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INTRODUCTION
Work overload and job stress are increasingly recognized as major factors affecting employee well-being and organizational performance. Globally, workplace demands have intensified due to digital transformation, heightened accountability, and post-pandemic operational adjustments, leading to elevated stress levels and reduced productivity across sectors (Ozamiz-Etxebarria et al., 2023; Wahab et al., 2024). In higher education, research has predominantly focused on faculty, documenting how increased teaching loads, research expectations, and accreditation duties contribute to burnout and diminished job performance (Pakdee et al., 2025). Despite their critical operational role, non-teaching personnel—responsible for administrative, financial, student service, and compliance functions—remain underrepresented in research, leaving a gap in understanding how workload and stress affect their performance and well-being.

Global studies often aggregate non-teaching staff with other “support personnel,” masking the unique pressures they face, including role conflict, unfulfilled commitments, and limited career mobility (Wahab et al., 2024). Few investigations integrate work overload, job stress, and job performance within a single analytical framework, particularly in public higher education contexts. This limits evidence-based interventions aimed at improving institutional efficiency while safeguarding employee health.

In developing countries, including the Philippines, these challenges are amplified by resource constraints, staffing shortages, and complex regulatory requirements. Public universities often require administrative personnel to perform multiple roles simultaneously, increasing work overload and role strain (Pakdee et al., 2025). While Philippine studies have examined stress and workload among teachers (Magtalas & Eduvala, 2024), research focusing on non-teaching staff in higher education remains limited and descriptive, with insufficient analysis of the relationships among workload, stress, and job performance. Contextual variables such as place of assignment, position, and educational attainment—which may moderate workload and stress experiences—are rarely considered.

At President Ramon Magsaysay State University, non-teaching personnel are integral to sustaining operations across multi-campus units. Their responsibilities have expanded with institutional growth, including tasks related to documentation, compliance, coordination, and administrative continuity. Although these employees often maintain satisfactory performance ratings, they report experiencing work overload, role conflict, and time pressures, which may compromise long-term performance and well-being (Aragon et al., 2024). Yet systematic studies linking these psychosocial factors to job performance in this group are scarce, constraining the University’s capacity to implement targeted interventions.

This study addresses these gaps by examining work overload, job stress, and job performance among non-teaching personnel at PRMSU, situating the inquiry within both global and local contexts. By integrating demographic and organizational variables, it aims to identify how workload and stress affect performance outcomes and to provide evidence-based recommendations for workload management, stress reduction, and performance enhancement. The findings are expected to contribute to both scholarly literature and practical institutional strategies, ensuring that non-teaching personnel are adequately supported in sustaining the University’s operational effectiveness.

METHODS
The study employed a descriptive-correlational design to examine the factors influencing work overload, job stress, and job performance among non-teaching employees at President Ramon Magsaysay State University across its seven (7) campuses. The 131 regular (plantilla) non-teaching personnel were identified using stratified random sampling. Prior to participation, all respondents were provided with an informed consent form clearly stating the study’s purpose, procedures, potential risks, benefits, and their right to withdraw at any time without penalty. Participation was strictly voluntary. To ensure data confidentiality, all responses were treated with the utmost privacy, and data were stored in password-protected files accessible only to the researchers. Results were presented in aggregate form to prevent identification of individual participants.

To develop the survey questionnaire, the researchers reviewed relevant literature to identify appropriate items and indicators. The questionnaire consisted of five parts: (1) respondents’ profile in terms of age, sex, highest educational attainment, place of assignment, current position, and years in service; (2) Individual Performance Commitment and Review (IPCR) for the School Year 2024 rating; (3) work overload in terms of work overload, role conflict, and unfulfilled commitment; (4) job stress in terms of time pressure, work stress, and burnout; and (5) job performance in terms of task performance, contextual performance (organizational citizenship behavior), and counterproductive work behavior (CWB).

The instrument was developed based on the studies of Mittal and Bhakar (2018), and Koopmans, Bernaards, Hildebrandt, De Vet, and Van der Beek (2014). To ensure its validity and reliability, the instrument underwent expert validation and was pilot tested on a separate group of respondents not involved in the main study. The developed instrument was also subjected to Cronbach's Alpha analysis, and the results confirmed its reliability for administration to the target participants. Data collected from the respondents were tallied and analyzed using statistical tools such as percentage, weighted mean, ranking, ANOVA, Pearson-r, and Likert Scale.








DISCUSSION
[bookmark: _Hlk201687597]1. Non-Teaching Respondents’ Individual Performance Commitment and Review (IPCR)
Table 1 presents the weighted mean scores for the Individual Performance Commitment and Review (IPCR) of non-teaching personnel across two evaluation periods. For July to December 2023, the computed weighted mean was 4.33, interpreted as Very Satisfactory. For January to June 2024, the weighted mean slightly increased to 4.35, maintaining the Very Satisfactory rating. The overall weighted mean for both periods was 4.34, indicating a consistent and sustained level of performance among the 131 respondents.

Table 1. Weighted Mean and Interpretation of the Non-Teaching Respondents’  Individual Performance Commitment and Review 
	Individual Performance Commitment and Review (IPCR) Result
	Weighted Mean
	Interpretation

	Result for July to December 2023
	4.33
	Very Satisfactory

	Result for January to June 2024
	4.35
	Very Satisfactory

	Overall Weighted Mean
	4.34
	Very Satisfactory



This overall rating demonstrates that non-teaching personnel at the institution consistently meet or exceed performance expectations, reflecting a strong commitment to delivering quality administrative and support services. The sustained Very Satisfactory performance may be attributed to clear role definitions, structured accountability mechanisms, and ongoing professional development initiatives that enhance employee competency and motivation. These findings align with previous studies in the Philippine higher education context, which reported that non-teaching staff maintain high performance levels when institutional policies provide clear performance standards, opportunities for skills development, and structured monitoring systems (Evangelista & Madrid, 2021; Magtalas & Eduvala, 2024).

