Work-Life Balance and Performance Outcomes in Higher Education Institutions in Metro Manila

Dr. Jeffrey B. Villena 
Graduate School 
Eulogio “Amang” Rodriguez Institute of Science and Technology, Manila, Philippines.
Email: jeffvill263@gmail.com

Abstract
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	This study examines work-life balance and performance outcomes among employees in selected Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in Metro Manila, focusing on faculty, non-academic staff, and school administrators. The research aims to examine how workload distribution, institutional support, and organizational practices influence employee well-being and performance, as well as to identify challenges affecting workplace effectiveness. A mixed-methods design was employed, using structured surveys with 192 respondents (28 school administrators, 103 faculty, 61 non-academic staff) and semi-structured interviews to capture both quantitative trends and qualitative insights.
	Results indicate that employees generally perceive work-life balance and performance outcomes as favorable. The highest-rated aspects were manageable workload distribution, access to adequate resources, and timely completion of tasks, reflecting a strong sense of commitment, competence, and professionalism. Faculty reported higher exposure to challenges related to workload pressures and balancing professional and personal responsibilities. Correlation analysis revealed a moderate, statistically significant relationship between work-life balance and performance outcomes (r = 0.503, p < .0001), highlighting the importance of supportive work conditions in sustaining productivity and institutional effectiveness. Key challenges identified include excessive workload, limited flexibility in schedules, inconsistent supervisory support, and occasional delays or inefficiencies in outputs.
	Based on these findings, HEIs may consider interventions such as realigning workloads, implementing flexible work arrangements, enhancing supervisory support, strengthening institutional policies, and providing continuous professional development. These strategies aim to optimize employee well-being, reinforce performance outcomes, and contribute to long-term organizational sustainability.
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1.  Introduction

The success of higher education institutions (HEIs) depends not only on academic excellence and institutional achievements but also on the well‑being and performance of the people who drive them. In HEIs, faculty deliver instruction, engage in research, and contribute to community partnerships, while non‑academic staff administer critical academic support functions, information systems, student services, and operational logistics. Together with school administrators, these employees sustain the daily functioning and strategic advancement of universities and colleges. Despite the centrality of human resources to institutional effectiveness, contemporary discussions often prioritize student outcomes, academic rankings, and research output, while overlooking the conditions that shape workplace experiences for employees. Balanced workloads, supportive organizational practices, and employee well‑being are essential not only for individual health and job satisfaction but also for achieving high performance outcomes. In the context of dynamic workplace demands, globalization pressures, and evolving roles in education, the interplay between work‑life balance and performance outcomes is emerging as a critical area of inquiry in organizational and higher education research.
The primary reason for conducting this study is to examine the challenges faced by faculty and non‑academic staff in sustaining well‑being and high performance amid increasing workloads, intensified performance expectations, and constrained institutional resources. In the Philippine context, HEIs play a critical role in national development by expanding access to quality education, preparing skilled graduates, and advancing research and innovation. However, many institutions encounter issues such as low morale, burnout, high turnover, and inconsistent performance outcomes challenges often rooted in inadequate attention to workplace conditions that affect both academic and support personnel. By investigating work‑life balance and its connection to performance outcomes, this study seeks to provide evidence‑based insights that will inform HEI leaders, policymakers, and human resource practitioners in designing healthier, more sustainable work environments. Enhancing work‑life balance is not only a matter of employee welfare but also a strategic imperative that strengthens performance outcomes, boosts institutional sustainability, and contributes meaningfully to the broader goals of national education development.
Metro Manila was chosen as the study site because it serves as the Philippines’ primary educational hub, hosting a concentration of HEIs with diverse student populations, organizational structures, and workplace cultures. The insights derived from HEIs in Metro Manila offer a valuable basis for understanding broader trends, challenges, and best practices in the Philippine higher education landscape.
To frame this study, the research draws on Self‑Determination Theory (SDT) (Ryan & Deci, 2017; Chen et al., 2021), a widely validated and contemporary theoretical lens for examining how workplace conditions influence employees’ motivation, well‑being, and performance. SDT posits that individuals thrive when their psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness are supported by their work environment. In organizational settings, supportive practices that foster autonomy, provide meaningful resources, and encourage social connection enhance employees’ intrinsic motivation, engagement, and overall performance outcomes. In the context of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), this suggests that work-life balance initiatives including equitable workload distribution, flexible arrangements, supportive supervision, and access to institutional resources can strengthen employees’ sense of autonomy, competence, and relatedness, thereby positively influencing their performance outcomes. By applying Self‑Determination Theory, this study examines how the work-life balance experiences of school administrators, faculty, and non-academic staff relate to performance outcomes in Higher Education Institutions in Metro Manila.

