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Abstract 

 
 
This study determined the correlation between the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress 
and engagement. Specifically, it determined the respondents' profile, stress, and 

engagement level. With a sample size of 224 and using descriptive–correlative 
methodology, the study tested the hypotheses on the differences in the perceived level of 

stress and engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of profile variables and 

the correlation between the perceived level of stress and engagement. The study revealed 
that the JHS teachers were moderately stressed but very much engaged in their 

respective work assignments. A significant difference existed in the perceived level of JHS 
teachers’ stress when respondents were grouped according to the subject taught. There 

was no significant difference when respondents were grouped in terms of sex, age, years 
in the service, salary grade, number of classes/sections handled, number of teaching 

preparation, and distance of residence and school assignment. There was no significant 
difference in the perceived level of JHS teachers’ engagement when respondents were 

grouped in terms of profile. There existed a significant low positive correlation between 

the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress and engagement. It is then recommended that 
programs and activities be conducted to lessen, if not eradicate stress. 
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Introduction 
 

 Following the COVID-19 pandemic, school systems were compelled to 
quickly switch to online education, leading to enormous, worldwide alterations 

to conventional teaching methods. Educators, who worked on the educational 
system's front lines were charged with putting new teaching methods into 

practice right away in ways that ensured student safety while facilitating learning 
for the students. Holmes et al. (2020, 547-560) emphasized the significance of 

investigating the psychological consequences of the pandemic, particularly the effects on 

front-line workers, in their report to UNESCO, so that the information obtained might be 
applied in future pandemics (Sokal, Trudel, and Babb 2020). 

 The enormous COVID-19 pandemic has an impact on teacher roles, requiring 
more work and resources, which overwhelms teachers, causing stress such as 

disappointments and anxiety while carrying out instructional duties and responsibilities. 
Stress can lead to teacher disengagement (Alvarenga 2020), which can have an adverse 

impact on both the teacher's well-being and students' performance. Teacher stress is 

characterized as negative emotions experienced by teachers concerning performance 
expectations and pressures (Kyriacou 2015, 27-35). 

 With the forgoing situations of the teachers, the researchers conducted a study on 
the correlation between the stress and engagement of junior high school teachers in the 

new normal. 
 

Literature Review 
 

This section reports the literature and studies related to the current study on the 

correlation between the stress and engagement of junior high school teachers in the new 
normal. 

 Stress. The COVID-19 outbreak has brought about a new age of online and 
distance learning at all levels of education (Cheng, Wang, and Ebrahimi 2021). This shift 

in teacher positions resulted in greater stress Darabi, Macaskill, and Reidy (2017,393-
412). Teachers are more likely to experience job-related stress (Steinhardt, et al. 2011, 

420-29). Teaching in schools is a high-stress career (Kyriacou 2015, 27-35), (Steinhardt 
et al. 2011, 420-29). Understanding teachers' personalities could lead to important 

adjustments in schools that lessen teacher stress (Kyriacou 2015, 27-35). Negative 

feelings that teachers have as a result of their jobs are referred to as "teacher stress" 
(Skaalvik, Einar M. and Sidsel Skaalvik 2016).  

 Teacher stress is described as teachers' negative emotions, such as anxiety, 
disappointment, and despair, in response to work expectations and pressures (Kyriacou 

2015, 27-35). Stress occurs when there is a "departure from ideal conditions" that 
teachers are unable or unwilling to address, according to Welford as cited in Staal (2004), 

which is the outcome of a demand and capacity imbalance according to McGrath, as cited 

in Blankenship (2007, 39-44). Teachers suffered from stress as a result of occupational 
stressors such as teaching tasks or workload, according to Ismail, Anis Salwa Abdullah, 

and Abdul Ghani Kanesan Abdullah (2019, 67-80), hurting their performance and social 

connections with fellow teachers, students, and parents. Teachers' stress will eventually 
impair students' performance according to Asikhia (2010, 229-242) and Tahir (2017). 

 Teachers’ Stress and Engagement Various research has found that teacher 
stress has an impact on work performance, including faculty engagement (Maslach, 

Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001, 397-422). Faculty engagement is a term used to describe a 

pleasant and contented mental state in teachers as evidenced by their vigor, dedication, 
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and absorption in carrying out instructional activities according to Schaufeli and Bakker 
(2004, 293-315). They identified three (3) components of engagement: vigor, which 

denotes high energy levels and mental resilience in teaching, in investing efforts, and in 
persevering in the face of adversity; dedication, which entails strong participation in the 

teaching job, a sense of significance, being inspired, enthusiastic, and proud of the 
teaching profession; and absorption, which entails total concentration, joy, and 

happiness doing teachers' tasks and being attached to the profession. 
 Klassen, Yerdelen, and Durksen (2013, 33-52) included emotional, cognitive, and 

social engagement elements in their Engaged Teachers Scale (ETS). Emotional 

involvement is defined as "passion for and enthusiasm about teaching, as well as feelings 
of happiness and enjoyment when teaching." Cognitive engagement is defined as "paying 

attention to work, working with intensity, and working hard to accomplish effectively." 
Teachers' social engagement with students and co-workers entails caring about their 

pupils' problems, feeling empathy for them, and so providing warmth, as well as valuing 
connections made with colleagues, supporting them, caring about their problems, and 

connecting with them (Klassen, Yerdelen, and Durksen 2013, 33-52). Aspects of the 

engagement include affirming desirable values while performing duties. Disengagement 
occurs when faculty values do not align with the school's mission (Schuster and 

Finkelstein 2006). It was found that faculty work engagement is influenced by campus 
climate and job expectations, with findings suggesting there are differences in 

impressions of the workplace held by the faculty and the institution's culture (Hahn 
2017). 

 To enhance participation, colleagues must have similar beliefs. Teachers who 
share similar interests and values with their colleagues feel encouraged and actively 

engaged in their work (Lindholm 2003, 125-149). 

 In a similar spirit, stressed the importance of social involvement in teaching 
(Pianta, Hamre, and Allen 2012, 365-386). Teachers must build genuine relationships 

with their students and co-workers to help them succeed. This research backed up the 
claim that the teacher-student interaction helps students achieve better results (Wang 

2009). 
 When Sokolov (2017) indicated in his study that a substantial association existed 

between attribute teacher involvement and teacher's social contacts with students, he 
backed up Wang (2009) and Pianta, Bridget, and Allen (2012, 365-386). 

 Furthermore, high levels of teacher involvement are linked to elevated levels of 

student engagement (Cardwell 2013). She found substantial links between self-esteem 
and autonomy and suggested using engagement measurement or reflection tools to 

assess teacher and student involvement levels to make better judgments about 
instructors' and students' well-being. 

 There have been researches that show a link between engagement and stress 
levels. According to Jennings and Greenberg (2009, 491-525), teachers' supportive 

relationships with kids may lead to lower levels of emotional stress. Meanwhile, it was 

emphasized that low efficacy among teachers increased the risk of burnout (Skaalvik, 
Einar M., and Sidsel Skaalvik 2017). 

 Yin, Han, and Perron (2020) discovered a link between faculty perceived stress and 
instructor satisfaction and engagement. Effective training and professional development 

6 activities would lead to improved teacher engagement and, as a result, lower emotional 
stress (Anastasiou and Papakonstantinou 2014, 37-53). 

