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ABSTRACT 
 

Aims: This study aimed to determine the extent of work engagement and level of teaching 
performance in the new normal of public school Physics teachers in the large division in Central 
Philippines during the school year 2021-2022 as a whole and grouped according to sex, age, 
educational qualification, and years of teaching experience in Physics.  Likewise, it identified 
challenges encountered by the respondents in the teaching of Physics and sought to determine if a 
significant relationship between work engagement and teaching performance. 
Study Design: This quantitative study utilized a descriptive and correlational research design. 
Place and Duration of Study: This study was conducted among Physics teachers in the large division 
in Central Philippines during the school year 2021-2022 
Methodology: For the primary data, a standardized questionnaire taken from the work of Schaufeli 
and Bakker (2006) on The Measurement of Work Engagement and a validated and reliability-tested 
researcher-made checklist for the challenges in teaching Physics were used to collect data from 64 
Senior High School Physics teachers in a large schools division in Central Philippines during the school 
year 2021-2022. For the secondary data, the researcher permission from the division office to collect 
the RPMS results for the school year 2020-2021 of the Physics teachers for in the entire division.  
Descriptive analysis was utilized to determine the extent of work engagement and level of teacher 
performance using the mean and standard deviation; frequency count and percentage distribution were 
used for the challenges faced by the respondents in teaching Physics.  Spearman rank correlation was 
used to determine the significant relationship between work engagement and teaching performance.   
Results:  Overall, the extent of the work engagement of the Physics teachers is very often (M=4.88; 
SD=0.99).  When grouped according to age, those who belong to adulthood showed a higher extent of 
engagement (M=4.95; SD=1.02) than those in the middle age (M=4.79; 0.95).  When grouped 
according to sex, male and female respondents showed extent of engagement interpreted as very 
often though males (M=5.00; SD=0.77) scored higher than females (M=4.84; SD=1.06).  When 
grouped according to the respondents' educational qualifications, both the Physics majors and the non-
Physics majors yielded an extent of work engagement interpreted as very often.  Lastly, when grouped 
according to their years in teaching Physics, all subgroups generated ratings interpreted as very often, 
with those with 5-10 years teaching experience obtaining the highest score (M=5.11; SD=0.85).   
Meanwhile, the overall level of teaching performance is very satisfactory (M=4.46; SD=0.26).  When 
grouped according to age, respondents who belong to adulthood (M=4.46; SD=0.28) and middle age 
(M=4.46; SD=0.23) showed a very satisfactory level of teaching performance.  When grouped 
according to sex, male respondents showed an outstanding level of teaching performance (M=4.54; 
SD=0.20).  When grouped according to educational qualifications, Physics majors yielded a higher 
mean (M=4.49; SD=0.24).  When grouped according to years in teaching Physics, respondents who 
have taught Physics for 16 and above years obtained the highest rating (M=4.54; SD=0.13). 
Moreover, there is a significant relationship between work engagement and teaching performance 
[ρ(62)=0.331, p=0.008].  Challenges in teaching Physics include voluminous paperwork and extended 
working hours (64 or 75%), diversity of learners (45.3%), adaptability to educational trends (39.1%), 
effective use of instructional materials (37.5%), time management and lack of professional 
development programs (35.9%), pressure from school administrators (29.7%), and ineffective 
classroom management (12.5%).  
Conclusion: This study discovered a significant relationship between work engagement and teaching 
performance.  In other words, when the work engagement of teachers is greater, their teaching 



 

 

performance level also escalates.  Vigor, dedication, and absorption are all contributory to work 
engagement, which influences teaching performance.  Age, as well as years of teaching experience, 
matters a lot in work engagement.  The longer one stays in the teaching profession, the more he or she 
becomes adept at work.  Also, the educational qualification or preparation of a teacher is another factor 
influencing work engagement as seen clearly in the difference in the scores between Physics majors 
and non-Physics majors.   
Work engagement and teaching performance are influenced by variables such as age and years of 
teaching Physics.  Teaching a subject matter for quite some time results in mastery and competence, 
which can also be developed with sufficient background and training.  One’s field of specialization is 
also contributory to a higher level of teaching performance, since the training and exposure provided 
can somehow prepare adequately the teacher for his or her profession.   
 