2. Methodology
		The study on Work-Life Balance and Performance Outcomes in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in Metro Manila employed a mixed-methods research design, combining quantitative and qualitative approaches to generate a comprehensive understanding of employees’ perceptions. The quantitative component utilized structured surveys to collect measurable data on work-life balance practices, workload distribution, institutional support, and performance outcomes. The qualitative component consisted of semi-structured interviews designed to capture deeper insights into employees’ lived experiences, perceptions of workplace conditions, and contextual factors influencing performance.
		Purposive sampling was used to select 192 respondents, consisting of 28 School Administrators, 103 Faculty, and 61 Non-Academic Staff from selected HEIs in Metro Manila. Guided by principles of stratified sampling, the population was divided into administrative, academic, and non-academic staff strata to ensure adequate representation across employee groups and to improve the reliability and precision of comparisons. Purposive sampling was deemed appropriate because it allows the deliberate selection of participants who possess specific characteristics relevant to the study’s objectives, particularly when resources are limited and the emphasis is on depth of understanding (Ahmad & Wilkins, 2025; Memon, Thurasamy, Ting, & Cheah, 2025; Palinkas et al., 2015).
		Data were collected using a combination of survey questionnaires and semi-structured interviews to ensure both breadth and depth of interpretation. The survey instrument included closed-ended questions and Likert-scale items assessing workload balance, availability of resources, administrative support, workplace relationships, opportunities for professional growth, and performance outcomes. Each item was explicitly linked to either the work-life balance or performance outcomes variable, allowing for precise analysis of trends across employee groups (Creswell & Creswell, 2025).
		Semi-structured interviews were conducted with selected faculty and non-academic staff, guided by an interview protocol aligned with the study variables. Interviews explored perceived strengths and weaknesses of the institutional work environment, sources of stress and satisfaction, adaptability to changing demands, and suggested improvements. Triangulation was achieved by comparing survey patterns with interview themes, enhancing the credibility and validity of findings.
		In analyzing survey results, researchers noted an overwhelmingly positive response pattern, which may indicate ceiling effects or social desirability bias. To improve future data accuracy and sensitivity, the study recommends expanding the Likert scale to provide a wider range of response options, incorporating reverse-coded items to reduce acquiescence bias, and developing behaviorally specific indicators to better capture subtle variations in employees’ perceptions of work-life balance and performance outcomes (Conway & Lance, 2010; DeVellis, 2017).

3. Results and Discussion

[bookmark: _Hlk202962777]1. How do the School Administrators, Faculty and Non-Academic Staff assess the work-life balance in Higher Educations Institutions in Metro Manila? 

Table 1 
Assessment of Work Life Balance in Higher Educations Institutions in Metro Manila
	Indicators
	School Administrators
	Faculty
	Non-Academic Staff
	Composite Mean
	Rank

	
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	

	1. Workload is distributed in a way that employees can accomplish tasks without excessive stress. 
	4.40
	HE
	4.80
	HE
	4.30
	HE
	4.50
	HE
	1

	2. Employees have sufficient time to attend to personal and family responsibilities. 
	3.80
	E
	4.40
	HE
	3.50
	E
	3.90
	E
	5

	3. Opportunities to take breaks, personal leave, or rest are consistently provided. 
	3.80
	E
	4.20
	HE
	4.08
	E
	4.03
	E
	3

	4. Flexible working arrangements or schedules are available to support employee needs. 
	3.60
	E
	3.80
	E
	4.14
	E
	3.85
	E
	6

	5. Employees are able to maintain a balance between work duties and personal life. 
	3.40
	E
	4.00
	E
	3.36
	ME
	3.59
	E
	8

	6. Job responsibilities do not excessively interfere with employees’ personal time. 
	4.00
	E
	3.00
	ME
	3.68
	E
	3.56
	E
	9

	7. Supervisors and administrators actively provide support to manage work-related stress. 
	3.20
	ME
	4.40
	HE
	3.62
	E
	3.74
	E
	7

	8. Adequate resources, tools, and assistance are available to complete tasks effectively. 
	4.00
	E
	4.00
	E
	4.2
	HE
	4.07
	E
	2

	9. Employees have control or autonomy over scheduling and prioritizing their work.
	4.00
	E
	4.00
	E
	3.86
	E
	3.95
	E
	4