The results suggest that effective administrative support and adherence to performance management frameworks are instrumental in sustaining employee productivity. Additionally, the minor increase from 4.33 to 4.35 between periods indicates incremental improvements in work efficiency, possibly reflecting enhanced familiarity with institutional procedures or the cumulative effect of professional development interventions. Overall, the findings underscore the importance of continuing performance assessment, capacity-building programs, and recognition mechanisms to sustain and further improve non-teaching staff contributions, thereby supporting institutional goals and operational excellence.

[bookmark: _Hlk201687702]2. Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Work Overload and Role Strain

2.1 Work Overload
Table 2 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents of non‑teaching personnel’s perceived work overload under the broader construct of role strain. Among the indicators, the statement “There are too many demands on my time” obtained the highest mean of 2.75, ranking first. This was followed by “My workload sometimes feels overwhelming and unmanageable” (M = 2.66, rank 2) and “I feel the need for extra hours in the day to meet work expectations” (M = 2.65, rank 3). The lowest‑ranked item was “I often have tasks I don’t have the time or energy to complete” (M = 2.53, rank 5). The overall weighted mean for work overload was 2.64, corresponding to the descriptive interpretation of Agree, indicating that non‑teaching personnel generally perceive a moderate level of workload pressure.

Table 2. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Work Overload and Role Strain in Terms of Work Overload
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. There are too many demands on my time.
	2.75
	Agree
	1

	2. I struggle to find time for myself due to my workload.
	2.61
	Agree
	4

	3. I often have tasks I don’t have the time or energy to complete.
	2.53
	Agree
	5

	4. I feel the need for extra hours in the day to meet work expectations.
	2.65
	Agree
	3

	5. My workload sometimes feels overwhelming and unmanageable.
	2.66
	Agree
	2

	Weighted Mean
	2.64
	Agree
	



This pattern reflects the reality of administrative work in higher education, where support staff frequently juggle multiple responsibilities amid limited human resources and expanding institutional demands. Competing tasks, time pressures, and role multiplicity contribute to a sustained perception of work overload, which may lead to role strain and negatively influence work‑life balance if unaddressed. Time‑related stress has been identified in recent research as a particularly salient dimension of workload perception, especially when employees are required to meet concurrent deadlines without adequate resources (Lo & Jang, 2023; Haque et al., 2024).

Empirical evidence from service and administrative sectors further supports this interpretation. For example, Khan and Najmi (2021) found that administrative support staff in higher education reported significant workload pressures associated with task complexity and limited staffing, which were linked to lower job satisfaction and increased perceived stress. Similarly, Rahman, Salleh, and Karim (2023) reported that organizational support moderates the relationship between workload and stress among non‑teaching staff, underscoring the role of institutional support systems in mitigating the adverse effects of work overload.

In the Philippine context, recent studies have highlighted how non‑teaching personnel in educational institutions face persistent workload challenges. Velez and Estrella (2024) documented that non‑teaching staff in Filipino universities experience high job demands coupled with inadequate job resources, leading to moderate levels of stress and perceptions of overload. Likewise, Uy and Cortez (2023) found that role ambiguity and overlapping duties among administrative employees were significantly associated with increased job strain and reduced operational productivity.

Overall, while non‑teaching personnel at PRMSU demonstrate satisfactory performance, the moderate perception of work overload identified in this study suggests the need for continuous monitoring and proactive institutional interventions. Enhancing role clarity, improving workload distribution, and strengthening administrative support mechanisms may help mitigate potential negative consequences of role strain, improve job satisfaction, and sustain institutional efficiency.

2.2 Role Conflict
Table 3 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents for non‑teaching personnel’s perceived Role Conflict, a dimension of work overload and role strain. The statement “I have to prioritize tasks carefully to manage my responsibilities” obtained the highest mean of 3.24, indicating the strongest agreement and reflecting the frequent need for administrative staff to make difficult decisions about task sequencing. This was followed by “I feel pressured to complete tasks quickly, sometimes sacrificing quality” (M = 2.61, rank 2) and “I receive conflicting instructions or expectations from different supervisors” (M = 2.59, rank 3). The lowest mean was observed for the statement “No matter how much I do, I always feel behind in my work” (M = 2.46), which fell into the Disagree category. The overall weighted mean of 2.69 suggests that non‑teaching personnel generally agree that role conflict is present in their work environment.





Table 3. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Work Overload and Role Strain in Terms of Role Conflict
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. I frequently struggle to meet everyone’s expectations at work.
	2.56
	Agree
	4

	2. I have to prioritize tasks carefully to manage my responsibilities.
	3.24
	Agree
	1

	3. No matter how much I do, I always feel behind in my work.
	2.46
	Disagree
	5

	4. I feel pressured to complete tasks quickly, sometimes sacrificing quality.
	2.61
	Agree
	2

	5. I receive conflicting instructions or expectations from different supervisors.
	2.59
	Agree
	3

	Weighted Mean
	2.69
	Agree
	



Role conflict typically arises when employees receive incompatible demands, experience unclear expectations from multiple sources of authority, or lack sufficient autonomy in task execution. This can lead to increased psychological strain, stress, and compromised performance (Alarcon & Edwards, 2022). The highest‑ranking item in this study—prioritizing tasks to manage responsibilities—suggests that non‑teaching personnel must constantly navigate competing demands, which may heighten cognitive load and subjective stress.

Recent research has underscored the detrimental effects of role conflict on employee outcomes. Lo and Jang (2023) found that employees experiencing higher role ambiguity and conflict reported elevated job stress and reduced job satisfaction, particularly in environments with overlapping responsibilities. Similarly, Haque et al. (2024) reported that role conflict among administrative staff is significantly associated with psychological strain, especially when organizational resources and support are insufficient.