 Work engagement, stress factors, stress effects, and faculty characteristics were 
examined in his study (Alvarenga 2020). He found that there are statistically significant 

strong relationships concerning all of the stressors and outcomes, suggesting that 
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stressed instructors are more likely to quit their jobs. Additionally, he found that work 
disengagement, stress factors, and stress outcomes are all correlated with age, tenure 

status, and gender. He discovered that non-tenured professors are more likely to be 
disengaged from their jobs, more stressed out, have physical and mental health 

problems, and be less involved in their work than younger instructors (Alvarenga 2020). 
This provided support for the Job Demands-Resources (JDR) concept (Bakker and 

Demerouti 2017, 273-285). 
 Demands on the workplace, resources available, job satisfaction, stress levels, and 

work engagement are all linked in the JDR framework, as shown in the figure below 

(Bakker and Evangelia Demerouti 2018). If a person believes that available resources are 
insufficient to meet demands and that stresses are overwhelming (Hugo 2015), stress will 

persist and can lead to burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001, 397-422; Padilla 
and Thompson 2015). 

 
Figure 1: The Conceptual Framework of the Study 
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Research Questions 
 

 This study aimed to determine the correlation between the stress and engagement 
of junior high school teachers in Dipolog City. Specifically, the study sought answers to 

the following questions:  
1. What is the profile of junior high school teachers in Dipolog City in terms of 

sex, age, number of years in the service, salary grade, number of 
classes/sections taught, number of teaching preparations, and distance of 

residence to school?  

2. What is the perceived level of junior high school teachers’ stress along with 
organizational structure and climate, personal and professional efficiency, 

intra and interpersonal interactions, home-work interface, and environmental 
factors?  

3. What is the perceived level of junior high school teachers’ engagement along 
with the dimensions of: emotional, cognitive, and social (with students, with 

colleagues)?  

4. Is there a significant difference in the perceived level of junior high school 
teachers’ stress when data are analyzed as to profile?  

5. Is there a significant difference in the perceived level of junior high school 
teachers’ engagement when data are analyzed as to profile?  

6. Is there a significant relationship between the perceived level of Junior high 
school teachers’ stress and engagement? 

 
Scope and Limitation 

 

 This study looked into the correlation between the junior high school teachers’ 
stress and engagement in Dipolog City. The respondents of this study were limited to 

public junior high school teachers in the Division of Dipolog City for the school year 2021-
2022. Newly hired teachers with less than three years are excluded from this study since 

they do not have experience in the regular face-to-face classes and the new learning 
modality employed in their respective school assignments. The JHS teachers’ stress was 

obtained using the Occupational Stress Rating Scale (OSRC) by Reddy and Anuradha 
(2013, 9-24), while the teachers’ engagement was obtained using 11 the Engaged 

Teachers Scale (ETS) by Klassen, Yerdelen, and Durksen (2013, 33-52).  
 

Method 

 
 This section of the study presents the sampling, data collection, ethical issues, 

and plan for data analysis. 
 

Research Design 

 The study utilized the descriptive correlational design used in social sciences and 
other fields to explore the relationship between variables. This type of research seeks to 

describe and understand the association or correlation between different factors without 
attempting to establish causation. In descriptive correlational research, data is collected 

on various variables from a sample population. The researcher then examines these data 

using statistical techniques to determine if there are any relationships or patterns among 
the variables being studied. It allows researchers to gather data, examine patterns, and 

explore associations among various factors in a given context or population. While this 
type of research does not establish cause-and-effect relationships, it plays an important 
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role in informing future studies and understanding complex phenomena across multiple 

disciplines (Bailey et al. 2010, 114-122).   
 

Research Participants 

 This study looked into the correlation between junior high school teachers’ stress 
and engagement in Dipolog City. The respondents of this study were limited to public 

junior high school teachers in the Division of Dipolog City for the School Year 2021-2022. 
Newly hired teachers with less than three years are excluded from this study since they 

do not have yet experience in the regular face-to-face classes and the new learning 
modality employed in their respective school assignments. 

 

Research Instrument 
The study utilized a questionnaire that consisted of two sets of checklists adopted 

from Occupational Stress Rating Scale (OSRC) by Reddy and Anuradha (2013) and 
Engaged Teachers Scale (ETS) by Klassen, Yerdelen, and Durksen (2013, 33-52) to gather 

data or information from the target participants. The researchers circulated the 
questionnaire to the different Junior High Schools of Dipolog City Division with 

permission from the Schools Division Superintendent and the school heads.  
 

Data Gathering Procedure  

 Sampling. The target population of the study encompassed the five hundred 
thirty-three (533) teachers of fourteen (14) public secondary schools in Dipolog City. 

Using the Raosoft sample size calculator, at a 5% margin of error, two hundred twenty-
four (224) respondents were obtained. Simple proportionate sampling by lottery method 

was utilized in selecting respondents from each school. The fraction was obtained by 
dividing 224 by 533, which generated 0.42 rounded off to the nearest hundredths. The 

number of representatives from each school was then computed by obtaining the product 
of the proportion and the number of teachers per school. Table 1 displays the distribution 

of respondents by school. 

 
Table 1: Distribution of Respondents 

 

District School Population Sample 

North Sicayab NHS 39 16 

 Dipolog City NHS 39 16 

East Gulayon IS 21 8 

 Upper Dicayas IS 19 8 

 ZNNHS 166 70 

East Galas NHS 87 37 

 Miputak NHS 28 12 

 Sta. Felomina IS 6 3 

 Tubod IS 4 2 

South AQUMATSHS 33 14 

 Punta NHS 47 20 

 Sinaman IS 4 2 

 Cogon ES 30 13 

 PETHS 10 4 
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 Total 533 224 

  
 The researchers adopted the Occupational Stress Rating Scale (OSRC) by (Reddy 

and 2013) and the Engaged Teachers Scale (ETS) by (Klassen, Yerdelen, and Durksen 
2013), for data collection. 

 After the approval of the research proposal, the researchers administered the 

research instruments with permission from the School Principals and teachers. 
 

Data Analysis  
 The data gathered were tabulated and recorded using MS Excel so that it can be 

read by the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). The following statistical tools 
were used in the study: 

 Frequency count and Percentage. This was utilized to answer problem number 

1 on the profile of the respondents. 
 Weighted Mean. This was used to answer problems 2 and 4 on the perceived level 

of stress and engagement. 
 Presented below are the scoring guide in giving qualitative description and 

interpretation of the responses of the items of teachers’ stress and engagement. 
  

Teachers’ Stress 

Scale Range of Values Description Interpretation 

5 4.21 – 5.00 Strongly Agree Very Much Stressed 

4 3.41 – 4.20 Agree Much Stressed 

3 2.61 – 3.40 Undecided Moderately Stressed 

2 1.81 – 2.60 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

1 1.00 – 1.80 Strongly Disagree Not Stressed at all 

 
Teachers’ Engagement 

Scale Range of Values Description Interpretation 

5 4.21 – 5.00 Strongly Agree Very Much Engaged 

4 3.41 – 4.20 Agree Much Engaged 

3 2.61 – 3.40 Undecided Moderately Engaged 

2 1.81 – 2.60 Disagree Slightly Engaged 

1 1.00 – 1.80 Strongly Disagree Not Engaged at all 

 
 Standard Deviation. This is tapped to establish the homogeneity and 

heterogeneity of the employees scores where SD ≤ 3 is homogenous and SD > 3 is 

heterogeneous (Refugio, Galleto, and Torres 2019, 241-256). 
Mann- Whitney U-Test and Kruskal-Wallis H-Test. These were employed to 

answer problems 3 and 5 on the significant difference on the perceived level of stress and 
engagement of JHS teachers when evaluated as to profile.  