	10. Institutional policies and programs clearly promote and support a healthy work-life balance.
	3.80
	E
	2.20
	LE
	3.28
	ME
	3.09
	ME
	10

	Overall Mean
	3.80
	E
	3.88
	E
	3.80
	E
	3.83
	E
	


Legend:
	[bookmark: _Hlk225323492]Scale
	Range
	Verbal Interpretation
	Symbol

	5
	4.20 – 5.00
	Highly Evident
	HE

	4
	3.40 – 4.19
	Evident
	E

	3
	2.60 – 3.39
	Moderately Evident
	ME

	2
	1.80 – 2.59
	Least Evident
	LE

	1
	1.00 – 1.79
	Not Evident
	NE



	




	As presented in Table 1, the assessment of Work-Life Balance in selected Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in Metro Manila reveals that the three groups of respondents School Administrators, Faculty, and Non-Academic Staff generally perceived the institution’s work-life practices as favorable. The indicator “Workload is distributed in a way that employees can accomplish tasks without excessive stress” obtained the highest composite mean of 4.50, interpreted as Highly Evident (HE). This suggests that respondents across all employee groups generally agree that workload distribution supports task completion without undue stress.
	The next highest-rated indicator, “Adequate resources, tools, and assistance are available to complete tasks effectively,” garnered a composite mean of 4.07, interpreted as Evident (E). This indicates that while employees recognize the availability of resources to facilitate their work, there is room for improvement to fully optimize work processes. Similarly, “Opportunities to take breaks, personal leave, or rest are consistently provided” received a composite mean of 4.03 (E), reflecting a generally favorable perception of institutional support for rest and recuperation.
	On the other hand, the lowest-rated indicator, “Institutional policies and programs clearly promote and support a healthy work-life balance,” obtained a composite mean of 3.09, interpreted as Moderately Evident (ME). This points to concerns regarding formal policies or programs explicitly supporting work-life balance, suggesting a need for clearer institutional frameworks or initiatives. Other indicators, such as “Employees are able to maintain a balance between work duties and personal life” and “Job responsibilities do not excessively interfere with employees’ personal time,” also received moderate scores, indicating that while some support exists, employees may still experience challenges in achieving consistent work-life balance.
	Overall, the general assessment of work-life balance practices yielded a composite mean of 3.83, interpreted as Evident (E). This shows that while HEIs in Metro Manila provide several mechanisms that promote work-life balance, there is potential to strengthen institutional policies, flexible arrangements, and support systems to further enhance employee well-being. The findings underscore the importance of targeted interventions to improve work-life balance, which can, in turn, positively influence performance outcomes, employee satisfaction, and overall institutional effectiveness.
These findings are supported by recent studies emphasizing the importance of work-life balance in organizational settings. Allen et al. (2021) highlighted that effective workload management and supportive work environments significantly reduce employee stress and improve well-being. Similarly, Deery & Jago (2022) found that organizational support systems, including flexible work arrangements and access to resources, play a crucial role in enhancing employee satisfaction and performance. In the context of higher education, García-González et al. (2023) reported that faculty and staff who experience balanced workloads and institutional support demonstrate higher levels of engagement and productivity. Moreover, Haar et al. (2021) emphasized that work-life balance practices, when consistently implemented, lead to improved job satisfaction and reduced burnout across different employee groups.

2. Is there a significant difference in the assessment of the three groups of respondents of the Work-life Balance in Higher Education Institutions in Metro Manila?

Table 2
[bookmark: _Hlk225331722]Test of Significant Difference in the Assessment of the Work-Life Balance Among School Administrators, Faculty and Non-Academic Staff in Higher Education Institutions in Metro Manila
	Variable
	Group
	Mean
	F-value
	p-value
	Decision
	Interpretation

	Work-Life Balance
	School Administrators
	3.80
	0.330

	0.968
	Fail to 
Reject 

	Not 
Significant


	
	Faculty
	3.88
	
	
	
	

	
	Non-Academic Staff
	3.80

	
	
	
	