In the context of higher education, Rahman, Salleh, and Karim (2023) demonstrated that ambiguous expectations and inconsistent supervisory directives are key predictors of role conflict and stress among support staff, which in turn erode performance quality. Likewise, Khan and Najmi (2021) highlighted that non‑teaching staff in universities often report moderate to high levels of role conflict due to unclear role boundaries and conflicting instructions from multiple administrators, which contributes to feelings of tension and overload.

The overall moderate agreement observed in this study suggests that while non‑teaching personnel at PRMSU do encounter role conflict, the conflicting demands are not uniformly overwhelming. However, even moderate levels of role conflict can disrupt work processes, reduce efficiency, and obstruct effective task execution if left unaddressed. Identifying such patterns encourages university administrators to implement targeted interventions—such as clarifying job roles, aligning supervisory expectations, and establishing communication protocols—to reduce work ambiguity and support administrative personnel in maintaining optimal performance.

2.3 Unfulfilled Commitments
Table 4 shows the non‑teaching personnel’s level of agreement on statements related to Unfulfilled Commitments, a dimension of work overload and role strain. The statement “I feel guilty for not fulfilling personal or professional obligations” obtained the highest mean score (M = 2.73, rank 1), indicating that feelings of guilt arising from unmet responsibilities are most prevalent among respondents. This was followed by “I frequently overextend myself to complete my workload” (M = 2.69, rank 2) and “I have more responsibilities than many of my colleagues” (M = 2.57, rank 3). The lowest score was for the item “I struggle to balance work responsibilities with other aspects of my life” (M = 2.54, rank 5). The overall weighted mean of 2.62, interpreted as Agree, suggests that non‑teaching staff perceive a moderate level of unfulfilled commitments due to workload pressures.

Table 4. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Work Overload and Role Strain in Terms of Unfulfilled Commitments
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. I frequently overextend myself to complete my workload.
	2.69
	Agree
	2

	2. I have more responsibilities than many of my colleagues.
	2.57
	Agree
	3

	3. I often have to cancel or postpone commitments due to work.
	2.56
	Agree
	4

	4. I feel guilty for not fulfilling personal or professional obligations.
	2.73
	Agree
	1

	5. I struggle to balance work responsibilities with other aspects of my life.
	2.54
	Agree
	5

	Weighted Mean
	2.62
	Agree
	



Feelings of guilt and overextension are core elements of role strain, especially when employees’ task demands conflict with personal and professional obligations (May et al., 2020). In contexts where workload demands exceed available time or resources, employees often report self‑blame for unmet commitments, even when the causes are organizational in nature rather than individual failure (Schwartz et al., 2021). Such experiences have been linked to emotional exhaustion and reduced psychological well‑being, which can subsequently impair job performance and engagement.

Recent research also shows that unfulfilled commitments are closely tied to work–life interference. Rodrigues and Chia (2022) found that employees who struggle to fulfill obligations at work and in personal life due to excessive job demands are more likely to experience emotional depletion and reduced job satisfaction. These outcomes can create a cumulative strain effect, where feelings of guilt and role overload amplify stress responses and erode employee resilience over time. Similarly, Nguyen et al. (2024) reported that administrative and support staff in public institutions who frequently extend themselves beyond regular duties—often working unpaid overtime or skipping breaks—displayed higher levels of role stress and lower perceived job quality.

In educational institutions, the interplay between workload and unfulfilled commitments has demonstrable implications. For example, Singh and Prasad (2023) observed that when administrative personnel are constantly required to overextend themselves to meet organizational deadlines, they report higher instances of burnout, fatigue, and decreased organizational commitment. These psychosocial stressors can reduce the capacity for sustained performance, particularly when employees perceive an imbalance between effort and reward.

The prominence of guilt and overextension in the present findings suggests that non‑teaching personnel at PRMSU are navigating persistent demands that encroach upon both professional and personal roles. Although the responses indicate only moderate agreement rather than strong consensus, the pattern underscores the presence of emotional and cognitive strain that could escalate if unaddressed. Institutional interventions such as workload rebalancing, enhanced job resources, and supportive policies that respect work–life boundaries may help alleviate role strain and prevent downstream effects like burnout or disengagement.




Summary of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Work Overload and Role Strain
Table 5 summarizes the non-teaching respondents’ level of agreement on work overload and role strain across three dimensions: work overload, role conflict, and unfulfilled commitments. The findings show that respondents agreed on all dimensions, with an overall weighted mean of 2.65. Among the indicators, role conflict registered the highest weighted mean (M = 2.69, rank 1), followed by work overload (M = 2.64, rank 2), while unfulfilled commitments obtained the lowest weighted mean (M = 2.62, rank 3). Although the differences among the dimensions are marginal, the ranking highlights role conflict as the most salient source of role strain among non-teaching personnel.

Table 5. Summary of the Weighted Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Work Overload and Role Strain
	Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Work Overload and Role Strain
	Weighted Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	[bookmark: _Hlk200050727]Work Overload
	2.64
	Agree
	2

	Role Conflict
	2.69
	Agree
	1

	Unfulfilled Commitments
	2.62
	Agree
	3

	Overall Weighted Mean
	2.65
	Agree
	



The prominence of role conflict suggests that non-teaching employees frequently encounter incompatible demands, unclear role boundaries, or inconsistent expectations from multiple supervisors. Recent studies emphasize that role conflict is particularly prevalent in higher education institutions where administrative structures are complex and responsibilities often overlap (Kang & Park, 2022; Uy & Cortez, 2023). When employees must navigate competing directives and prioritize tasks without clear guidance, cognitive and emotional strain increases, potentially undermining efficiency and job satisfaction.