 
Keywords: Work Engagement, Teaching Performance, Physics, Central Philippines, Descriptive-
Correlational 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Work engagement generally refers to a positive and affective-motivational state of high energy combined 
with high levels of dedication and a strong focus on work [1].  Public and private organizations maintain 
engaged employees to promote high levels of creativity, task performance, organizational citizenship 
behavior, and client satisfaction [1].  Among teachers, their work engagement affects their own 
professional development [2], influences students’ physical and mental growth and academic 
performance [2], and results in more commitment, better involvement, and increased productivity [2].  
 
Meanwhile, teaching performance is the enactment of a teacher's duties as stipulated in his or her 
responsibilities as an educator and is assessed through a formal process to ascertain its effectiveness in 
the classroom and the institution and community as a whole [3].  The Europass Teacher Academy [4] 
used the term teacher performance to define the observable outcomes, such as the set of actions, 
attitudes, and behaviors in the teaching-learning environment that results in achieving educational goals 
for students. 
 
In the Philippines, high levels of teaching performance are usually defined in terms of students' outputs 
and teachers' skills and knowledge of the teaching profession, based on the Results-based Performance 
Management System (RPMS). These teaching performances include upholding the dignity of their 
profession through their accountability for their performance during their work engagement, thus 
demonstrating higher teaching competence that will, later on, result in higher student output [5].  
Moreover, employee engagement and job satisfaction are important aspects of productivity that affect 
faculty performance and organizational success.  Hence, the faculty may capitalize on their work 
engagement and job satisfaction since they are the best predictors of their performance [6].  
 
In the Large Division in Central Philippines, no study has been conducted correlating work engagement 

and teaching performance of teachers, specifically, the Physics teachers.  However, these teachers’ 

level of teaching performance has been assessed through performance-related skills, abilities, initiatives, 
and productivity, exceeding requirements in many of the areas of teaching performance indicated in the 
five key result areas of the Results-based Performance Management System (RPMS) for teachers.  
Results of the assessment have been interpreted in the light of factors that influence their performance, 
and work engagement is one of them.  It has been observed that teachers who are engaged at work 
obtain very satisfactory or outstanding performance ratings.  However, there is no study documenting the 
influence of work engagement on teaching performance.  This propelled the conduct of this study.     
 
Several studies have been conducted on work engagement and teaching performance of teachers.  Burić 
and Macuka [7] used a two-wave cross-lagged analysis for the self-efficacy, emotions, and work 
engagement among teachers.  Li et al. [8] looked into the mediating effects of self-efficacy and work 
engagement in teachers.  Iyer [9] conducted a study of work engagement among teachers in India.  



 

 

Meanwhile, Wang et al. [10] conducted an investigation on teaching performances of model-based 
flipping classroom for physics supported by modern teaching technologies.  Cauet et al. [11] measured 
the domain-specific professional knowledge of Physics teachers.  Minghui et al. [12] assessed teacher 
efficacy, work engagement, and social support among Chinese special education school teachers.  In the 

Philippines, Comighud and Arevalo [13] determined motivation in relation to teachers’performance.  Of 

the studies cited and others reviewed, none so far focused on exploring the correlation between work 
engagement and teaching performance of public school teachers, specifically Physics teachers in the 
large school division in Central Philippines.  Hence, there is an evidence of a gap in literature. 
 
1.1 Research Problem 
 
This study aimed to determine the extent of work engagement and level of teaching performance in the 
new normal of public school Physics teachers in the large division in Central Philippines during the school 
2021-2022 when they are taken as a whole and grouped according to sex, age, educational qualification, 
and years of teaching experience in Physics.  Likewise, it identified challenges encountered by the 
respondents in the teaching of Physics.  It also sought to determine if there is a significant relationship 
between work engagement and teaching performance.  Results and findings served as the basis for the 
preparation of proposed training programs to advance the level of work engagement and teaching 
performance of Physics teachers. 
 
1.2 Theoretical Framework 
 
This paper theorizes that work engagement influences teaching performance.  The vigor, dedication, and 
absorption teachers put into their work matters a lot to how they perform at work.  Thus, teachers who 
have higher extent of work engagement have the tendency to also have a higher level of teaching 
performance. 
 