Note: ANOVA was used with df = 2, 57 at a 0.05 level of significance

	As shown in Table 2, the assessment of Work-Life Balance among School Administrators (mean = 3.80), Faculty (mean = 3.88), and Non-Academic Staff (mean = 3.80) in Higher Education Institutions in Metro Manila yielded an F-value of 0.330 and a p-value of 0.968. Since the p-value exceeds the 0.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis is not rejected, indicating that there is no significant difference in the perception of work-life balance among the three groups of respondents.
	The minimal differences in mean scores suggest a shared perception of work-life balance across all employee groups, with all means falling within the “Evident” range. This uniformity may reflect the consistent application of work-life balance practices and institutional support mechanisms across administrative, academic, and non-academic units. Such consistency indicates that policies related to workload distribution, access to resources, flexible arrangements, and managerial support are perceived similarly, regardless of job role.
	Overall, these findings demonstrate that employees at different organizational levels experience comparable work-life balance conditions, suggesting that the selected HEIs have established effective practices that support employee well-being across all levels of the institution.
These findings are supported by recent studies highlighting the consistency of employee perceptions when organizational systems are uniformly implemented. Kossek & Lee (2022) emphasized that integrated work-life balance strategies create shared experiences among employees by standardizing access to flexibility and support across roles. Similarly, Fan et al (2023) found that when institutions adopt inclusive work-life policies, differences in employee perceptions across hierarchical levels tend to diminish. In the academic setting, Tremblay & Demers (2022) reported that faculty and administrative staff exhibit similar levels of work-life balance satisfaction when institutional policies are consistently enforced. Furthermore, Ojo et al (2023) highlighted that organizational equity in workload and support systems leads to uniform perceptions of well-being, regardless of employees’ position or function.

3. How do the three groups of respondents assess the Performance Outcomes in selected Higher Education Institutions in Manila?

Table 3
Assessment of Performance Outcomes in Higher Education Institutions in Metro Manila
	Indicators
	School Administrators
	Faculty
	Non-Academic Staff
	Composite Mean
	Rank

	
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	

	1. Tasks and responsibilities are completed accurately and efficiently by employees. 
	4.00
	E
	4.40
	HE
	4.30
	HE
	4.23
	HE
	2.5

	2. Work outputs consistently meet the institution’s quality standards. 
	3.60
	E
	3.40
	E
	3.58
	E
	3.53
	E
	9

	3. Deadlines for reports, projects, and assignments are regularly met. 
	4.60
	HE
	4.20
	HE
	4.44
	HE
	4.41
	HE
	1

	4. Employees demonstrate effective problem-solving and decision-making skills. 
	4.20
	HE
	3.40
	E
	3.96
	E
	3.85
	E
	6

	5. Collaboration and teamwork among faculty and staff are evident. 
	3.60
	E
	4.20
	HE
	4.42
	HE
	4.07
	E
	5

	6. Employees contribute ideas and innovations to improve work processes. 
	4.00
	E
	4.40
	HE
	4.30
	HE
	4.23
	HE
	2.5

	7. Staff and faculty actively support the achievement of institutional goals. 
	3.20
	ME
	3.40
	E
	3.76
	E
	3.45
	E
	10

	8. Monitoring and feedback mechanisms for performance are consistently implemented. 
	3.60
	E
	3.60
	E
	3.72
	E
	3.64
	E
	8

	9. Employees maintain professionalism, ethical conduct, and accountability in all work activities. 
	4.00
	E
	4.00
	E
	4.34
	HE
	4.11
	E
	4

	10. Institutional outcomes, such as student satisfaction, program completion rates, and service efficiency, reflect the quality of employee performance.
	3.60
	E
	3.20
	ME
	4.16
	E
	3.65
	E
	7