Work overload ranked second, indicating that respondents perceive their volume of tasks and time demands as manageable yet consistently taxing. This finding aligns with recent evidence showing that administrative and support staff in universities often experience sustained workload pressure due to expanding compliance requirements, digital reporting systems, and service-oriented expectations (Nguyen & Tran, 2024). While such workloads may not always be perceived as excessive, their cumulative effect contributes to stress and role strain over time.

Unfulfilled commitments ranked third but still fell within the “Agree” range, suggesting that respondents moderately experience difficulty meeting personal or professional obligations due to work demands. Research has shown that persistent workload pressure can encroach on employees’ non-work roles, generating feelings of guilt and emotional fatigue even when performance remains satisfactory (Rodrigues & Chia, 2022). This dimension reflects the spillover effects of work demands rather than direct task overload, reinforcing the interconnected nature of role strain components.

Overall, the findings indicate that non-teaching personnel experience moderate but consistent role strain, with role conflict emerging as the most significant concern. Contemporary literature cautions that even moderate levels of role strain, when sustained over time, can impair employee well-being, increase stress vulnerability, and negatively affect long-term performance (Schaufeli, 2021; Singh & Prasad, 2023). These results underscore the need for organizational interventions focused on clarifying roles, streamlining administrative processes, and ensuring equitable workload distribution to support non-teaching personnel and maintain institutional effectiveness.

[bookmark: _Hlk201688033]3. Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Job Stress

3.1 Time Pressure
Table 6 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents of the non-teaching respondents’ level of agreement on job stress in terms of time pressure. The overall weighted mean of 2.59, interpreted as Agree, indicates that non-teaching personnel experience a moderate but persistent level of time-related job stress. Among the indicators, the statement “My job often feels overwhelming due to tight deadlines” obtained the highest mean (M = 2.66), ranking first, followed by “Work commitments interfere with my ability to engage in personal activities” (M = 2.63). These results highlight deadlines and work–life interference as the most salient sources of time pressure. Conversely, the item “I have too much work and too little time to complete it” ranked lowest (M = 2.50), suggesting that stress may be driven more by time constraints and scheduling demands than by workload volume alone.

Table 6. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement 
on Their Job Stress in Terms of Time Pressure
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. I spend excessive hours at work, leaving little personal time.
	2.59
	Agree
	3

	2. I have too much work and too little time to complete it.
	2.50
	Disagree
	5

	3. My job often feels overwhelming due to tight deadlines.
	2.66
	Agree
	1

	4. I rarely get a full day off to rest and recover.
	2.58
	Agree
	4

	5. Work commitments interfere with my ability to engage in personal activities.
	2.63
	Agree
	2

	Weighted Mean
	2.59
	Agree
	



The findings reflect the structural realities of higher education institutions, where non-teaching personnel must adhere to rigid timelines tied to academic calendars, accreditation requirements, and administrative reporting cycles. Time pressure in such settings is often episodic but intense, particularly during enrollment periods, audits, and compliance deadlines. Kinman and Wray (2020) emphasized that time-bound administrative roles are especially vulnerable to stress when recovery opportunities are limited, as employees may struggle to disengage from work even outside official hours.

The strong agreement with statements related to deadline pressure and interference with personal activities underscores the erosion of work–life boundaries among non-teaching staff. Chong, Huang, and Chang (2023) found that persistent time pressure significantly predicts work–life conflict and emotional exhaustion among university administrative employees, even when overall workloads are perceived as manageable. This suggests that compressed timelines and inflexible schedules can be more detrimental than task quantity, as they restrict autonomy over time use and rest.

Additionally, the lower ranking of the perception that there is “too much work and too little time” may indicate a normalization of heavy workloads within institutional cultures. Sonnentag and Venz (2021) argued that employees often cognitively adapt to high workloads but continue to experience stress when deadlines prevent psychological detachment and recovery. Over time, this pattern increases vulnerability to burnout and reduced job effectiveness, particularly in support roles that require sustained attentional and emotional labor.

Overall, the results suggest that time pressure is a significant contributor to job stress among non-teaching personnel, driven largely by deadline intensity and work encroachment into personal time rather than sheer workload volume. These findings highlight the need for institutional interventions such as flexible scheduling, realistic deadline setting, and workload pacing to protect employee well-being and sustain performance in higher education environments.

3.2 Work Stress
Table 7 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents of the non-teaching respondents’ level of agreement on job stress in terms of work stress. The overall weighted mean of 2.53, interpreted as Agree, indicates that non-teaching personnel experience a moderate level of work-related stress, characterized primarily by emotional strain and boundary management challenges rather than extreme work encroachment. Among the indicators, the statement “I often receive work-related calls or emails outside of working hours” obtained the highest mean (M = 2.67), ranking first, followed by “I often feel emotionally drained at the end of my workday” (M = 2.60). These findings suggest that after-hours work demands and emotional exhaustion are the most salient manifestations of work stress among respondents.

Table 7. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Job Stress in Terms of Work Stress
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. Work responsibilities make it difficult to spend quality time with my family.
	2.47
	Disagree
	3.5

	2. I often feel emotionally drained at the end of my workday.
	2.60
	Agree
	2

	3. I sometimes feel like I am "married to the company" due to excessive work demands.
	2.43
	Disagree
	5

	4. I often receive work-related calls or emails outside of working hours.
	2.67
	Agree
	1

	5. I struggle to maintain a work-life balance due to job expectations.
	2.47
	Disagree
	3.5

	Weighted Mean
	2.53
	Agree
	



The prominence of after-hours communication reflects the increasing normalization of constant connectivity in organizational settings, particularly in higher education institutions. Digital technologies have blurred temporal boundaries between work and personal life, creating expectations of availability beyond official working hours. Derks, van Mierlo, and Schmitz (2022) found that frequent work-related electronic communication during non-work time significantly predicts emotional exhaustion and reduced psychological recovery, especially among administrative employees whose roles require responsiveness and coordination.