 Spearman rho. This was used to answer problem 6 on the correlation between 
the perceived level of stress and engagement of JHS teachers. The subsequent guide in 

interpreting the correlation value suggested by (Cohen et al. 2014) was employed in this 

study: 

Value Size Interpretation 

±0.50 to ±1.00 Large High Positive/Negative Correlation 

±0.30 to ±0.49 Medium Moderate Positive/Negative Correlation 
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±0.10 to ±0.29 Small Low Positive/Negative Correlation 

±0.01 to ±0.09 Negligible Slight Positive/Negative Correlation 

0.00  No Correlation 

 All statistical calculations were done using MS Excel and Statistical Package 

for Social Sciences (SPSS) at a 0.05 level of significance. 
 

Results and Discussion 
 

 This portion of the study presents the discussion of results and 
recommendations. 

  

Table 2: Profile of the Respondents in Terms of Sex 
 

Sex Frequency Percent 

Male 47 20.98 

Female 177 79.02 

Total 224 100.00 

 

 Table 2 presents the profile of the respondents in terms of sex. Majority (177 or 
79.02%) of the respondents are females. This is above the national data that 70.59% of 

secondary education teachers are females (Secondary Education, Teachers (% Female) - 
Philippines | Data, 2021). 

  
Table 3: Profile of the Respondents in Terms of Age 

 

Age Frequency Percent 

21-30 35 15.62 

31-40 77 34.38 

41-50 74 33.04 

51 and above 38 16.96 

Total 224 100.00 

 
 Table 3 shows the profile of the respondents in terms of age. The majority of the 

respondents belonged to the age brackets of 31-40 and 41-50. This means that the 
majority of the teachers are in the middle age bracket. This outcome is similar to the 

national data that the majority of the lower secondary teachers are in the middle age 

brackets (Acdedios 2013). 

Table 4: Profile of the Respondents in Terms of Number of Years in the Service 
 

Number of Years in the Service Frequency Percent 

8 Years & Below 84 37.50 

9-14 years 69 30.80 

15-19 years 32 14.29 

20-25 years 14 6.25 

25-29 years 14 6.25 

30 years & above 11 4.91 

Total 224 100.00 
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 Table 4 depicts the profile of the respondents in terms of number of years in the 
service. Most of the respondents (84 or 37.50%) of the respondents are in the service 8 

years and below. Only 11 or 4.91% of the respondents are in the service for 30 years and 

above. 

Table 5: Profile of the Respondents in Terms of Salary Grade 
 

Salary Grade Frequency Percent 

11 (Teacher I) 99 44.20 

12 (Teacher II) 16 7.14 

13 (Teacher III) 91 40.62 

18 (Master Teacher 1) 13 5.80 

19 (Master Teacher II) 4 1.79 

20 (Master Teacher III) 1 0.45 

Total 224 100.00 

 

 Table 5 reveals the profile of the participants in terms of salary. Ninety-nine (99 or 
44.20%) of the respondents are teachers occupying Teacher I position, ninety-one (91 or 

40.62%) are Teacher III, and only one (1 or 0.45%) is occupying the Master Teacher III 
position. 

 

Table 6. Profile of the Respondents in terms of in terms of Subject Taught 
 

Subject Taught Frequency Percent 

Filipino 28 12.50 

English 29 12.95 

Mathematics 27 12.05 

Science 29 12.95 

Araling Panlipunan 24 10.71 

TLE/TVE 34 15.18 

EsP 27 12.05 

MAPEH 26 11.61 

Total 224 100.00 

 Table 6 exhibits the profile of the respondents in terms of the subject taught. 
The data conveys that the respondents are almost evenly distributed to the different 

subject areas. Thus, subject areas are properly represented in this study. 
 

Table 7. Profile of the Respondents in Terms of Number of Classes/Sections 
Handled 

 

No. of Classes/Sections Handled Frequency Percent 

4 60 26.79 

5 77 34.37 

6 47 20.98 

7 18 8.04 

8 9 4.02 

9 & above 13 5.80 

Total 224 100.00 
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 Table 7 reveals the profile of the respondents in terms of the number of 
classes/sections handled. The result indicates that most of the respondents are handling 

4 to 6 classes/sections. These are the teachers handling subjects with one hour per day 
and four meetings a week. While only minority of the respondents are handling 7 to 9 

sections. These are the teachers handling Araling Panlpunan with one hour a day and 
only three meetings a week and Edukasyon sa Pagpapakatao (EsP) with only 1 hour per 

day and 2 meetings a week. This further indicates that the School Principals of JHS in 
Dipolog City are in compliance with the provisions of RA 4670, or else identified as the 

Magna Carta for Public School Teachers on maximum number of teaching hours. This is 

also supported by the data of UNESCO that the secondary teachers’ instructional time 
in the Philippines is 4.5 hours per day (UNESCO 2013). 

 
Table 8: Profile of the Respondents in Terms of the Number of Teaching 

Preparations 
 

No. of Teaching Preparations Frequency Percent 

1 81 36.16 

2 73 32.59 

3 & above 70 31.25 

Total 224 100.00 

 
 Table 8 reflects the profile of the respondents in terms of the number of teaching 

preparations. The data denotes that the respondents have more or less equal number of 
teaching preparations. This means that fairness in the teaching preparation in the 

schools of Dipolog City is evident. 

 
Table 9: Profile of the Respondents in Terms of Distance of Residence and School 

 

Distance of Residence and School Frequency Percent 

1-5 Km 95 42.41 

6-10 Km 62 27.68 

11-15 Km 32 14.29 

16 Km & above 35 15.62 

Total 224 100.00 

 
 Table 9 discloses the profile of the respondents in terms of the distance of 

residence and the school assignment. The result shows that ninety-five (95 or 42.41%) of 
the respondents are within 1-5 Km between the residence and school assignment, sixty-

two (62 or 27.68%) are within 6-10 km, thirty-five (35 or 15.62%) are 16 Km and above, 

and thirty-two (32 or 14.29%) are within 11-15 Km. 
 

Table 10: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Stress in Terms of Organizational 
Structure and Climate 

 

Organizational Structure 

and Climate 
Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. Long working hours and 

expectations to do more work. 4.06 1.04 Agree Much Stressed 
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2. Carrying multiple 
responsibilities in a short 
span of time. 

4.06 1.02 Agree Much Stressed 

3. Lack of information in 

carrying out the profession 
responsibilities. 

3.31 1.21 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

4. Working on assignments that 
are not necessary to the 

profession. 
3.44 1.31 Agree Much Stressed 

5. Lack of equipment and 
teaching-learning materials. 

3.77 1.20 Agree Much Stressed 

6. Inadequate supportive staff in 

the school. 
3.08 1.27 Undecided 

Moderately 

Stressed 

7. Inadequate trained human 
resources to carry out the 

work assigned. 

3.19 1.24 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

8. Large class size with students 

of diverse needs. 
3.82 1.06 Agree Much Stressed 

9. Lack of time to pay 

individual attention to each 
special needs student. 

3.81 1.05 Agree Much Stressed 

10. Lack of involvement in the 

decision-making process of 

the activities related to the 
profession. 

3.20 1.08 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

11. Lack of opportunities for 
promotion in the school. 

3.12 1.21 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

12. Inadequate salary for the work 
done in the school. 

3.40 1.20 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

13. Stringent rules and 

regulations in the school that 
hinders to act independently. 