	Overall Mean
	3.84
	E
	3.82
	E
	4.10
	E
	3.92
	E
	



	As presented in Table 3, the assessment of Performance Outcomes in selected Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in Metro Manila reveals that the three groups of respondents School Administrators, Faculty, and Non-Academic Staff generally perceived employee performance as favorable. The indicator “Deadlines for reports, projects, and assignments are regularly met” obtained the highest composite mean of 4.41, interpreted as Highly Evident (HE). This indicates that employees consistently demonstrate timeliness and efficiency in completing assigned tasks, reflecting a strong commitment to meeting institutional expectations.
	The next highest-rated indicators, “Tasks and responsibilities are completed accurately and efficiently by employees” and “Employees contribute ideas and innovations to improve work processes,” both garnered a composite mean of 4.23, interpreted as Highly Evident (HE). These findings suggest that employees not only perform their duties effectively but also actively engage in innovation and continuous improvement. Additionally, “Employees maintain professionalism, ethical conduct, and accountability in all work activities” received a composite mean of 4.11, interpreted as Evident (E), indicating that ethical standards and accountability are consistently observed across the institution.
	On the other hand, the lowest-rated indicator, “Staff and faculty actively support the achievement of institutional goals,” obtained a composite mean of 3.45, interpreted as Evident (E). This suggests that while employees contribute to institutional objectives, there may be varying levels of engagement or alignment with organizational goals. Similarly, “Work outputs consistently meet the institution’s quality standards” received a composite mean of 3.53 (E), indicating that although quality standards are generally met, there is still room for improvement in ensuring consistent excellence across all outputs. Other indicators, such as monitoring and feedback mechanisms and institutional outcomes, also received moderate ratings, reflecting opportunities to further strengthen performance management systems.
	Overall, the general assessment of performance outcomes yielded a composite mean of 3.92, interpreted as Evident (E). This indicates that employees in HEIs in Metro Manila demonstrate a satisfactory level of performance in terms of efficiency, quality of work, collaboration, and professionalism. However, the findings also highlight the need to enhance institutional strategies related to performance monitoring, alignment with organizational goals, and continuous quality improvement. Strengthening these areas can further elevate employee performance and contribute to improved institutional effectiveness and service delivery.
	These findings are supported by recent studies emphasizing the role of organizational practices in shaping performance outcomes. Campbell & Wiernik (2021) emphasized that employee performance is strongly influenced by task proficiency, adaptability, and contextual behaviors such as teamwork and initiative. Similarly, Pulakos et al. (2022) highlighted that timely feedback, performance monitoring, and clear expectations are critical in sustaining high levels of employee performance. In the context of higher education, Shin & Jung (2023) found that faculty and staff performance improve when institutions promote collaboration, innovation, and accountability. Furthermore, Budhwar et al. (2022) noted that employee engagement and alignment with organizational goals are essential drivers of sustained performance and institutional success.

4. Is there a significant relationship between the work-life balance and performance outcomes? 

Table 4
Test of Significant Relationship Between Work-Life Balance and Performance Outcomes 
	Variables
	r-value
	Strength of Relationship
	p-value
	Decision
	Interpretation

	Work-Life Balance and Performance Outcomes
	0.503
	Moderation Correlation
	<.0001
	Fail to Reject 
	Not Significant


Note: Note: The statistical test used was the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient. If the p-value is less than the level of significance, reject the null hypothesis( H_o). Otherwise, fail to reject the null hypothesis ( H_o). 

Legend:	
	Range
	Verbal Interpretation
	Symbol

	0.80 – 0.99 
	Very High Correlation 
	VHC

	0.60 – 0.79 
	High Correlation 
	HC

	0.40 – 0.59 
	Moderate Correlation 
	MC

	0.10 – 0.39 
	Low Correlation 
	LC

	0.01 – 0.09 
	Negligible Correlation 
	NC





	

	

	As presented in Table 4, the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient yielded an r-value of 0.503, which indicates a moderate positive correlation between Work-Life Balance and Performance Outcomes. This suggests that as employees experience improved work-life balance such as flexible work arrangements, manageable workloads, and sufficient time for personal responsibilities there is a corresponding improvement in their performance outcomes, including productivity, efficiency, and quality of work.
	The computed p-value of less than .0001 is significantly lower than the 0.05 level of significance, leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a statistically significant relationship between work-life balance and performance outcomes.
	This finding highlights that work-life balance is an important factor influencing employee performance in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). When employees are able to effectively balance their professional and personal responsibilities, they are more likely to demonstrate higher levels of engagement, motivation, and overall effectiveness in their roles.
	These findings are supported by recent studies. A study by Ariasari & Tjahjono (2024) found that work-life balance is a critical factor in enhancing employee satisfaction and engagement, which directly contributes to improved organizational performance. Similarly, Inegbedion (2024) reported that work-life balance significantly influences employee commitment, which in turn affects performance and organizational outcomes. In the context of higher education, Pateña (2024) emphasized that work-life balance among faculty and staff is closely linked to productivity and institutional effectiveness, particularly when supported by appropriate organizational frameworks.
	Furthermore, recent empirical research by Salleh & Abas (2025) confirmed a positive relationship between work-life balance and perceived job performance among employees, reinforcing the idea that balanced work conditions enhance productivity and efficiency. In addition, Maraqa et al. (2025) highlighted that work-life balance plays a significant role in overall organizational effectiveness, further supporting its impact on performance outcomes across different sectors.

