work effects R² = .052, small-to-moderate effect) substantially exceed stress sources 

(all R² < .015) in predicting performance suggests that teaching effectiveness is less associated with stressor 

exposure per se, but rather with accumulated physiological and psychological symptoms associated with 

diminished cognitive and physical functioning. This interpretation aligns with cognitive resource theory: 

when manifestations of stress—migraines, fatigue, worry, tension—consume attentional and physiological 

resources, diminished capacity remains for complex pedagogical decision-making, student rapport-building, 

and instructional creativity, all of which are essential for effective teaching. 

The paradox of high performance despite moderate stress, therefore, suggests that faculty have developed 

adaptive capacities that prevent stressors from fully translating into performance-diminishing symptoms. 

However, the null finding for coping mechanisms (F = 0.07, p = .791, R² = .001) complicates this 

interpretation: if faculty extensively employ coping strategies (M = 3.6), why do these strategies show no 

statistical relationship with performance outcomes? This pattern suggests that coping mechanisms primarily 

serve protective functions—preventing worse outcomes by moderating stress-symptom relationships—rather 

than actively enhancing performance. Individual adaptation, however comprehensive, cannot eliminate 

stressors structurally embedded in institutional conditions: inadequate resources, heavy workloads, and 

administrative demands beyond faculty control. 

Mechanisms Explaining Differential Stress Impacts 

The finding that self effects of stress (R² = .125, moderate effect) demonstrated substantially stronger negative 

associations with performance than any stress source (maximum R² = .014 for work-related sources) reveals 

critical mechanistic insights requiring theoretical interpretation. Stress sources represent external workplace 

conditions—student behavioral challenges, collegial relationships, resource inadequacy, and administrative 

demands—while self effects capture physiological manifestations (migraines, fatigue) and psychological 

distress (worry, loneliness, tension). This differential pattern suggests teaching effectiveness is associated with 
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accumulated symptomatology directly linked to diminished functioning, rather than with stressor exposure 

alone. 

Cognitive resource theory provides a framework for understanding this mechanism. Teaching demands 

complex cognitive processing: real-time instructional decision-making, simultaneous attention to multiple 

students and classroom dynamics, creative problem-solving to address pedagogical challenges, and emotional 

regulation to maintain a favorable classroom climate. When stress symptoms consume cognitive and 

physiological resources through worry, tension, and fatigue, attentional capacity for these pedagogical 

demands diminishes. Physical symptoms—migraines, exhaustion—are associated with diminished sustained 

classroom interaction, while psychological manifestations—anxiety, emotional distress—are associated with 

reduced interpersonal sensitivity necessary for effective student rapport. 

The work effects relationship (R² = .052, small-to-moderate effect, p = .043) supports this interpretation, as 

stress manifestations associated with disrupted workplace functioning—feeling overwhelmed, poor collegial 

relationships, job insecurity concerns—are associated with reduced teaching effectiveness. The marginally 

significant family effects relationship (R² = .038, small effect, p = .082) suggests work–family spillover 

mechanisms: stress extending into family domains creates compounding strain associated with reduced 

professional functioning. This pattern reflects porous boundaries between work and personal life 

characteristic of academic careers, particularly in contexts where 83.75% of faculty are married and managing 

dual professional–family demands. 

Coping Mechanisms: Protective Rather Than Enhancement Functions 

The null finding for coping mechanisms (F = 0.07, p = .791, R² = .001) warrants cautious theoretical 

interpretation, as it appears to contradict the assumption that adaptive coping enhances functioning. Faculty 

in this sample extensively employed coping strategies (M = 3.6): time management, priority setting, planning, 

seeking supervisor support, collegial advice, immediate problem-solving, and work–life boundary setting. Yet 

these efforts showed no statistical relationship with teaching performance outcomes. This pattern suggests 

that individual coping mechanisms, however adaptive and widely practiced, primarily serve to prevent worse 

outcomes rather than actively enhance performance when stressors remain structurally embedded in 

institutional conditions. 

This interpretation aligns with stress-buffering models, distinguishing between protective effects (preventing 

deterioration) and enhancement effects (improving outcomes). Faculty coping may effectively moderate the 

pathway between stressors and stress effects, preventing complete translation of workplace demands into 

performance-diminishing symptoms, without actively improving performance beyond what would occur 

under low-stress conditions. The paradox of high performance despite moderate stress supports this 

interpretation: coping mechanisms enable faculty to maintain baseline effectiveness by preventing stress 

escalation, but cannot eliminate the underlying stressors that generate ongoing demands. 

Demographic Differentiation: Civil Status and Educational Attainment 

Civil status emerged as the strongest demographic predictor of stress (R² = .108, moderate effect, p < .001), 

substantially exceeding other demographic variables (sex: R² = .041, age: R² = .027). This 10.8% variance 

explained indicates that marital status—or more precisely, the family responsibilities and work–family 

interface challenges it typically entails—constitutes a primary factor associated with stress exposure in this 

population, where 83.75% of faculty are married. The finding aligns with work–family conflict literature 

documenting dual role demands as significant stressors, while extending this international pattern to a 

Southeast Asian context where cultural norms around family obligations may intensify work–family interface 

pressures. 
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Educational attainment’s relationship with teaching performance (R² = .077, small-to-moderate effect, p = 

.013) indicates that advanced training is associated with pedagogical effectiveness, accounting for 7.7% of 

variance. Notably, length of service showed no relationship with performance (R² = .000, p = .892), 

suggesting that experience alone does not guarantee effectiveness without ongoing professional development, 

a pattern challenging assumptions about automatic expertise accumulation through years of practice. 