3.14 1.12 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

14. Taking responsibilities for 
the activities of others. 3.37 1.15 Undecided 

Moderately 

Stressed 

Overall 3.49 1.21 Agree 
Much 

Stressed 
  

Table 10 exhibits the perceived level of JHS teachers'’ stress in terms of 
organizational climate. The overall result denotes that the respondents are much stressed 

in terms of organizational structure and climate. This means that COVID-19 pandemic 
has contributed much to the level of stress of the teachers. 

Table 11: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress in Terms of Personal and 
Professional Efficiency 

 

Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. Inadequate training to meet the 
demands of the profession. 

3.30 1.13 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 



15 

Zamboanga Peninsula 

2. Lack of opportunities for 

professional enhancement 
in the form of participation 

in professional 
meetings/seminars/confer

ences. 

3.15 1.21 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

3. Inadequate knowledge in 
using new aids and 

appliances. 

3.02 1.15 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

4. Thrusting on development of 

curricular innovations and 
materials. 

3.54 0.90 Agree Much Stressed 

5. Overqualified to perform the 

job. 
2.63 1.01 Undecided 

Moderately 

Stressed 

6. Lack of commitment and 
interest to perform the job. 

2.40 1.21 Disagree 
Slightly 
Stressed 

7. Problem in identification and 
assessment procedures 

2.80 1.12 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

8. Difficulty in managing students 

in the classroom. 
2.72 1.22 Undecided 

Moderately 

Stressed 

9. Difficulty in solving the 
problems that arise out of 

work. 

2.77 1.15 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

10. Face problems in decision 

making process. 
3.14 1.12 Undecided 

Moderately 

Stressed 

11. Unable to complete the task 
within a stipulated period of 

time. 

3.01 1.24 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

12. Difficult to implement new 
policies and procedures in 

place of those already in 
practice. 

2.85 1.13 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

Overall 2.94 1.17 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

  

Table 11 demonstrates the perceived level of JHS teachers stress in terms of 
personal and professional efficiency. The overall result entails that the participants are 

moderately stressed in terms of personal and professional efficiency. This finding can be 
attributed by the inadequate knowledge in using technology, difficulty in implementing 

the new education policy, and unable to complete different task. 
 

Table 12: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress in Terms of Intra and 

Interpersonal Interactions 
 

Intra and Interpersonal 

Interactions Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. Difficult to adjust with the 
fellow teachers in the school. 2.50 1.15 Disagree 

Slightly 
Stressed 
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2. Lack of healthy Interactions 

between/among the 
teachers. 

2.50 1.20 Disagree 
Slightly 

Stressed 

3. Inadequate knowledge to give 

guidance and counseling to 

students and parents. 

2.49 1.16 Disagree 
Slightly 
Stressed 

4. Stressful interactions with 

parents and lack of parental 
support. 

2.96 1.29 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

5. Lack of teamwork and 

professional collaboration to 

meet the diverse needs of 

children  

2.68 1.24 Undecided 
Moderately 

Stressed 

6. Angry with the students for 

their continuous failure. 
2.42 1.17 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

7. Difficulty in understanding 

the students’ behavior. 
2.60 1.16 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

8. Difficult to satisfy the 

requirements of the 

management. 

2.67 1.18 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

9. Misunderstood the 

organizational values and 

goals. 

2.46 1.13 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

10. Lack of pro-active 

communication with the 

management. 

2.58 1.13 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

11. Poor quality of feedback and 

supervision that address 

teacher concerns. 

2.64 1.18 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

12. Difficult to discuss the failure 

of the students with their 

parents. 

2.67 1.21 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

Overall 2.60 1.19 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

  

Table 12 depicts the perceived level of JHS stress in terms of intra and 
interpersonal interactions. The overall outcome signified that the respondents are slightly 

stress in terms of intra and interpersonal interactions. This means that the respondents 

have experienced difficulty in adjusting to the new normal, especially in terms of 
communication with the management. 

 
Table 13: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Stress in Terms of Home-Work 

Interface 
 

Home-Work Interface Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. Financial problems at home 
are hindering my work. 2.71 1.22 Undecided Moderately Stressed 
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2. Difficult to concentrate in 

the class due to tension with 

my spouse. 

2.08 1.14 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

3. Health of my children is 

disturbing a lot. 
2.46 1.26 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

4. Education of my children is 

interfering in my job. 
2.27 1.23 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

5. Insufficient salary is 

troubling both my family 

and environment. 

2.92 1.33 Undecided Moderately Stressed 

6. Family needs are taking 

priority than the teaching. 2.74 1.20 Undecided Moderately Stressed 

Overall 2.53 1.27 Disagree Slightly Stressed 
  

Table 13 reveals the perceived level of JHS stress in terms of home-work interface. 
The result conveys that the respondents are slightly stressed in terms of the home-work 

interface. This is the effect of the health protocols implemented by the government and 
the education of the children in the family which are greatly affected by the pandemic. 

 

Table 14: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Stress in Terms of Environmental 
Factors 

 

Environmental Factors Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. Bullying and frightening by 

the students inside and 

outside the school. 
2.38 1.22 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

2. Complaints by the 
students. 2.42 1.14 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

3. Complaints by other staff 
members. 2.43 1.12 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

4. Problems with students’ 
indiscipline. 2.98 1.21 Undecided Moderately Stressed 

5. Seldom opportunity to utilize 

the abilities and experience 

independently. 
2.76 1.15 Undecided Moderately Stressed 

6. Seldom rewarded for the hard 

labor and efficient 

performance. 
2.98 1.16 Undecided Moderately Stressed 

7. Problems faced with drug 
abuse by the students. 2.33 1.16 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

8. Problems arising out of fraud 

and financial 
2.35 1.16 Disagree Slightly Stressed 
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mismanagement within the 

school 

9. Polluted working 

environment. 2.52 1.20 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

10. Difficult to solve students 

disputes. 2.49 1.21 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

11. Problems with the theft and 

damage of the property by the 

students. 
2.55 1.23 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

12. Lack of respect for teachers 

by the pupils, parents and 

the society. 
2.64 1.28 Undecided Moderately Stressed 

Overall 2.57 1.21 Disagree Slightly Stressed 

 

 Table 14 depicts the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress in terms of 
environmental factors. The overall result illustrates that the respondents are slightly 

stressed in terms of environmental factors. This means that their level of stress is slightly 

affected by environmental factors. 
 

Table 15. Summary of the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress 
 

Occupational Stress Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure 

and Climate 3.49 1.21 Agree Much Stressed 

2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 2.94 1.17 Undecided 

Moderately 

Stressed 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 2.60 1.19 Disagree 

Slightly 
Stressed 

4. Home-Work Interface 2.53 1.27 Disagree 
Slightly 

Stressed 

5. Environmental Factors 2.57 1.21 Disagree 
Slightly 

Stressed 

Overall 2.88 1.26 Undecided 
Moderately 
Stressed 

 

 Table 15 displays the summary of the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress. The 

data indicates that the respondents are much stressed in terms of organizational 
structure and climate, moderately stressed in terms of personal and professional 

efficiency, while slightly stressed in terms of intra and interpersonal interaction, home-
work interface, and environmental factors. Overall, the respondents are moderately 

stressed in their work during the new normal. This is the result of the adjustment in the 
different government policies in addressing the COVID-19 pandemic. This finding is 
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supported by Ozamiz-Etxebarria et al. (2021) who revealed that a high proportion of 
teachers revealed anxiety, depression, and stress symptoms. 