5. What are the problems encountered relative to the work-life balance and performance outcomes?

Table 5
Assessment of Problems Encountered Relative to the Work-Life Balance and Performance Outcomes
	Indicators
	School Administrators
	Faculty
	Non-Academic Staff
	Composite Mean
	Rank

	
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	WM
	VI
	

	1. Difficulties arise in problem-solving and decision-making processes.
	2.60
	ME
	2.80
	ME
	3.24
	ME
	2.88
	ME
	9

	2. Opportunities for breaks, personal leave, or rest are insufficient or inconsistently provided.
	2.60
	ME
	3.80
	E
	3.00
	ME
	3.13
	ME
	6

	3. Supervisory and administrative support in managing work-related stress is limited or delayed.
	2.40
	LE
	3.20
	ME
	3.14
	ME
	2.91
	ME
	8

	4. Errors and inefficiencies occur in the completion of tasks and responsibilities.
	2.40
	LE
	3.80
	E
	3.30
	ME
	3.17
	ME
	5

	5. Work demands limit the time available for personal and family responsibilities.
	2.80
	ME
	4.00
	E
	3.24
	ME
	3.35
	ME
	2

	6. Work outputs fall below the expected quality standards of the institution.
	2.20
	LE
	4.20
	HE
	3.12
	ME
	3.17
	ME
	4

	7. Collaboration and teamwork among faculty and staff are inconsistent or ineffective.
	2.20
	LE
	3.20
	ME
	3.00
	ME
	2.80
	ME
	10

	8. Workload distribution leads to excessive stress and difficulty in completing tasks within required timelines.
	2.60
	ME
	4.20
	HE
	3.38
	ME
	3.39
	ME
	1

	9. Delays occur in meeting deadlines for reports, projects, and assignments.
	2.80
	ME
	3.80
	E
	3.34
	ME
	3.31
	ME
	3

	10. Flexible working arrangements or schedules are inadequate to address employee needs.
	2.60
	ME
	3.60
	E
	2.96
	ME
	3.05
	ME
	7

	Overall Mean
	2.52
	LE
	3.66
	E
	3.17
	ME
	3.12
	ME
	


Legend:
	Scale
5
	Range
4.20 – 5.00
	Verbal Interpretation
Highly Encountered
	Symbol
HE

	4
	3.40 – 4.19
	Encountered
	E

	3
	2.60 – 3.39
	Moderately Encountered
	ME

	2
	1.80 – 2.59
	Least Encountered
	LE

	1
	1.00 – 1.79
	Not Encountered
	NE



	As presented in Table 5, the assessment of problems encountered relative to Work-Life Balance and Performance Outcomes in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in Metro Manila reveals that the three groups of respondents—School Administrators, Faculty, and Non-Academic Staff generally experienced these issues to a moderate extent. The overall composite mean of 3.12, interpreted as Moderately Encountered (ME), indicates that while the identified problems are not severe, they are consistently present and may influence employee well-being and performance outcomes.
	The most prominent problem, ranked first, is “Workload distribution leads to excessive stress and difficulty in completing tasks within required timelines,” with a composite mean of 3.39 (ME). This highlights that workload pressure remains a primary concern and contributes to stress, reduced efficiency, and challenges in maintaining work-life balance. Closely following is “Work demands limit the time available for personal and family responsibilities,” ranked second with a composite mean of 3.35 (ME), indicating difficulty in balancing professional and personal obligations.
	The third-ranked problem, “Delays occur in meeting deadlines for reports, projects, and assignments,” obtained a composite mean of 3.31 (ME), reflecting the impact of workload and time constraints on timely task completion. “Work outputs fall below expected quality standards” and “Errors and inefficiencies in task completion” ranked fourth and fifth (3.17, ME), suggesting that performance outcomes are affected by workload pressures and limited support mechanisms.
	Mid-level concerns include “Opportunities for breaks, personal leave, or rest are insufficient or inconsistently provided” (3.13, ME) and “Flexible working arrangements or schedules are inadequate to address employee needs” (3.05, ME). These findings indicate that while some support mechanisms exist, improvements are needed to enhance employee well-being and workplace flexibility.
	The least encountered problems include “Supervisory and administrative support in managing work-related stress is limited or delayed” (2.91, ME), “Difficulties in problem-solving and decision-making” (2.88, ME), and “Collaboration and teamwork among faculty and staff are inconsistent or ineffective” (2.80, ME). Although less frequent, these issues require attention to strengthen organizational effectiveness and teamwork.
	Group-level analysis shows that Faculty (3.66, Encountered) reported higher levels of problems compared to Non-Academic Staff (3.17, ME) and School Administrators (2.52, LE), indicating that faculty experience greater exposure to workload pressures and performance demands.
	Overall, the findings indicate that problems in HEIs in Metro Manila are largely associated with workload, time constraints, and performance outcomes. Their consistent presence underscores the need for targeted interventions in workload management, flexible work arrangements, and performance support systems to improve employee well-being, enhance productivity, and strengthen institutional effectiveness.