This study is anchored to the Work Engagement Theory of Kahn, who defined work engagement as the 
degree to which a person shows self-preference in job tasks to promote connections between self and 
job, which can increase role performance through cognitive, emotional, and physical self-investment [14]. 
   
Moreover, this study anchors to the Performance Management Theory of Actions of Simmons.  This 
theory emphasizes the importance of teachers’ educational background and performance characteristics 
to describe teacher effectiveness. Furthermore, the performance management perspective tends to treat 
effective teaching as an individual endeavor and thus seeks solutions focused on enhancing the 
identification and distribution of effective teachers in high-minority, high-poverty schools [15]. 
 
2. METHODOLOGY 
 
2.1 Research Design  
 
This quantitative study utilized a descriptive and correlational research design.  Descriptive research was 
used to determine the extent of work engagement and level of teaching performance of public school 
Physics teachers in the schools’ large division in Central Philippines during the school 2021-2022.  It was 
also most appropriate in identifying the challenges encountered by the respondents in teaching Physics.  
Meanwhile, correlational research was used in determining the significant relationship between work 
engagement and teaching performance. 
 
2.2 Respondents 
 
Using stratified random sampling, 64 Senior High School Physics teachers in a large schools division in 
Central Philippines during the school year 2021-2022 were determined from the total population size and 
calculated using a Raosoft sample size calculator.   
 

Table 1.  Distribution of Respondents 

Respondents N n % 



 

 

Northern 31 26 41 

Central 26 22 34 

Southern 19 16 25 

Total 76 64 100 

 
 
2.3 Research Instruments 
 
The researcher utilized a standardized questionnaire taken from the works of Schaufeli and Bakker 
(2006) on The Measurement of Work Engagement and a researcher-made checklist for the challenges in 
teaching Physics encountered by the Physics teachers in the new normal.   
 
To check for the validity of the researcher-made checklist, five (5) experts in the field of science validated 
the instrument using the Good and Scates [16] criteria, which resulted in a 4.54 validity index.   
 
To determine the reliability of the said checklist, the researcher fielded the instrument through online 
forms conducted to 45 Physics teachers under a different division within the research locale.  The 
researcher utilized Cronbach's Alpha which resulted in 0.971, interpreted as excellent. 
 
For the secondary data, the researcher wrote a letter to the division office to collect the RPMS results for 
the school year 2020-2021 of the Physics teachers for in the entire division.  Upon submitting the letter, 
the division collected the data from each school under their jurisdiction.  Other RPMS data that were not 
collected were sent by the ICT coordinators of the school to the researcher.  Other options were through 
the administrative officers and through online DepEd electronic mail.   
 
2.4 Data Analysis 
 
Descriptive and correlational data analyses were employed to generate findings to answer the specific 
problems.  Descriptive analysis was utilized to determine the extent of work engagement and level of 
teacher performance of SHS Physics teachers amidst the pandemic using the mean and standard 
deviation.  Also, descriptive analysis was employed in determining the challenges faced by the 
respondents in teaching Physics amidst the pandemic using frequency count and percentage distribution. 
 
Meanwhile, correlational analysis was used to identify the significant relationship between work 
engagement and the teaching performance of the SHS Physics teachers.  To determine the appropriate 
statistical tools, Kolmogorov-Smirnov was used to test the normality of the variables.  The normality test 
revealed that the work engagement [KS=0.211, p=0.000] was not normally distributed while teaching 
performance [KS=0.087, p=0.200] was normally distributed.  Hence, Spearman rank correlation was used 
to determine the significant relationship between work engagement and teaching performance. 
 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
3.1 Work Engagement of Physics Teachers  
 
Table 2 shows the extent of the work engagement of the Physics teachers in terms of vigor, dedication, 
and absorption as a whole and when grouped according to age, sex, educational qualifications, and years 
of teaching, 
 
Overall, the extent of the work engagement of the Physics teachers is very often (M=4.88; SD=0.99).  
This means they engage in work a few times a week.  In terms of vigor (M=4.90; SD=0.98), dedication 
(M=4.98; SD=1.09), and absorption (M=4.77; SD=0.96), the extent is very often. 
 