 
Table 16: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Emotional Engagement 

 

Emotional Engagement Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. I am excited about 

teaching 
4.50 0.58 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

2. I feel happy while 

teaching 
4.54 0.57 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

3. I love teaching 4.61 0.58 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

4. I find teaching fun 4.48 0.63 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

Overall 4.53 0.59 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

 
 Table 16 reflects the perceived level of JHS teachers’ emotional engagement. The 

respondents are very much engaged (mean=4.53, SD=0.59) in their respective work in 
terms of emotional engagement. This means that the respondents are still excited, happy, 

and love to teach even during the pandemic. They still find teaching fun. 

 
Table 17: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Cognitive Engagement 

 

Cognitive Engagement Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. I try my hardest to perform 

well while teaching 
4.56 0.62 Strongly Agree Very Much Engaged 

2. While teaching, I really 
throw myself into my work 

4.49 0.57 Strongly Agree Very Much Engaged 

3. While teaching I pay a lot of 

attention to my work 
4.49 0.56 Strongly Agree Very Much Engaged 

4. While teaching, I work with 

intensity 
4.45 0.60 Strongly Agree Very Much Engaged 

Overall 4.50 0.59 
Strongly 

Agree 
Very Much 
Engaged 

  

Table 17 discloses the perceived level of JHS teachers’ cognitive engagement. The 

respondents are very much engaged (mean=4.50, SD=0.59) in their corresponding work 
in terms of cognitive engagement. This indicates that they are exerting the hardest effort 

to perform well and paying attention to their respective work assignments while observing 
the different health protocols of the government. 

  

Table 18: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Social Engagement- Colleagues 
 

Social Engagement- 

Colleagues 
Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. At school, I connect well with 

my colleagues 
4.44 0.59 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 
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2. At school, I am committed 

to helping my 
colleagues 

4.51 0.54 Strongly Agree Very Much Engaged 

3. At school, I value the 

relationships I build with 
my colleagues 

4.61 0.52 Strongly Agree Very Much Engaged 

4. At school, I care about the 
problems of my colleagues 4.17 0.83 Agree Much Engaged 

Overall 4.43 0.65 
Strongly 

Agree 
Very Much 
Engaged 

 
 Table 18 exhibits the perceived level of JHS teachers’ social engagement with 

colleagues. The respondents are very much engaged (mean=4.43, SD=0.65) socially with 
colleagues. This can be attributed to the fact that they are working together in the 

preparation and reproduction of learning materials for the learners. 
 

Table 19: Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Social Engagement- Students 
 

Social Engagement- 

Students 
Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. In class, I show warmth to 
my students 

4.60 0.53 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

2. In class, I am aware of my 

students‘ feelings 
4.48 0.56 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

3. In class, I care about the 
problems of my students 

4.50 0.56 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

4. In class, I am empathetic 
towards my students 

4.51 0.54 
Strongly 

Agree 
Very Much 
Engaged 

Overall 4.52 0.55 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

 

 Table 19 shows the perceived level of JHS teachers’ social engagement with the 
students. The data specifies that the respondents are very much engaged (mean=4.52, 

SD=0.55) with the students. This finding signifies that the respondents are in frequent 

contact with the students to monitor learning and the factors affecting their learning. 
 

Table 20: Summary of the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 
 

JHS Teachers’ 

Engagement 
Mean SD Description Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 
4.53 0.59 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

2. Cognitive Engagement 
4.50 0.59 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

3. Social Engagement- 
Colleagues 

4.43 0.65 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

4. Social Engagement- 

Students 
4.52 0.55 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 
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Overall 4.49 0.60 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very Much 

Engaged 

 
Table 20 illustrates the summary of the perceived JHS teachers’ engagement. The 

data conveys that the respondents are very much engaged (mean=4.49, SD=0.60) in their 
work assignment. This means that the respondents are mentally, emotionally, and 

socially engaged in their work. This finding can be attributed to the inputs provided to 
the respondents in the LDM courses. It was observed that educators greatly depend on 

interactive than on independent informal learning activities (Lohman 2006, 141-156). 

 
Table 21: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Stress When 

Grouped in Terms of Sex 
 

Occupational Stress U-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure 

and Climate 
3784.500 0.333 Not Significant 

2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

4105.500 0.890 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

3770.000 0.316 Not Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 3640.500 0.183 Not Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 3864.500 0.450 Not Significant 

Overall 4131.500 0.943 Not Significant 

 

Table 21 reflects the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress 

when participants are clustered in terms of sex using Mann- Whitney U-Test. The 
outcome shows that there is no significant difference in the perceived level of JHS 

teachers’ stress (U=4131.500, p=0.943) when respondents are grouped in terms sex. 
Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This means that how male and female 

respondents perceive stress does not significantly differ. This implies that the 
respondents’ perception on stress is not significantly affected by their sex. 

 
Table 22: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress When 

Grouped in Terms of Age 
 

Occupational Stress H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure and 

Climate 
5.212 0.157 Not Significant 

2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

2.377 0.498 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

5.648 0.130 Not Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 2.369 0.499 Not Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 5.282 0.152 Not Significant 

Overall 3.224 0.358 Not Significant 
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 Table 22 discloses the test of difference on the perceived level of stress when 
respondents are grouped in terms of age employing Kruskal- Wallis H-Test. As disclosed 

in the table, there is no significant difference in the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress 
(H=3.224, p=0.358) when they are grouped in terms of age. Thus, the null hypothesis is 

not rejected. This entails how respondents of different age brackets perceived stress. does 
not significantly differ. This finding further entails that age has no significant effect on 

the JHS teachers’ perception of stress. 
 

Table 23: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress When 

Grouped in Terms of Number of Years in the Service 
 

Occupational Stress H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure and 
Climate 

2.083 0.838 Not Significant 

2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

2.252 0.813 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

6.378 0.271 Not Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 3.095 0.685 Not Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 3.676 0.597 Not Significant 

Overall 0.246 0.999 Not Significant 

 

 Table 23 presents the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 
stress when participants are grouped in terms of the number of years in the service 

employing the Krukal-Wallis H-Test. The data conveys that there is no significant 
difference in the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress (H=0.246, p=0.999) when 

respondents are grouped in terms of the number of years in the service. Thus, the null 

hypothesis is not rejected. This finding signified that how respondents of different 
number of years in the service perceived stress does not significantly differ. This suggests 

that the respondents’ perception on stress is not significantly influenced by the number 
of years in the service. 

 
Table 24: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress When 

Grouped in Terms of Salary Grade 
 

Occupational Stress H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure and 
Climate 

6.323 0.276 Not Significant 

2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

7.008 0.220 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

4.293 0.508 Not Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 10.433 0.064 Not Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 2.543 0.770 Not Significant 

Overall 2.120 0.832 Not Significant 
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 Table 24 shows the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress 

when respondents are grouped in terms of salary grade applying Kruskall-Wallis H-Test. 

The result signifies that there is no significant difference in the perceived level of JHS 
teachers’ stress (H=2.120, p=0.832) when respondents are grouped in terms of salary 

grade. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This finding denotes that respondents 
of different salary grade perceived stress does not significantly differ. This further denotes 

that salary grade has no significant effect on the respondents’ perception on stress. 