Interview Results

	The interviews with selected school administrators, faculty members, and non-academic staff provided rich qualitative insights into work-life balance and performance outcomes in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in Metro Manila. Participants consistently emphasized that employees demonstrate strong commitment to their roles, particularly in meeting deadlines, completing assigned tasks, and maintaining professionalism. Faculty members described themselves as “dedicated to fulfilling teaching and administrative responsibilities despite heavy workloads,” while non-academic staff shared that they “ensure that assigned tasks and services are delivered efficiently.” These responses indicate that employees possess the necessary competencies and work ethic to sustain acceptable levels of performance outcomes. These observations reinforce prior studies highlighting that employee competence, accountability, and teamwork are critical factors in sustaining organizational performance and productivity (Campbell & Wiernik, 2021; Shin & Jung, 2023).
	Despite these strengths, respondents identified several challenges that affect both work-life balance and performance. A major concern raised was excessive workload and time constraints, with faculty reporting overlapping responsibilities in teaching, research, and administrative functions, while non-academic staff highlighted multiple task assignments due to limited personnel. One respondent noted, “Work responsibilities often extend beyond regular hours, leaving limited time for personal and family life.” This reflects how workload pressures interfere with employees’ ability to maintain balance and sustain productivity. This finding aligns with studies indicating that excessive workload and role overload significantly contribute to stress, burnout, and reduced job performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2022; Molino et al., 2023).
	Another concern involves limited opportunities for rest and flexible work arrangements. Participants expressed that breaks, leave opportunities, and flexible schedules are sometimes insufficient to meet their personal needs. As shared by one employee, “Balancing work and personal responsibilities becomes difficult when schedules are fixed and workload is heavy.” This indicates that institutional mechanisms for supporting work-life balance require further strengthening. This observation is supported by research showing that flexible work arrangements and adequate recovery time are essential in promoting employee well-being and enhancing performance outcomes (Kossek & Perrigino, 2022; Fan et al., 2023).
	Issues related to supervisory support and communication were also highlighted. Some respondents noted that support from administrators in managing work-related stress varies across departments, while others mentioned delays in guidance and feedback. A participant stated, “Support from supervisors is present, but response time and consistency can still be improved.” These concerns suggest that leadership practices influence employees’ ability to manage stress and perform effectively. Similar findings were reported by studies emphasizing that supportive leadership and effective communication significantly enhance employee engagement, reduce stress, and improve organizational performance (Inceoglu et al., 2022; Nguyen et al., 2023).
	In terms of performance outcomes, respondents acknowledged that delays, inefficiencies, and quality issues occasionally occur, particularly during periods of high workload. Faculty and staff noted that time pressure and overlapping responsibilities sometimes affect the quality and timeliness of outputs. However, they also emphasized that teamwork and collaboration help mitigate these challenges, allowing employees to meet institutional expectations. These findings are consistent with research indicating that workload pressure negatively affects performance quality, while collaborative work environments help sustain productivity and efficiency (Pulakos et al., 2022; Budhwar et al., 2022).

Thematic Analysis

	A deeper analysis of the interview data revealed four overarching themes that explain the relationship between work-life balance and performance outcomes:
1. Commitment to Performance and Professional Responsibility. Employees across all groups demonstrated a strong sense of responsibility in completing tasks, meeting deadlines, and maintaining professionalism. This commitment supports consistent performance outcomes despite existing challenges. 
2. Workload Pressure and Time Constraints. Participants identified excessive workload and competing responsibilities as major barriers to achieving work-life balance. These pressures often extend working hours and reduce time for personal and family life, affecting both well-being and performance. 
3. Limitations in Work-Life Balance Support Systems. Respondents highlighted insufficient opportunities for rest, limited flexibility in work arrangements, and varying levels of supervisory support. These factors indicate gaps in institutional practices that are intended to promote work-life balance. 
4. Impact of Work-Life Conditions on Performance Outcomes. The findings reveal that work-life balance conditions directly influence performance. Heavy workload, limited flexibility, and insufficient support contribute to delays, inefficiencies, and occasional declines in work quality, while collaboration and teamwork help sustain productivity. 
	
	Overall, the interview findings complement the quantitative results by showing that while employees in HEIs demonstrate competence, commitment, and professionalism, their performance outcomes are influenced by workload demands, time limitations, and institutional support systems. Addressing these concerns through improved workload management, flexible work arrangements, and stronger support mechanisms can enhance both employee well-being and institutional performance.