Emotional drainage at the end of the workday further underscores the cumulative impact of sustained cognitive and emotional demands placed on non-teaching personnel. These employees often serve as frontline support for students, faculty, and administrators, requiring continuous problem-solving, emotional regulation, and service orientation. Zapf, Kern, Tschan, Holman, and Semmer (2021) emphasized that emotionally demanding service roles are particularly susceptible to stress when employees lack sufficient recovery time and organizational support, leading to fatigue and reduced well-being.

Interestingly, items related to family time interference and overall work–life balance received lower mean scores and were interpreted as Disagree. This suggests that while work stress is present, it may not yet have fully translated into severe work–family conflict for most respondents. Allen, French, Dumani, and Shockley (2020) noted that employees can experience moderate stress without overt work–life imbalance when coping mechanisms and boundary-setting strategies are partially effective. However, sustained exposure to after-hours demands may gradually erode these boundaries if left unmanaged.

The lowest-ranked statement, “I sometimes feel like I am ‘married to the company’ due to excessive work demands” (M = 2.43), indicates that respondents do not strongly perceive extreme organizational overcommitment. This finding suggests a degree of resilience or normalization of work demands, though it should not be interpreted as the absence of risk. Pindek, Arvan, and Spector (2023) cautioned that employees often underreport deep organizational strain until stress accumulates and manifests in burnout or disengagement.

Overall, the findings indicate that work stress among non-teaching personnel is moderate but structurally embedded, driven largely by emotional exhaustion and boundaryless work practices. These results highlight the importance of organizational policies that regulate after-hours communication, promote recovery opportunities, and provide psychosocial support to sustain employee well-being and performance in higher education institutions.
3.3 Burnout
Table 8 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents of the non-teaching respondents’ level of agreement on job stress in terms of burnout. The overall weighted mean of 2.49, interpreted as Disagree, indicates that burnout is not strongly manifested among the respondents, despite the presence of moderate work stress identified in earlier dimensions. Among the indicators, the statement “The workload in my organization leads to frequent burnout among employees” recorded the highest mean (M = 2.54), followed by “I feel mentally exhausted at the end of most workdays” (M = 2.51). These results suggest that while respondents recognize burnout as a workplace risk, it has not yet translated into pervasive personal exhaustion or disengagement.

Table 8. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Job Stress in Terms of Burnout
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. I frequently feel anxious, restless, or nervous because of my job.
	2.45
	Disagree
	5

	2. Thinking about my job sometimes causes physical discomfort, such as a tight feeling in my chest.
	2.46
	Disagree
	4

	3. The workload in my organization leads to frequent burnout among employees.
	2.54
	Agree
	1

	4. I feel mentally exhausted at the end of most workdays.
	2.51
	Agree
	2

	5. I find it difficult to stay motivated due to prolonged work stress.
	2.47
	Disagree
	3

	Weighted Mean
	2.49
	Disagree
	



The relatively low endorsement of emotional and physical symptoms—such as anxiety, restlessness, and psychosomatic discomfort—indicates that non-teaching personnel may still be functioning within a manageable stress threshold. This finding aligns with contemporary burnout models, which conceptualize burnout as a gradual and cumulative process rather than an immediate outcome of job stress. Maslach and Leiter (2022) emphasized that burnout develops when chronic job demands persist without adequate recovery or organizational support; thus, moderate stress does not automatically result in burnout if buffering mechanisms are present.

The agreement with organizational-level burnout perceptions, contrasted with lower personal symptom endorsement, suggests a degree of stress normalization and emotional regulation among respondents. Employees may cognitively acknowledge that workloads can cause burnout while simultaneously perceiving themselves as coping adequately. Bakker, de Vries, and van der Heijden (2023) found that administrative staff with stable employment conditions and perceived job security often report lower burnout levels, even when workload demands are high, because predictability and institutional stability function as protective resources.

Moreover, the disagreement with motivation-related burnout indicators implies that respondents remain generally engaged with their work. This may be attributed to structured roles, routine administrative functions, and clear performance expectations typical of non-teaching positions in public universities. Salanova, Llorens, and Martínez (2021) argued that engagement and burnout are not merely opposites but can coexist at low to moderate levels, particularly in environments where employees experience stress without sustained emotional depletion.

Overall, the findings indicate that although non-teaching personnel at PRMSU experience job stress related to workload and time pressure, burnout has not reached a critical level. This underscores the importance of early preventive strategies—such as workload monitoring, mental health promotion, and recovery-supportive policies—to ensure that manageable stress does not escalate into chronic burnout. Sustaining these protective factors is essential for preserving employee well-being, motivation, and long-term organizational effectiveness.
Summary of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Job Stress
Table 9 summarizes the non-teaching respondents’ level of agreement on job stress, encompassing time pressure, work stress, and burnout. The overall weighted mean of 2.54, interpreted as Agree, indicates that job stress is moderately experienced by the respondents. Among the dimensions, Time Pressure recorded the highest mean (M = 2.59), followed by Work Stress (M = 2.53), while Burnout obtained the lowest mean (M = 2.49), interpreted as Disagree. This pattern suggests that job stress among non-teaching personnel is primarily driven by time-related and task-based demands, rather than by chronic emotional exhaustion.

Table 9. Summary of the Weighted Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Job Stress
	Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Their Job Stress
	Weighted Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	Time Pressure
	2.59
	Agree
	1

	Work Stress
	2.53
	Agree
	2

	Burnout
	2.49
	Disagree
	3

	Overall Weighted Mean
	2.54
	Agree
	



The prominence of time pressure highlights the increasing pace and volume of administrative work in higher education institutions. Non-teaching personnel are often required to comply with strict deadlines associated with reporting, accreditation, enrollment cycles, and service delivery, which compresses work schedules and limits recovery time. Rasool, Wang, Zhang, and Samma (2021) emphasized that time pressure is one of the most salient stressors in administrative occupations, as it directly affects employees’ perceived control over their work and increases cognitive load. This is particularly relevant in public universities where procedural requirements and bureaucratic processes intensify time-bound demands.