When grouped according to age, those who belong to adulthood showed a higher extent of engagement 
(M=4.95; SD=1.02) than those in the middle age (M=4.79; 0.95).  In terms of vigor, those in adulthood 



 

 

have higher extent (M=4.97; SD=1.01) than those in the middle age (M=4.82; SD=0.96).  In terms of 
dedication, those in adulthood displayed a higher extent (M=5.08; SD=1.13) than those in the middle age 
(M=4.86; SD=1.03).  Lastly, in terms of absorption, those in adulthood have higher extent (M=4.82; 
SD=1.02) than those in the middle age (M=4.71; SD=0.89).  Despite the difference in their mean scores, 
both age groups got ratings interpreted as very often, which implies that they engage at work a few times 
a week.   
 
Though both subgroups possess the same extent of work engagement, respondents under adulthood 
yielded a higher mean score than middle-aged respondents.  These findings only confirm the findings of 
Montalbo and Agong [17] that those who are older or are in their middle age show a higher level of work 
engagement.  Those younger or are in their adulthood display average work engagement in terms of the 
three dimensions of work engagement.  These include vigor in performing in the field, absorption of new 
concepts at work, and their dedication toward the goal of the institution.   Sharma et al. [18] support the 
positive relationship between age, education, and experience in a group's work engagement.  However,  
 
When grouped according to sex, male and female respondents showed extent of engagement interpreted 
as very often though males (M=5.00; SD=0.77) scored higher than females (M=4.84; SD=1.06).  In terms 
of vigor, males (M=5.02; SD=0.80) scored higher than females (M=4.86; SD=1.05).  In terms of 
dedication, males (M=5.09; SD=0.91) also scored higher than females (M=4.94; SD=1.15).  In terms of 
absorption, males (M=4.90; SD=0.71) also displayed higher extent than females (M=4.73; SD=1.04).  
Despite the difference in their ratings, both male and female respondents’ extent of work engagement is 
very often, which means they engage in work a few times a week. 
 
Though both male and female respondents possess the same extent of work engagement, male 
respondents yielded higher mean scores than their female counterparts.  In the three dimensions of work 
engagement, the male sub-group displayed a higher extent of work engagement than the female 
subjects, who have lower work engagement.   
 
This finding is supported by Sharma et al. [18] that work engagement is best predicted by education and 
gender, where males with higher educational attainment exhibit higher levels of work engagement.  
However, it opposes the findings of Bilgel et al. [19] wherein female participants were found to be more 
vigorous than the opposite subgroup.  Research conducted by Gallup also reported that women are most 
likely to have greater fulfillment and contentment in their jobs and are more engaged than men [20]. 
 
When grouped according to the respondents' educational qualifications, both the Physics majors and the 
non-Physics majors yielded an extent of work engagement interpreted as very often.  However, Physics 
majors (M=4.91; SD=1.02) scored higher than non-Physics majors (M=4.86; SD=0.98).  In terms of vigor, 
Physics majors (M=4.93; SD=1.03) scored higher than non–Physics majors (M=4.89; SD=0.97).  In terms 
of dedication, Physics majors (M=4.98; SD=1.14) and non-Physics majors (M=4.98; SD=1.07) obtained 
identical scores.  In terms of absorption, Physics majors (M=4.84; SD=0.95) scored higher than non-
Physics majors (M=4.74; SD=0.97).  Despite the difference in their ratings, both Physics majors and the 
non-Physics majors’ extent of work engagement is very often, which means they engage in work a few 
times a week. 
 
Both sub-categories of educational qualifications showed extent in work engagement interpreted as very 
often.  In terms of vigor and absorption, majors in Physics yielded higher mean scores than respondents 
who are not Physics majors.  Findings show that employees with credentials were more involved than 
those with diplomas, degrees, postgraduate, and other educational qualifications.  This finding confirms 
the research conducted by Barkhuizen and Rothmann [21] that those who have higher educational 
qualifications and training in the specific field have a higher extent of work engagement than those who 
have different training and practice in the field.  It is also supported by Sharma et al. [18] that work 
engagement is best predicted by education and gender, where males with higher educational attainment 
exhibit higher levels of work engagement.   However, it disposes the findings of  Mhlanga et al. [22] that 
teachers or subjects who do not have proper training in the field engage with their work more than those 
with higher qualifications.  
 