Multi-Campus Context: Implications for Distributed University Systems 

While this study did not formally compare stress levels across the three campuses, the multi-campus 

distributed structure itself represents an organizational characteristic with potential implications for 

understanding faculty stress in similar institutional contexts globally. Multi-campus university systems face 

distinctive coordination challenges: faculty rotation requirements across geographically dispersed sites, 

administrative complexity in distributed governance structures, resource allocation decisions that affect 

campus equity, infrastructure variation that creates differential working conditions, and organizational 

identity challenges in maintaining institutional coherence across physically separated units. 

Theoretical Contributions and Implications 

This study advances theoretical understanding of stress–performance relationships through three primary 

contributions. First, it demonstrates differential impacts across stress dimensions that illuminate underlying 

mechanisms: stress manifestations (effects) predict performance substantially more strongly than stress 

exposures (sources), suggesting that accumulated physiological and psychological symptoms are directly 

associated with diminished functioning. In contrast, stressor exposure operates through indirect pathways 

mediated by symptom development. This finding extends stress theory by specifying that symptomatology, 

not exposure alone, is associated with performance deterioration—a distinction with implications for 

intervention design and theoretical model refinement. 

Second, the null finding for coping mechanisms advances understanding of individual adaptation under 

structural constraint. Coping strategies appear to serve protective functions, preventing performance collapse 

rather than actively enhancing outcomes, suggesting theoretical models should distinguish between stress 

buffering (moderating source–effect relationships) and performance enhancement (directly improving 

effectiveness). This distinction challenges assumptions that individual resilience sufficiently addresses 

workplace stressors, particularly in contexts where stressors remain structurally embedded in institutional 

conditions beyond personal control. 

Third, the study provides empirical evidence from a geographic and institutional context that is substantially 

under-represented in existing stress–performance literature. The paradox of sustained effectiveness amid 

moderate stress and structural constraints suggests faculty adaptation capacities more robust than linear 

deterioration models would predict. Yet, this resilience operates within limits defined by accumulated 

symptomatology. This pattern—high performance despite stressors, reduced performance associated with 

symptom intensification—suggests curvilinear relationships may characterize stress–performance dynamics 

in resource-constrained settings, with adaptation sustaining effectiveness until symptom thresholds exceed 

coping capacity. 

Conclusion 

This study examined stress–performance relationships among 80 faculty members in a multi-campus state 

university system, revealing a compelling paradox: sustained teaching effectiveness (81.25% very satisfactory 

or higher), despite moderate stress levels and substantial structural constraints. Self effects of stress 

demonstrated the strongest negative relationship with teaching performance (R² = .125, moderate effect, p = 
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.001), substantially exceeding effects of stress sources (all R² < .015), while coping mechanisms showed no 

significant relationship with performance (p = .791). Civil status emerged as the strongest demographic 

predictor of stress (R² = .108, moderate effect, p < .001), with educational attainment as the strongest 

predictor of performance (R² = .077, small-to-moderate effect, p = .013). 

These findings advance theoretical understanding by demonstrating that stress manifestations, rather than 

exposures, are associated with performance deterioration, and that coping mechanisms serve protective 

rather than enhancement functions under structural constraint. The stress–performance paradox 

documented here—high effectiveness amid persistent stressors—suggests faculty adaptation capacities more 

robust than linear models predict, while simultaneously revealing limits when accumulated symptoms exceed 

coping thresholds. This pattern extends international stress research to a Southeast Asian context 

characterized by distinctive institutional and cultural conditions, providing empirical evidence from 

geographic regions substantially under-represented in existing literature. 

The multi-campus distributed structure examined here represents organizational characteristics increasingly 

common in public university systems globally, yet under-examined in stress research. Faculty sustaining 

effectiveness while managing campus rotation, geographic dispersion, and variable resources demonstrates 

adaptive capacities developed within complex institutional structures—capacities potentially relevant for 

understanding resilience in similarly structured systems worldwide. The finding that individual coping, 

however extensive, cannot eliminate structurally embedded stressors suggests that sustainable solutions 

require addressing institutional conditions alongside supporting individual adaptation. 

Several limitations should be noted. The cross-sectional design precludes causal inference, and the single-

university sample may limit generalizability, though the structural conditions documented here are 

representative of public universities across developing regions. Self-report measures may inflate correlations 

through common-method variance, and the sample size (N = 80) has limited power for detecting minor 

effects or conducting extensive subgroup analyses. As this study draws upon data originally collected for a 

thesis, certain advanced analytical procedures could not be performed.  

Future research should examine stress–performance relationships across diverse institutional types and 

cultural contexts to assess generalizability, investigate mediation mechanisms explaining how stress sources 

translate into performance-diminishing effects, employ longitudinal designs tracking stress trajectories across 

academic careers, explore how organizational characteristics moderate stress–performance relationships, and 

examine multi-campus comparative analyses identifying whether stress dynamics vary systematically across 

main versus satellite campuses. Testing curvilinear models would clarify whether inverted-U relationships 

better characterize stress–performance dynamics than the linear patterns examined here. At the same time, 

qualitative research exploring faculty narratives could illuminate subjective experiences underlying these 

quantitative patterns. 

The stress–performance paradox documented here—sustained effectiveness despite structural constraints—

reveals both the remarkable adaptive capacities of faculty in resource-limited settings and the theoretical 

complexities requiring continued scholarly attention. Understanding how individuals maintain professional 

excellence while navigating persistent workplace demands remains a fundamental question for higher 

education research, with implications extending beyond any single geographic or institutional context to 

inform broader theoretical frameworks characterizing human performance under sustained demands. 
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