Work stress ranking second further reflects the cumulative effect of multiple responsibilities, role expansion, and constant work connectivity. The moderate agreement suggests that while respondents experience stress related to workload and expectations, it remains within a manageable range. Chong, Huang, and Chang (2020) found that administrative employees in public organizations often experience sustained work stress without immediate burnout when institutional structures provide role stability, job security, and predictable performance systems—conditions commonly present in state universities.

Notably, burnout received the lowest rating and was interpreted as Disagree, indicating that prolonged emotional exhaustion and disengagement have not yet become dominant outcomes of job stress. This finding supports the argument that burnout is not an inevitable consequence of job stress but rather a result of persistent stress without adequate organizational or personal resources. Montano, Reeske, Franke, and Hüffmeier (2022) asserted that supportive leadership, clear job boundaries, and perceived organizational support significantly reduce the likelihood of burnout, even in high-demand work environments.
Overall, the findings suggest that non-teaching personnel at PRMSU experience moderate job stress largely associated with time pressure and work demands, but effective coping mechanisms and institutional safeguards may be preventing the escalation of stress into burnout. These results underscore the importance of proactive workload management, boundary-setting policies, and stress monitoring systems to sustain employee well-being and prevent long-term adverse outcomes.
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4. Non-Teaching Respondents’ Extent of Job Performance

4.1 Task Performance
Table 10 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents of the non-teaching respondents’ extent of job performance in terms of task performance. The overall weighted mean of 3.44, interpreted as Always, indicates that respondents consistently demonstrate high levels of task accomplishment in their daily work. Among the indicators, “I use my expertise to solve job-related problems” obtained the highest mean (M = 3.50), ranking first, followed by “I plan my work well to meet deadlines” (M = 3.47) and “I deliver high-quality work” (M = 3.44). Although still interpreted as Always, “I manage my workload efficiently” received the lowest mean (M = 3.38), suggesting relatively greater difficulty in workload management compared with other task-related competencies.

Table 10. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Extent of Job Performance in Terms of Task Performance
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. I manage my workload efficiently.
	3.38
	Always
	5

	2. I meet the objectives of my job effectively.
	3.43
	Always
	4

	3. I deliver high-quality work.
	3.44
	Always
	3

	4. I plan my work well to meet deadlines.
	3.47
	Always
	2

	5. I use my expertise to solve job-related problems.
	3.50
	Always
	1

	Weighted Mean
	3.44
	Always
	



These findings indicate that non-teaching personnel are highly capable of applying their skills, knowledge, and experience to accomplish assigned duties effectively. The strong rating for problem-solving reflects functional expertise and procedural familiarity, which are essential in administrative and support roles within higher education institutions. Koopmans et al. (2020) emphasized that task performance is closely linked to employees’ technical competence and role mastery, both of which enable individuals to maintain performance standards even under demanding conditions.

The consistently high ratings for planning, quality of output, and goal attainment further suggest that respondents are able to organize their work systematically despite experiencing work overload and job stress, as shown in earlier findings. This supports the argument that task performance can remain high when employees possess adaptive strategies and professional discipline. Nguyen, Teo, and Grover (2022) noted that employees in public sector organizations often sustain strong task performance due to structured procedures, accountability mechanisms, and clearly defined performance indicators.

However, the relatively lower mean for workload efficiency implies that while tasks are completed successfully, this may require substantial effort, extended time, or compensatory strategies. This finding aligns with the effort–performance paradox, where employees maintain high output despite strain, potentially at the expense of personal resources. Borman and Motowidlo’s task performance framework, as revisited by Campbell and Wiernik (2021), suggests that sustained high task performance under pressure may not be indefinitely sustainable without adequate organizational support.

Overall, the results demonstrate that non-teaching personnel at PRMSU exhibit consistently high task performance, underscoring their critical role in supporting institutional operations. Nonetheless, the slight disparity in workload efficiency highlights the need for interventions that improve workload distribution and process optimization to ensure that high performance is maintained without compromising employee well-being.

4.2 Contextual Performance 
Table 11 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents of the non-teaching respondents’ extent of job performance in terms of contextual performance. The overall weighted mean of 3.40, interpreted as Always, indicates that respondents consistently demonstrate behaviors that go beyond formal job requirements and contribute positively to the organizational environment. Among the indicators, “I cooperate effectively with my colleagues” obtained the highest mean (M = 3.53), ranking first, followed by “I actively contribute to a positive workplace atmosphere” (M = 3.47) and “I take initiative in solving work-related issues” (M = 3.40). The lowest-rated item, though still interpreted as Always, was “I volunteer for tasks that are not required but benefit the team” (M = 3.26).

Table 11. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Extent of Job Performance in Terms of Contextual Performance
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. I take initiative in solving work-related issues.
	3.40
	Always
	3

	2. I help colleagues when they have a heavy workload.
	3.35
	Always
	4

	3. I volunteer for tasks that are not required but benefit the team.
	3.26
	Always
	5

	4. I actively contribute to a positive workplace atmosphere.
	3.47
	Always
	2

	5. I cooperate effectively with my colleagues.
	3.53
	Always
	1

	Weighted Mean
	3.40
	Always
	



These findings suggest that non-teaching personnel exhibit strong interpersonal cooperation, teamwork, and organizational citizenship behaviors, which are essential for the smooth functioning of higher education institutions. High levels of cooperation and positive workplace engagement indicate a supportive work culture where employees prioritize collective goals alongside individual responsibilities. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff (2020) emphasized that contextual performance enhances organizational effectiveness by strengthening social and psychological conditions that support task execution.