 

 

Lastly, when grouped according to their years in teaching Physics, all subgroups generated ratings 
interpreted as very often, with those with 5-10 years teaching experience obtaining the highest score 
(M=5.11; SD=0.85), followed by 16 years and above (M=5.10; SD=0.65), 0-4 years (M=4.63; SD=1.21), 
and11-15 years (M=4.57; SD=1.02).   
 
In terms of vigor, 5-10 years scored the highest (M=5.14; SD=0.82), followed by 16 years and above 
(M=5.06; SD=0.60), 0-4 years (M=4.65; SD=1.21), and 11-15 years (M=4.62; SD=1.10).  In terms of 
dedication, 16 years and above (M=5.25; SD=0.72) scored the highest, followed by 5-10 years (M=5.19; 
SD=0.95), 0-4 years (M=4.82; SD=1.38), and 11-15 years (M=4.53, SD=1.03). In terms of absorption, 5-
10 years (M=5.01; 0.86) ranked the highest, followed by 16 years and above (M=5.00; SD=0.68), 11-15 
years (M=4.56; 0.96), and 0-4 years (M=4.44; SD=1.14).  Despite the difference in their scores, all 
subgroups under the variable years in teaching Physics obtained ratings for extent of work engagement 
interpreted as very often, which means they engage in work a few times a week. 
 
Work engagement has most often depended on an employee's length of work experience in the work 
environment.  This result is supported by Conti-Ramsden et al. [23] that those new to the working 
environment tend to show a higher level of dedication towards their job than those who are longer in the 
field.  More so, subjects with five to ten years in the field are engaged more in anticipation of a wider 
opportunity at work.  Moreover, MacArthur [24] found that as individuals work and build tenure in the work 
environment, some may grow and become better employees or fade out; people at this stage are 
discovering career changes in the stages of growth and challenges at work.  Also, Mohapatra and 
Sharma [25] found work experience as a constant predictor of employee commitment amid other 
demographics like age, educational attainment, work experience, and academic records or grades.   
 
Table 2.  Extent of Work Engagement of Physics Teachers 

Variable 
Vigor Dedication Absorption Work Engagement 

M SD Int M SD Int M SD Int M SD Int 

Age 
            

Adulthood 4.97 1.01 VO 5.08 1.13 VO 4.82 1.02 VO 4.95 1.02 VO 

Middle age 4.82 0.96 VO 4.86 1.03 VO 4.71 0.89 VO 4.79 0.95 VO 

Sex 
            

Male 5.02 0.80 VO 5.09 0.91 VO 4.90 0.71 VO 5.00 0.77 VO 

Female 4.86 1.05 VO 4.94 1.15 VO 4.73 1.04 VO 4.84 1.06 VO 

Educational Qualification 
            

Major in Physics 4.93 1.03 VO 4.98 1.14 VO 4.84 0.95 VO 4.91 1.02 VO 

Non-Physics major 4.89 0.97 VO 4.98 1.07 VO 4.74 0.97 VO 4.86 0.98 VO 

Years in Teaching 
Physics             

0-4 years 4.65 1.21 VO 4.82 1.38 VO 4.44 1.14 VO 4.63 1.21 VO 

5-10 years 5.14 0.82 VO 5.19 0.95 Al 5.01 0.86 VO 5.11 0.85 VO 

11-15 years 4.62 1.10 VO 4.53 1.03 VO 4.56 0.96 VO 4.57 1.02 VO 

16 years and above 5.06 0.60 VO 5.25 0.72 Al 5.00 0.68 VO 5.10 0.65 VO 

Whole 4.90 0.98 VO 4.98 1.09 VO 4.77 0.96 VO 4.88 0.99 VO 

Mean Range: 0.00-0.86=Never (Ne), 0.87-1.71=Almost Never (AN), 1.72-2.57=Rarely (Ra), 2.58-3.43=Sometimes (So), 3.44-
4.29=Often (Of), 4.30-5.14=Very Often (VO), 5.15-6.00=Always 

 
3.2 Level of Teaching Performance of Physics Teachers 
 
Table 3 shows the level of teaching performance of the Physics teachers.  Overall, the level of teaching 
performance is very satisfactory (M=4.46; SD=0.26), which means the performance of the Physics 
teachers exceeded expectations.  Moreover, all goals, objectives, and targets were achieved above the 
established standards.  
 