 
Table 25: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress When 

Grouped in Terms Subject Taught 
 

 

Occupational Stress H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure and 

Climate 
17.859 0.013 Significant 

2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

12.247 0.093 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

20.147 0.005 Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 18.584 0.010 Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 19.165 0.008 Significant 

Overall 14.910 0.037 Significant 

 
 Table 25 depicts the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress 

when participants are grouped in terms of subject taught utilizing Kruskal-Wallis H-Test.  

There is no significant difference on the perceived level of stress in terms of personal and 
professional efficacy but there exists a significant difference in terms of organizational 

structure and climate, intra and interpersonal interaction, home-work interface, and 
environmental factors. Overall, there exists a significant difference in the perceived level 

of JHS teachers’ stress (H=14.910, p=0.037) when respondents are grouped in terms of 
subject taught. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. This means that how respondents 

of different subjects taught perceive stress significantly differ. This suggests that subject 

taught, or assignment of the respondents has significant effect on the perception stress. 
When the data is subjected to post hoc analysis exhausting pairwise comparison with 

Mann-Whitney U-test, the result revealed that the differences existed between Filipino 
and MAPEH, English and Science, English and MAPEH, Math and MAPEH, Science and 

Araling Panlipunan, and Araling Panlipunan and MAPEH. 
 

Table 26: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress When 

Grouped in Terms of Number of Classes/Section Handled 
 

Occupational Stress H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure and 
Climate 

1.943 0.857 Not Significant 
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2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

2.225 0.817 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

5.778 0.328 Not Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 4.427 0.490 Not Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 1.399 0.924 Not Significant 

Overall 2.494 0.777 Not Significant 

 

 Table 26 reveals the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress 
when grouped in terms of the number of classes/sections handled utilizing Kruskal-

Wallis H-Test. There is no significant difference in the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 

stress (H=2.494, p=0.777) when respondents are grouped in terms of the number of 
classes/sections handled. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This implies that 

how respondents of different number of classes/sections handled does not significantly 
differ. This further suggests that the number of classes/sections handled does not 

significantly affect the respondents’ perception on stress. 
 

Table 27: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress When 

Grouped in Terms of Number of Teaching Preparation 
 

Occupational Stress H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure and 

Climate 
1.776 0.411 Not Significant 

2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

0.497 0.780 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

1.461 0.482 Not Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 0.994 0.608 Not Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 0.054 0.973 Not Significant 

Overall 0.121 0.941 Not Significant 

 
Table 27 displays the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 

stress when respondents are grouped in terms of the number of teaching preparation 

using Kruskal-Wallis H-Test. The outcome shows that there is no significant difference 
on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress (H=0.121, p=0.941) when respondents are 

grouped in terms of the number of teaching preparation. Thus, the null hypothesis is not 
rejected. This result entails how respondents of different number of teaching preparation 

does not significantly differ. This further entails that the respondents’ perception on 
stress is not influenced by the number of teaching preparation 

 

Table 28: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers Stress When 
Grouped in Terms of Distance of Residence and School Assignment 

 

Occupational Stress H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Organizational Structure and 
Climate 

4.297 0.231 Not Significant 
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2. Personal and Professional 
Efficiency 

2.357 0.502 Not Significant 

3. Intra and Interpersonal 
Interaction 

0.534 0.911 Not Significant 

4. Home-Work Interface 9.150 0.027 Significant 

5. Environmental Factors 2.072 0.558 Not Significant 

Overall 3.211 0.360 Not Significant 

 
 Table 28 describes the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 

stress when respondents are grouped in terms of the distance of residence and school 
assignment utilizing the Kruskal-Wallis H-Test. The results indicate that there exists a 

significant difference in terms of Home-work interface but there is no significant 

difference in terms of organizational structure and climate, personal and professional 
efficiency, intra and interpersonal interaction, and environmental factors. Overall, there 

is no significant difference in the perceived level of JHS teachers’ stress (H=3.211, 
p=0.360) when respondents are grouped in terms of the distance of residence and school 

assignment. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This means that respondents of 
different distance of residence and school assignment does not significantly differ. This 

implies that the perception of respondents on stress is not affected by the distance of 

residence and the school assignment. 
 

Table 29: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 
When Respondents are Grouped in Terms of Sex 

 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement U-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 3476.000 0.057 Not Significant 

2. Cognitive Engagement 3844.000 0.392 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 3229.00 0.013 Not Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 3474.500 0.057 Not Significant 

Overall 3517.500 0.082 Not Significant 

 

 Table 29 reveals the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 
engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of sex using Mann-Whitney U-Test. 

The results denote that there is no significant difference in the perceived level of JHS 

teachers’ engagement (U=3517.500, p=0.082) when respondents are grouped in terms of 
sex. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This finding entails that how male and 

female respondents perceive engagement does not significantly differ. This further entails 
that sex has no significant effect on the respondents’ perception of engagement. 

  
Table 30: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 

when Respondents are grouped in Terms of Age 
 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 5.089 0.165 Not Significant 

2. Cognitive Engagement 8.184 0.042 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 4.826 0.185 Not Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 4.706 0.195 Not Significant 
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Overall 7.027 0.071 Not Significant 

 
 Table 30 signifies the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 

engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of age utilizing Kruskal-Wallis H-
Test. The data reveals that there is no significant difference on the perceived level of JHS 

teachers’ engagement (H=7.027, p=0.071) when respondents are grouped in terms of age. 

Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This means that how respondents of different 
age bracket perceived engagement do not significantly differ. This finding suggests that 

age has no significant effect on respondents’ perception on engagement. 
 

Table 31: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 
When Respondents are Grouped in Terms of Number of Years in the Service 

 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 5.684 0.338 Not Significant 

2. Cognitive Engagement 9.829 0.080 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 7.702 0.173 Not Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 5.556 0.352 Not Significant 

Overall 5.101 0.404 Not Significant 

 

 Table 31 displays the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 
engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of number of years in the service 

employing the Kruskal-Wallis H-Test. It entails that there is no significant difference in 
the perceived level of JHS teachers’ engagement (H=5.101, p=0.404) when respondents 

are grouped in terms of the number of years in the service. Thus, the null hypothesis is 

not rejected. This signifies that respondents of different number of years in the service 
does not significantly differ. This further signifies that the respondents’ perception on 

engagement is not significantly affected by their number of years in the service. 
 

Table 32: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 
When Respondents are Grouped in Terms of Salary Grade 

 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 3.426 0.635 Not Significant 

2. Cognitive Engagement 7.232 0.204 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 12.423 0.029 Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 7.093 0.214 Not Significant 

Overall 6.665 0.247 Not Significant 

  

Table 32 depicts the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 

engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of salary grade using Kruskal-Wallis 
H-Test. There exists a significant difference on the level of JHS teachers’ engagement in 

terms of social engagement- colleagues but there is no significant difference on the level 
of JHS teachers’ engagement in terms of emotional, cognitive, and social (students) 

engagement. Overall, there is no significant difference on the perceived level of JHS 
teachers’ engagement (H=6.665, p=0.247) when they are grouped in terms of salary 

grade. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This finding infers that how respondents 

of different salary grade perceive engagement does not significantly differ. This further 
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suggests that salary grade does not significantly influence the respondents’ perception 
on engagement. 