The prominence of cooperative behavior reflects the collaborative nature of administrative work in universities, where interdependence among offices is necessary to meet institutional demands. Kim and Park (2021) found that administrative staff who demonstrate high contextual performance contribute significantly to service quality and operational efficiency, particularly in public sector organizations where teamwork compensates for limited resources.

Although volunteering for non-mandatory tasks ranked lowest, its continued classification as Always suggests that respondents still engage in discretionary behaviors, albeit selectively. This may reflect adaptive boundary-setting, where employees balance willingness to help with the need to manage workload and avoid excessive role strain. Bolino, Klotz, Turnley, and Harvey (2022) noted that while contextual performance is beneficial, excessive engagement in extra-role behaviors may increase the risk of work overload if not supported by appropriate organizational structures.

Overall, the consistently high level of contextual performance among non-teaching personnel at PRMSU underscores their commitment to institutional values, collegiality, and shared responsibility. These behaviors play a crucial role in sustaining organizational resilience, particularly in environments characterized by increasing administrative complexity and resource constraints. However, maintaining such performance requires continued organizational support to ensure that discretionary efforts do not inadvertently contribute to role strain or job stress.

4.3 Counterproductive Work Behavior
Table 12 presents the mean scores and descriptive equivalents of the non-teaching respondents’ extent of job performance in terms of counterproductive work behavior (CWB). The overall weighted mean of 1.36, interpreted as Never, indicates that respondents rarely to never engage in behaviors that could harm organizational functioning or workplace relationships. Among the indicators, “I waste time at work instead of completing tasks” obtained the highest mean (M = 1.41), followed by “I frequently complain about my job or organization” (M = 1.38) and “I ignore workplace rules and policies” (M = 1.37). The lowest mean was recorded for “I neglect my job responsibilities” (M = 1.27), suggesting a strong sense of accountability among respondents.

Table 12. Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Extent of Job Performance in Terms of Counterproductive Work Behavior
	Statement
	Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	1. I waste time at work instead of completing tasks. 
	1.41
	Never
	1

	2. I ignore workplace rules and policies. 
	1.37
	Never
	3

	3. I engage in arguments or conflicts with colleagues.
	1.36
	Never
	4

	4. I neglect my job responsibilities. 
	1.27
	Never
	5

	5. I frequently complain about my job or organization.
	1.38
	Never
	2

	Weighted Mean
	1.36
	Never
	



These findings demonstrate that counterproductive behaviors are largely absent among non-teaching personnel, reflecting high levels of professionalism, ethical conduct, and organizational commitment. In public higher education institutions, administrative staff play a critical role in sustaining daily operations; thus, adherence to rules, efficient use of work time, and responsible task execution are essential. Spector, Fox, and Domagalski (2021) emphasized that low levels of CWB are often associated with strong normative commitment, perceived fairness, and stable employment conditions—characteristics commonly found in public sector organizations.

The minimal engagement in CWB may also be attributed to clearly defined performance standards and accountability systems, such as formal evaluation mechanisms and civil service regulations. Bennett, Marasi, and Locklear (2020) noted that when employees perceive organizational procedures as transparent and fair, they are less likely to engage in deviant or withdrawal behaviors. This is particularly relevant in state universities, where compliance with institutional policies is closely monitored and reinforced.

Despite the presence of moderate work overload and job stress identified in earlier findings, the absence of counterproductive behavior suggests that respondents employ adaptive coping strategies rather than maladaptive responses. Hershcovis, Ogunfowora, Reich, and Christie (2020) argued that employees with strong professional identity and public service motivation are more inclined to channel stress into task-focused behavior rather than engage in actions that could jeopardize their roles or organizational standing.

Overall, the results indicate that non-teaching personnel at PRMSU maintain consistently positive work behavior, even under demanding conditions. This highlights their resilience and commitment to institutional values. However, sustaining this favorable behavioral climate requires continuous organizational support, ethical leadership, and workload management to ensure that prolonged stress does not eventually translate into withdrawal or deviant behaviors.

Summary of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Extent of Job Performance
Table 13 presents the overall weighted mean and descriptive equivalents of the non-teaching respondents’ extent of job performance, synthesizing task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive work behavior. The respondents demonstrated consistently high performance in task performance (M = 3.44, Always) and contextual performance (M = 3.40, Always), while reporting minimal engagement in counterproductive work behavior (M = 1.36, Never). The grand weighted mean of 2.73 falls within the descriptive interpretation of Often, suggesting that non-teaching personnel consistently meet job expectations while rarely exhibiting behaviors that hinder organizational efficiency.

Table 13. Summary of the Weighted Mean and Descriptive Equivalent of the Non-Teaching Respondents’ Extent of Job Performance
	Non-Teaching Respondents’ Extent of Job Performance
	Weighted Mean
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Rank

	Task Performance
	3.44
	Always
	1

	Contextual Performance 
	3.40
	Always
	2

	Counterproductive Work Behavior
	1.36
	Never
	3

	Overall Weighted Mean
	2.73
	Often
	



High task performance indicates that personnel efficiently complete duties, plan work to meet deadlines, and apply expertise to problem-solving. Similarly, elevated contextual performance reflects active cooperation, initiative, and contribution to a positive workplace climate. Conversely, the minimal levels of counterproductive work behavior suggest strong ethical conduct, adherence to institutional rules, and commitment to organizational goals. These results align with findings by Tran, Pham, and Hoang (2022), who reported that public sector administrative staff maintain high task and contextual performance while displaying low levels of CWB due to structured accountability systems, institutionalized norms, and role clarity.