When grouped according to age, respondents who belong to adulthood (M=4.46; SD=0.28) and middle 
age (M=4.46; SD=0.23) showed a very satisfactory level of teaching performance.  This means the 



 

 

performance of the Physics teachers exceeded expectations, and all goals, objectives, and targets were 
achieved above the established standards.   
 
This runs contrary to Bungai and Perdana [26] who cited some studies showing that the different age 
groups display dissimilar performance at work, where those who are both in their late ages tend to 
perform better.  
 
When grouped according to sex, male respondents showed an outstanding level of teaching performance 
(M=4.54; SD=0.20) while their female counterparts displayed only a very satisfactory level of performance 
(M=4.43; SD=0.28).  This means that the performance of the males represents an extraordinary level of 
achievement and commitment in terms of quality and time, technical skills and knowledge, ingenuity, 
creativity, and initiative. They have demonstrated exceptional job mastery in all major areas of 
responsibility, and their achievement and contributions to the organization are of marked excellence.  On 
the other hand, the very satisfactory level of teaching performance of females means they exceeded 
expectations, and all goals, objectives, and targets were achieved above the established standards.   
 
Sex plays a necessary role in different job performances, whether teaching or fieldwork.  However, this 
finding contradicts Stone et al. [27] whose study showed that women perform better in teaching than male 
teachers.  The result further denies the hypothesis that female teachers are more favored than male ones 
in the teaching profession because of their teaching performance [27]. 
 
When grouped according to educational qualifications, Physics majors yielded a higher mean (M=4.49; 
SD=0.24) than non-Physics majors (M=4.44; SD=0.27).  Despite their differing means, both displayed a 
very satisfactory level of teaching performance, which means their performance exceeded expectations, 
and all goals, objectives, and targets were achieved above the established standards.     
 
This finding is supported by Salvan and Hambre [28] who averred that teachers participate in specialized 
development to improve their qualifications, thus providing them with more opportunities and skills to 
perform their teaching responsibilities thoroughly. Moreover, Yin et al. [29] stated that students' 
performance also improves when teachers perform well at the level of their student's needs; thus, it is 
necessary to continue their development as part of their educational qualification. 
 
When grouped according to years in teaching Physics, respondents who have taught Physics for 16 and 
above years obtained the highest rating (M=4.54; SD=0.13), followed by those who have taught Physics 
for 5-10 years (M=4.51; SD=0.28) and for 11-15 years (M=4.51; SD=0.24); all these mean scores were 
interpreted as outstanding.  Those who have taught Physics for 0-4 years (M=4.32; SD=0.25) obtained 
the lowest rating interpreted as very satisfactory.  Those rated outstanding are deemed to have 
performed at an extraordinary level of achievement and commitment in terms of quality and time, 
technical skills and knowledge, ingenuity, creativity, and initiative.  They have demonstrated exceptional 
job mastery in all major areas of responsibility, and their achievement and contributions to the 
organization are of marked excellence.  On the other hand, those with very satisfactory level of teaching 
performance are deemed to have exceeded expectations, and all goals, objectives, and targets were 
achieved above the established standards.   
 
These findings oppose studies that performance and effectiveness decline after years in the service, 
particularly among high school teachers.  These also run contrary to the findings of Ladd [30] that the 
most experienced high school teachers are less performing and effective.  Harris and Sass [31] and 
Salvan and Hambre [28] however found that inexperienced colleagues tend to perform less and that more 
years of teaching experience are needed to work efficiently and perform at the utmost level. 
 

Table 3.  Level of Teaching Performance 

Variable M SD Interpretation 

Age 
   

Adulthood  4.46 0.28 Very Satisfactory 

Middle age 4.46 0.23 Very Satisfactory 

Sex 
   



 

 

Male 4.54 0.20 Outstanding 

Female 4.43 0.28 Very Satisfactory 

Educational Qualification 
   

Major in Physics 4.49 0.24 Very Satisfactory 

Non-Physics major 4.44 0.27 Very Satisfactory 

Years in Teaching Physics 
   

0-4 years 4.32 0.25 Very Satisfactory 

5-10 years 4.51 0.28 Outstanding 

11-15 years 4.51 0.24 Outstanding 

16 years and above 4.54 0.13 Outstanding 

Whole 4.46 0.26 Very Satisfactory 

Mean Range: 1.00-1.49= , 1.50-2.49= , 2.50-3.49= , 3.50-4.49=Very Satisfactory  
4.50-5.00=Outstanding 

 
3.3 Relationship between Work Engagement and Teaching Performance 
 
Spearman rank correlation was used to determine the significant relationship between work engagement 
and teaching performance.   
 