 
Table 33: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 

When Respondents are Grouped in Terms of Subject Taught 
 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 19.673 0.006 Significant 

2. Cognitive Engagement 9.349 0.229 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 10.643 0.155 Not Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 4.066 0.772 Not Significant 

Overall 10.692 0.153 Not Significant 

 

 Table 33 reflects the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 
engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of subject taught utilizing Kruskal-

Wallis H-Test. There exists a significant difference on the level of emotional engagement 
but there is no significant difference on cognitive and social engagement. Overall, there 

is no significant difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ engagement (H=10.692, 
p=0.153) when they are grouped in terms of subject taught. Thus, the null hypothesis is 

not rejected. This entails that how respondents of different subjects taught perceived 

engagement does not significantly differ. This further entails that the subject taught has 
no significant impact respondents’ perception on engagement. 

 
Table 34: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 

When Respondents are Grouped in Terms of Number of Classes/Sections Handled 
 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 11.254 0.047 Significant 

2. Cognitive Engagement 4.459 0.485 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 4.345 0.501 Not Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 4.568 0.471 Not Significant 

Overall 6.184 0.289 Not Significant 

 

 Table 34 discloses the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 
engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of the number of classes/sections 

handled utilizing the Kruskal-Wallis H-Test. There exists a significant difference on the 
perceived level of emotional engagement but there is no significant difference on the 

perceived level of cognitive and social engagement. Overall, there is no significant 

difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ engagement (H=6.184, p=0.289) when 
they are grouped in terms of the number of classes/sections handled. Thus, the null 

hypothesis is not rejected. This signifies that how respondents of different number of 
classes/sections handled perceived engagement does not significantly differ. This further 

signifies that the number of classes/sections handled has no significant effect on the 
perception of JHS teachers on engagement. 
  

Table 35: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 
When Respondents are Grouped in Terms of Number of Teaching Preparation 

 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 2.707 0.258 Not Significant 
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2. Cognitive Engagement 0.567 0.753 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 2.136 0.344 Not Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 2.124 0.346 Not Significant 

Overall 3.396 0.183 Not Significant 

 

 Table 35 presents the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 
engagement when respondents are group in terms of the number of teaching preparation 

using Kruskal-Wallis H-Test. There is no significant difference on the perceived level of 

JHS teachers’ engagement (H=3.396, p=0.183) when respondents are grouped in terms 
of the number of teaching preparation. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. This 

finding conveys that how respondents of different number of teaching preparation 
perceive engagement does not significantly differ. This further suggests that the JHS 

teachers” perception on engagement is not influenced by their number of teaching 
preparation. 

 

Table 36: Test of Difference on the Perceived Level of JHS Teachers’ Engagement 
When Respondents are Grouped in Terms of Distance of Residence and School 

 

JHS Teachers’ Engagement H-Value p-value Interpretation 

1. Emotional Engagement 1.020 0.796 Not Significant 

2. Cognitive Engagement 3.383 0.336 Not Significant 

3. Social Engagement-Colleagues 2.622 0.454 Not Significant 

4. Social Engagement-Students 0.980 0.806 Not Significant 

Overall 1.279 0.734 Not Significant 

 
 Table 36 shows the test of difference on the perceived level of JHS teachers’ 

engagement when respondents are grouped in terms of the distance of residence and 
school utilizing Kruskal-Wallis H-Test. There is no significant difference on the perceived 

level of JHS teachers’ engagement (H=1.279, p=0.7340) when respondents are grouped 
in terms of the distance of residence and school. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. 

This means that how respondents of different distances of residence and school does not 

significantly differ. It implies that the perception of the JHS teachers on engagement is 
not significantly affected by the distance of residence and the school. 

 
Table 37: Test of Relationship Between the Perceived Levels of JHS Stress and 

Engagement 
 

Occupational 
Stress 

Spearman Teachers’ Engagement 

rho and 
EE CE SEC SES OATE 

p-value 

Organizational 
Structure and 

Climate 

ρ-value 0.186* 0.219* 0.096 0.105 0.189* 

p-value 0.005 0.001 0.151 0.119 0.005 

Personal and 

Professional 
Efficiency 

ρ-value 0.032 0.126 0.005 0.013 0.051 

p-value 0.630 0.060 0.943 0.845 0.452 

Intra and 

Interpersonal 

ρ-value - 0.109 -0.052 -0.068 -0.116 -0.103 

p-value 0.105 0.438 0.313 0.083 0.125 
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Interaction 

Home-Work 
Interface 

ρ-value 0.050 0.139* 0.083 0.094 0.127 

p-value 0.453 0.037 0.219 0.163 0.058 

Environmental 

Factors 

ρ-value 0.005 0.022 0.008 -0.003 0.048 

p-value 0.939 0.742 0.901 0.961 0.478 

Overall 
Occupational 

Stress 

ρ-value 0.107 0.098 0.001 0.087 0.151* 

p-value 0.110 0.145 0.988 0.194 0.023 

EE=Emotional Engagement, CE=Cognitive Engagement, SEC=Social Engagement, 

SES=Social Engagement-Students, OATE=Overall Teachers’ Engagement 

*Correlation is significant at 0.05 level 

 
 Table 37 reveals the test of relationship between the level of stress and engagement 

of JHS teachers using the Spearman Rank-Order Correlation or Spearman rho by Cohen, 
J., Cohen, P., West, and Aiken (2013). The results indicate that there exists a significant 

low positive correlation (ρ=0.151, p=0.023) between the perceived level of stress and 

engagement. 
 

Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

 The result of the study implies that engagement is affected by the stress thus the 
null hypothesis is rejected. This outcome is supported by the study of Hoti (2019) which 

disclosed the correlation matrix showing moderate correlations between emotional 
stability and work engagement. 

 

Based on the finding of this study, the following recommendations are proposed: 

1. School Principals shall regularly monitor the stress level and engagement of the 

teachers to ensure their welfare as provided in DO 39, s. 2016, p.12. 

2. The Schools Division Office, through the partnership of Schools Governance and 

Operations Division (SGOD-HRD & HNS) and Curriculum Implementation 

Division (CID) shall include programs and activities that would lessen if not 

eradicate stress. 

3. Similar study shall also be conducted to include Elementary and Senior High 

School Teachers to validate the findings of this study. 
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Action Plan 
 

Implementation 

Steps 

Responsibilities Resources Timeline Implications 

Submit a copy of 
the Final Research 

Report to the 

Division Research 
Committee  

Researcher 

3 sets Final 

Research 

Report 

December 30, 
2021 

SDO archiving 

of the completed 
education 

research 

Present findings 

during Division 
Research 

Congress  

Researcher 
e-Research 
Report copy 

March 2022 
As scheduled 

Division-

recognized 
research work 
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Financial Report 
 

Particulars Cost 

Printing and Reproduction 3,000.00 

Bookbinding 2,000.00 

Transportation (gathering data) 1,000.00 

Professional Fee (Statistician) 5,000.00 

Miscellaneous Expense 1,000.00 

Total 12,000.00 
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Appendix A 
 

Correlation Between Stress and Engagement of Junior 

High School Teachers in The New Normal 
 

Part 1. Demographic Profile 
Directions: Please check (✓) the appropriate space for your answer. 