The data suggest that despite moderate perceptions of work overload and job stress identified in earlier tables, non-teaching personnel sustain reliable performance outcomes. This reflects adaptive coping strategies, professional dedication, and intrinsic motivation, which enable employees to maintain high output and organizational citizenship behaviors even under moderate pressure. Zhao, Chen, and Liu (2021) highlighted that employees who perceive their roles as meaningful and supported by clear expectations are less likely to engage in deviant behavior and more likely to sustain consistent task and contextual performance.

Moreover, the slight gap between Always in task and contextual performance and the grand mean of Often underscores that, while performance is strong, there is potential for improvement in workload management and resource support to further enhance efficiency and job satisfaction. Addressing workload distribution, providing technical and administrative support, and reinforcing recognition systems can help sustain high performance and prevent long-term strain (Kim & Lee, 2023).

Overall, the findings suggest that non-teaching personnel at PRMSU play a critical role in institutional functionality, consistently executing their duties, supporting colleagues, and upholding professional standards. Their performance provides a foundation for operational continuity, highlighting the importance of maintaining supportive work environments, equitable task allocation, and organizational strategies that reinforce both employee well-being and institutional effectiveness.

[bookmark: _Hlk201688773]5. Relationships Between Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Work Overload & Role Strain and Their Job Stress, and Between Work Overload & Role Strain and the Extent of Their Job Performance

Table 14 presents the Pearson correlation results examining the relationships between non-teaching respondents’ work overload and role strain, job stress, and job performance. The results indicate a high positive relationship between work overload and role strain and job stress (r = .861, p < .01), and a moderate negative relationship between work overload and role strain and job performance (r = –.550, p < .01).

Table 14. Pearson r to Test the Significant Relationships Between Non-Teaching Respondents’ Level of Agreement on Work Overload & Role Strain and Their Job Stress, and  Between Work Overload & Role Strain and the Extent of Their Job Performance
	
	Work Overload and Role Strain
	Interpretation

	Job Stress
	Pearson Correlation
	.861**
	Significant High Positive Relationship

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	

	
	N
	131
	

	Job Performance
	Pearson Correlation
	-.550**
	Significant Moderate Negative Relationship

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.004
	

	
	N
	131
	

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



The strong positive correlation with job stress suggests that as non-teaching personnel experience greater workloads, conflicting responsibilities, and role ambiguity, their stress levels rise substantially. High demands, overlapping tasks, and unclear expectations create psychological strain, particularly during peak operational periods such as enrollment, budgeting, or reporting deadlines. This aligns with the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) theory, which posits that excessive job demands are primary drivers of employee stress and can deplete personal resources, leading to burnout and reduced well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 2021). Recent studies in the Philippine context support this finding: Garcia and Santos (2023) reported that administrative staff in state universities with high workloads and ambiguous responsibilities experienced elevated stress levels, highlighting the critical need for workload management, clear role definitions, and institutional support structures.

Conversely, the moderate negative correlation with job performance indicates that increasing work overload and role strain moderately diminish employees’ ability to perform effectively. Excessive demands and conflicting expectations can impair cognitive functioning, reduce focus, and limit task completion, ultimately affecting both task and contextual performance. This is consistent with findings by Estrellado and Cariaga (2022), who observed that non-teaching personnel in Philippine higher education institutions experienced lower effectiveness and engagement under high work strain. Moreover, Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2020) emphasized that job performance declines when employees lack autonomy, clarity, and organizational support, reinforcing the detrimental impact of role ambiguity and overload on institutional productivity.

Taken together, these findings underscore the dual impact of work overload and role strain on administrative personnel: while they elevate stress levels significantly, they also hinder optimal performance. The results highlight the need for targeted institutional interventions, such as structured workload distribution, regular performance monitoring, role clarification, and provision of support resources, to maintain employee well-being and ensure consistent job performance. Implementing these measures can mitigate the negative consequences of role strain, reduce stress, and promote sustainable productivity among non-teaching personnel.


CONCLUSION
This study concludes that the respondents—predominantly female, middle-aged, bachelor’s degree holders, assigned to PRMSU Iba, holding Administrative Aide positions, and with an average of nine years in service—demonstrated very satisfactory performance based on their 2024 Individual Performance Commitment and Review. Despite this, respondents generally agreed that they experienced work overload and role strain, particularly in terms of workload, role conflict, and unfulfilled commitments. They also agreed that they experienced job stress related to time pressure and work stress, although burnout was generally not perceived. Job performance remained consistently high, with task and contextual performance reported as “always” manifested and counterproductive work behavior as “never” observed.

Findings further indicate that demographic variables such as sex, age, and years in service did not significantly influence most dimensions of work overload and job stress. In contrast, highest educational attainment, place of assignment, and current position emerged as significant differentiating factors across several workload and stress dimensions. Job performance did not significantly differ across most profile variables, except for place of assignment.

Importantly, the study established a high positive relationship between work overload/role strain and job stress, and a moderate negative relationship between work overload/role strain and job performance. These findings underscore the need for a structured intervention plan focusing on workload management, stress reduction, and performance support to sustain employee well-being and effectiveness at PRMSU.

Based on the study’s conclusions, the University may implement structured career development programs, including opportunities for graduate studies, skills upgrading, and lateral advancement, to enhance employee motivation and performance. Sustaining performance monitoring and feedback mechanisms, along with institutionalized recognition and reward systems, may further reinforce high levels of task and contextual performance.

To address work overload and role strain, the University may consider redistributing workloads, hiring additional support staff, and adopting technology-driven solutions, supported by clear role definitions and regular consultations. Proactive stress management initiatives—such as time management training, mental wellness programs, flexible work arrangements, and access to counseling services—may help mitigate job stress and prevent burnout.

Finally, administrators are encouraged to adopt the proposed intervention plan and establish regular monitoring of workload and stress indicators, ensuring that interventions are responsive to campus-specific needs and support sustained job performance among non-teaching personnel of President Ramon Magsaysay State University.
Top of Form
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