Data on Table 4 show that there is a significant relationship between work engagement and teaching 
performance [ρ(62)=0.331, p=0.008].  A strong correlation was found between work engagement in the 
areas of vigor, dedication, and absorption and the level of performance Physics teachers displayed at 
work.  This implies that the more engaged the teachers are at work, the better is their teaching 
performance.    
 
As theorized, work engagement influences the level of performance enacted by teachers in education.  
Teacher enthusiasm is important due to its effects on the level of teaching performance.  Presumably, the 
quality and motivated faculty are likely to engage students as excellent education must draw on 
considerable motivation in work engagement.   
 
This finding is supported by Sittar [32] who found that all factors of work engagement, such as the 
respondents’ vigor, dedication, and absorption, have a positive relationship with job performance.   
 

Table 4.  Relationship between Work Engagement and Teaching Performance 

Variables r df p 

Work Engagement x Teaching Performance 0.331 62 0.008 

Note: the difference is significant when p<0.05 
 
3.4 Challenges in Teaching Physics 
 
Data on Table 5 show that 64 or 75% of the respondents found voluminous paperwork and extended 
working hours to be their greatest challenges in the field during the pandemic.  This was followed by 
diversity of learners (45.3%), adaptability to educational trends, such as manipulations of 
gadgets/computers (39.1%), effective use of instructional materials (37.5%), time management and lack 
of professional development programs (35.9%), pressure from school administrators (29.7%), and 
ineffective classroom management (12.5%).  
 
Despite the preparations teachers make in making the teaching and learning experience worthwhile, 
challenges abound, which are beyond their control.  The voluminous paper works and the extended 
working hours, diversity of learners, learners’ adaptability to educational trends, use of instructional 
materials, and the many others mentioned as challenges are external to the Physics teachers.  They 
emanate either from the learners or from the environment that Physics teachers could not control.  Thus, 
their teaching performance can at times be affected, keeping them from delivering the best in teaching 
Physics to their students.  
 



 

 

Tan and Chen [33] support this by highlighting how the current teaching methodology has created both a 
gap and tension in terms of successful and engaging content delivery, where traditional modes of 
synchronous content delivery were forced online.  Mwambela et al. [34] also found similar challenges in 
using technology to complement and support the Physics teaching and learning process.  The biggest 
challenge was how to transform students’ learning process to provide students with the skills to function 
effectively in this information-rich and dynamic environment. 
 

Table 5.  Challenges in Teaching Physics 

Items f % 

Voluminous Paperwork which requires extended working hours 48 75.0 

Diversity of Learners 29 45.3 

Adaptability to Educational Trends such as Manipulations of  
   Gadgets/Computers (Use of technology such as…) 

25 39.1 

Effective Use of Instructional Materials 24 37.5 

Time management 23 35.9 

Lack of Professional Development Programs 23 35.9 

Pressure from School Administrator 19 29.7 

Ineffective Classroom Management 8 12.5 

 
4. CONCLUSION 
 
This study discovered a significant relationship between work engagement and teaching performance.  In 
other words, when the work engagement of teachers is greater, their teaching performance level also 
escalates.  Vigor, dedication, and absorption are all contributory to work engagement, which influences 
teaching performance.  Age, as well as years of teaching experience, matters a lot in work engagement.  
The longer one stays in the teaching profession, the more he or she becomes adept at work.  Also, the 
educational qualification or preparation of a teacher is another factor influencing work engagement as 
seen clearly in the difference in the scores between Physics majors and non-Physics majors.   
Work engagement and teaching performance are influenced by variables such as age and years of 
teaching Physics.  Teaching a subject matter for quite some time results in mastery and competence, 

which can also be developed with sufficient background and training.  One’s field of specialization is 

also contributory to a higher level of teaching performance, since the training and exposure provided can 
somehow prepare adequately the teacher for his or her profession.   
 
 
8. CONSENT 
 
In view of international and university standards, respondents have been requested to sign written 
consents, which are now in the custody and safekeeping of the authors. 
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