4. Conclusions 

	Based on the findings of the study, employees in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in Metro Manila generally perceive their work-life balance and performance outcomes as favorable. The most positively assessed dimension was workload distribution, characterized by manageable task allocation, availability of resources, and sufficient opportunities for rest, indicating that institutions provide conditions that enable employees to perform effectively. Performance outcomes were also rated highly, particularly in terms of meeting deadlines, completing tasks accurately, and demonstrating professionalism, reflecting that faculty and non-academic staff are capable of sustaining institutional expectations despite existing challenges.
	However, the results also highlight notable differences between employee groups. Faculty consistently reported higher levels of problems and challenges compared to non-academic staff and school administrators, particularly in workload pressures, overlapping responsibilities, and balancing professional and personal obligations. These perceptual gaps suggest disparities in role demands, access to flexible arrangements, and support systems, pointing to inequities in workload distribution, time management, and supervisory support. Correlation analyses further revealed that work-life balance has a significant influence on performance outcomes, emphasizing the critical role of institutional policies, flexibility, and supportive practices in shaping employee effectiveness and overall organizational performance.
	Despite generally positive assessments, several challenges persist. Excessive workload, limited flexibility in work arrangements, insufficient supervisory support, and occasional delays or inefficiencies in outputs were evident in both survey responses and interview accounts. Nevertheless, basic operational support, such as access to resources, tools, and institutional facilities, was generally sufficient, indicating that HEIs maintain a stable foundation for employee performance. Improving workload management, enhancing flexible work arrangements, and strengthening support mechanisms are therefore essential strategies for fostering a healthier and more productive work environment.
	Insights from the thematic analysis reinforce these findings by revealing that work-life balance and performance outcomes are influenced not only by daily operational issues but also by deeper structural conditions. Overlapping responsibilities, limited autonomy in scheduling, inconsistent supervisory guidance, and gaps in institutional policies reflect systemic challenges rather than isolated occurrences. Addressing these structural factors is crucial for enhancing employee well-being, sustaining high performance, and promoting a more effective and resilient institutional environment.
	In summary, employees in HEIs demonstrate strong commitment, competence, and professionalism in fulfilling academic and administrative responsibilities. By implementing targeted interventions such as improving workload distribution, promoting flexible and supportive work arrangements, strengthening supervisory and leadership practices, and enhancing institutional policies HEIs can significantly improve employee well-being, performance outcomes, organizational cohesion, and long-term institutional effectiveness.

5. Recommendations

	Based on the findings and conclusions, the following are recommended:

1. [bookmark: _Hlk225329456]Higher Education Institutions may assess and realign task assignments to ensure a balanced workload across faculty and non-academic staff. Strategies may include clear role delineation, prioritization of tasks, and periodic workload audits to prevent excessive stress and promote sustainable performance. 
2. Institutions may adopt flexible schedules, telecommuting options where feasible, and mechanisms for adjusting work hours to accommodate personal and family responsibilities. This may improve work-life balance and reduce burnout among employees. 
3. Administrators and supervisors may provide timely guidance, consistent feedback, and proactive support for managing work-related stress. Leadership training programs may be introduced to improve managerial practices, communication, and responsiveness across departments. 
4. Ensuring the availability of adequate equipment, technology, and other resources may support efficient task completion, reduce inefficiencies, and enhance performance outcomes. 
5. [bookmark: _Hlk225330998]Higher Education Institutions may formalize policies and programs that explicitly promote work-life balance, such as clear guidelines on leave, rest periods, flexible arrangements, and employee wellness initiatives. Effective communication of these policies may ensure that all employees are aware of available support mechanisms. 
6. Opportunities for continuous learning, skills enhancement, and team-building activities may be prioritized. Encouraging collaboration, knowledge sharing, and innovation may reinforce performance outcomes while fostering a supportive and cohesive organizational culture. 
7. Establishing systematic assessment and feedback mechanisms, such as employee surveys and performance audits, may help identify emerging challenges and evaluate the effectiveness of interventions. Continuous monitoring may allow timely adjustments to institutional practices and policies. 
8. Further studies may explore the long-term effects of work-life balance interventions on performance outcomes across different types of Higher Education Institutions and geographical regions. Research may also investigate the role of individual factors such as personality, resilience, and coping strategies in moderating the relationship between work-life balance and employee performance. Additionally, comparative studies may examine differences across academic disciplines, employment levels, or institutional sizes to generate more nuanced insights for targeted interventions. 
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