Name (optional): _______________________________________ 

Sex: _______ Male ______ Female 
Age: _______ 21 – 30  ______ 41 - 50 

        _______ 31 – 40  ______ 51 & above 
Number of Years in the service 

 _______ 3 – 8 years   ______ 20 – 24 years 
 _______ 9 – 14 years  ______ 25 – 29 years 

 _______ 15 – 19 years  ______ 30 years & above  
Salary Grade 

 _______ 11 (Teacher 1)  ______ 18 (MT 1) 

 ______ 12 (Teacher 2)  ______ 19 (MT 2) 
 _______ 13 (Teacher 3)  ______ 20 (MT 3) 

Subject Taught 
 _______ Filipino   ______ Araling Panlipunan 

 _______ English   ______ TLE/TVE 
 _______ Math   ______ EsP 

 _______ Science   ______ MAPEH 

 
Number of classes/sections handled 

 _______ 4 _______ 6 _______ 8 
 _______ 5 _______ 7 _______ 9 & above 

Number of Teaching Preparations 
 _______ 1 ________ 2 _______ 3 & above 

Distance of Residence and School 
 _______ 1 – 5 Km ______ 11 – 15 Km 

 _______ 6 – 10 Km ______ 16 Km & above 

 
Part II. Occupational Stress 

Directions: Given below are the attributes of occupational stress. Describe each indicator 
of an attribute by putting a check (✓) on the number that fits your response. The numbers 

are coded as follows: 
 

5-Strongly Agree, 4-Agree, 3-undecided, 2-Disagree, 1-Strongly Disagree 
 

Organizational Structure and Climate 5 4 3 2 1 

1. Long working hours and expectations to do more 
work. 

     

2. Carrying multiple responsibilities in a short 
span of time. 

     

3. Lack of information in carrying out the professional 

responsibilities. 

     

4. Working on assignments that are not necessary to 

the profession. 
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5. Lack of equipment and teaching- learning materials.      

6. Inadequate supportive staff in the school.      

7. Inadequate trained human resources to carry 
out the work assigned. 

     

8. Large class size with students of diverse needs.      

9. Lack of time to pay individual attention to each 

special needs student. 

     

10. Lack of involvement in the decision making 

process of the activities related to the profession. 

     

11. Lack of opportunities for promotion in the school.      

12. Inadequate salary for the work done in the 
school. 

     

13. Stringent rules and regulations in the school      

     that hinders to act independently.      

14. Taking responsibilities for the activities of 

      others. 

     

Personal and Professional Efficiency 5 4 3 2 1 

15. Inadequate training to meet the demands of 

      the profession. 

     

16. Lack of opportunities for professional     

      enhancement in the form of participation in 

      professional meetings/ seminars/ conferences. 

     

17. Inadequate knowledge in using new aids and 

       appliances. 

     

18. Thrusting on development of curricular 

        innovations and materials. 

     

19. Over qualified to perform the job.      

20. Lack of commitment and interest to perform 

        the job. 

     

21. Problem in identification and assessment 

       procedures. 

     

22. Difficulty in managing students in the 

      classroom. 

     

23. Difficulty in solving the problems that arise out 

       of work. 

     

24. Face problems in decision making process.      

25. Unable to complete the task within a stipulated      

       period of time. 

     

26. Difficult to implement new policies and 

       procedures in place of those already in 

       practice. 

     

Intra and Interpersonal Interactions 5 4 3 2 1 

27. Difficult to adjust with the fellow teachers in the 

     school. 

     

28. Lack of healthy interactions between/among the     

       teachers. 
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29. Inadequate knowledge to give guidance and  

      counseling to students and parents. 

     

30. Stressful interactions with parents and lack of 

        parental support. 

     

31. Lack of teamwork and professional    

       collaboration to meet the diverse needs of   

       children. 

     

32. Angry with the students for their continuous  

      failure. 

     

33. Difficulty in understanding the students’ 

     behavior. 

     

34. Difficult to satisfy the requirements of the 

       management. 

     

35. Misunderstood the organizational values and 

      goals. 

     

36. Lack of pro-active communication with the 

       management. 

     

37. Poor quality of feedback and supervision that 

      address teacher concerns. 

     

38. Difficult to discuss the failure of the students 

      with their parents 

     

Home-Work Interface 5 4 3 2 1 

39. Financial problems at home are hindering my 

       work. 

     

40. Difficult to concentrate in the class due to 

       tension with my spouse. 

     

41. Health of my children is disturbing a lot.      

42. Education of my children is interfering in my 

        job. 

     

43. Insufficient salary is troubling both my family 

       and work environment. 

     

44. Family needs are taking priority than the 

       teaching. 

     

Environmental Factors 5 4 3 2 1 

45. Bullying and frightening by the students inside 

      and outside the school. 

     

46. Complaints by the students.      

47. Complaints by other staff members.      

48. Problems with students’ indiscipline.      

49. Seldom opportunity to utilize the abilities and 

      experience independently. 

     

50. Seldom rewarded for the hard labor and 

       efficient performance. 

     

51. Problems faced with drug abuse by the students.      

52. Problems arising out of fraud and financial 

       mismanagement within the school. 

     

53. Polluted working environment.      

54. Difficult to solve students disputes.      
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55. Problems with the theft and damage of the 

      property by the students. 

     

56. Lack of respect for teachers by the pupils, 

       parents and the society. 

     

Adopted: Occupational Stress Rating Scale (OSRC) by Reddy & Anuradha (2013) 

 

Part III. Engaged Teachers Scale 
Directions: Given below are the attributes of occupational stress. Describe each indicator 

of an attribute by putting a check (✓) on the number that fits your response. The numbers 
are coded as follows: 

 
5-Strongly Agree, 4-Agree, 3-undecided, 2-Disagree, 1-Strongly Disagree 

 

Emotional Engagement (EE) 5 4 3 2 1 

1. I am excited about teaching      

2. I feel happy while teaching      

3. I love teaching      

4. I find teaching fun      

Cognitive Engagement (CE) 5 4 3 2 1 

1. I try my hardest to perform well while teaching      

2. While teaching, I really throw myself into my work      

3. While teaching I pay a lot of attention to my work      

4. While teaching, I work with intensity      

Social Engagement-Colleagues (SEC) 5 4 3 2 1 

1. At school, I connect well with my colleagues      

2. At school, I am committed to helping my colleagues      

3. At school, I value the relationships I build with my 

colleagues 

     

4. At school, I care about the problems of my 

colleagues 

     

Social Engagement-Students (SES) 5 4 3 2 1 

1. In class, I show warmth to my students      

2. In class, I am aware of my students‘ feelings      

3. In class, I care about the problems of my students      

4. In class, I am empathetic towards my students      

Adopted: Engaged Teachers Scale (ETS) by Klassena, Yerdelen, & Durksen (2013) 
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Appendix B 
 

Informed Consent 
 

Dear Teacher/Respondent, 
 

The undersigned are presently conducting a study on “Correlation between Level of Stress 
and Engagement of Junior High School Teachers in the New Normal” in Dipolog City. 

 

This study is designed to determine the relationship between the level of stress and 
engagement. The findings of this study will be used by the top officials of SDO Dipolog to 

ensure that teachers’ welfare is taken care of. 
 

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are encouraged to join in this activity 
and consider this as an opportunity to express your experiences in the distance learning 

delivery modality. Rest assured that any personal information that will be gathered in 

this study shall be kept confidential and be used solely for research purposes only. 
 

Thank you. 
 

 
         EDGARDO S. CABALIDA 

                                                                                       EPS/Lead Researcher 
 

 

ANNA ROSE A. CABALIDA 
                       Teacher III, ZNNHS 

 
 

JO-ANN O. VILLAFUERTE 
                                                                                                 Teacher III, ZNNHS 

 
 

 

 

I,   of legal age, hereby give my voluntary 

consent to participate in the study entitled “Correlation between Level of 

Stress and Engagement of Junior High School Teachers in the New Normal”. 
 

 

Signature over Printed Name 

 


