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ABSTRACT 

This study examined the relationship between work-life balance and productivity among higher education 
faculty members engaged in accreditation activities at Western Philippines University. Grounded in the Job 
Demands–Resources (JD-R) framework, the study assumed that intensified institutional demands during 
accreditation periods may influence faculty well-being and performance. A descriptive–correlational research 
design was employed involving 88 faculty members actively participating in accreditation processes. Data 
were collected using a structured questionnaire measuring four dimensions of work-life balance (personal life, 
time management, leisure, and stress) and self-reported productivity indicators. Descriptive statistics and 
Pearson correlation analysis were used to analyze the data. Results revealed moderate levels of work-life 
balance (M = 3.31, SD = 0.88) and productivity (M = 3.30, SD = 0.87). A statistically significant moderate 
positive relationship was found between work-life balance and productivity (r = 0.52, p < 0.01), indicating that 
faculty members who maintain stronger personal–professional balance demonstrate higher performance during 
accreditation periods. The findings highlight the importance of institutional workload recognition and faculty 
wellness initiatives in sustaining both accreditation effectiveness and long-term academic productivity. 

KEYWORDS: Work-life balance, Faculty productivity, Accreditation, Higher education, Job demands–
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1 INTRODUCTION 

In the contemporary higher education 
environment, faculty members are expected to 
perform multiple and expanding roles that extend 
beyond traditional teaching and research. These 
responsibilities increasingly include administrative 
functions, institutional governance, quality assurance 
initiatives, and accreditation-related activities. 
Accreditation has become a central mechanism for 
ensuring program quality, institutional accountability, 
and academic credibility. While it strengthens 
institutional standards, it simultaneously intensifies 
faculty workload through documentation, curriculum 
alignment, outcomes assessment, and compliance 
reporting. 

At Western Philippines University (WPU), faculty 
members involved in accreditation undertake 
additional responsibilities alongside their regular 
teaching, research, and service commitments. These 
expanded duties often require extended working 
hours, cross-departmental coordination, and 
sustained attention to institutional benchmarks. The 
cumulative effect of these demands raises important 
concerns regarding faculty work-life balance and its 
potential implications for productivity and well-
being. 

Work-life balance refers to the ability of 
individuals to manage professional obligations 
alongside personal and social roles in a sustainable 
manner. In higher education settings, persistent 
imbalance has been associated with emotional 
exhaustion, reduced job satisfaction, and diminished 
organizational commitment (Kinman, 2016; 
Winefield et al., 2020). Conversely, faculty members 
who maintain healthy work-life boundaries 
demonstrate stronger engagement, resilience, and 
instructional effectiveness (Shin & Jung, 2021). These 
findings suggest that work-life balance functions as a 
critical personal resource in sustaining academic 
performance under conditions of heightened 
institutional demand. 

Despite increasing attention to faculty well-being, 
limited empirical research has specifically examined 
how accreditation-related workload influences the 
relationship between work-life balance and 
productivity. Accreditation processes are often 
cyclical yet intensive, requiring concentrated effort 
within defined timelines. Such intensified demands 
may compress personal time, reduce recovery 
opportunities, and influence performance outcomes. 
Understanding how faculty navigate these dual 
pressures is essential for developing institutional 
policies that promote both quality assurance and 
faculty sustainability. 

Grounded in the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) 
framework, this study investigates the relationship 
between work-life balance and productivity among 
faculty members engaged in accreditation at Western 
Philippines University. The JD-R model posits that 
heightened job demands, such as accreditation-
related workload, may strain employees unless 
balanced by sufficient personal and organizational 
resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Within this 
framework, work-life balance is conceptualized as a 
personal resource that may buffer stress and sustain 
productivity. 

1.1 Objectives of the Study 

In alignment with the theoretical framework and 
identified research gap, this study aims to examine 
the relationship between work-life balance and 
productivity among higher education faculty 
involved in accreditation at Western Philippines 
University, Aborlan, Palawan. 
Specifically, the study seeks to: 

1. Determine the level of work-life balance 
among higher education faculty in terms of: 
a. Personal life 

2. b. Time management 
3. c. Leisure 
4. d. Stress 
5. Determine the level of productivity among 

faculty involved in accreditation activities in 
higher education. 

6. Examine the significance of the relationship 
between work-life balance and productivity 
among faculty engaged in accreditation 
processes. 

2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Research Design 

This study employed a quantitative descriptive–
correlational research design to examine the 
relationship between work-life balance and 
productivity among faculty members involved in 
accreditation at Western Philippines University. The 
design was appropriate because it allowed the 
investigation of naturally occurring relationships 
between variables without manipulation. 
Specifically, the study sought to determine whether 
variations in work-life balance were associated with 
variations in faculty productivity during 
accreditation periods. 

A structured survey questionnaire was used to 
collect quantitative data on faculty members’ 
perceptions of their work-life balance and self-
reported productivity. Descriptive statistics were 
utilized to determine the levels of work-life balance 
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and productivity, while Pearson’s product–moment 
correlation coefficient was employed to assess the 
strength and direction of the relationship between 
the two variables. 

2.2 Research Respondents and Sampling 

The study utilized purposive sampling to select 
participants from among faculty members actively 
engaged in accreditation-related activities during the 
most recent accreditation cycle at Western 
Philippines University. 
The inclusion criteria required that respondents had 
direct involvement in accreditation tasks such as 
documentation preparation, curriculum review, 
compliance evaluation, and institutional reporting 
within the past academic year. 

A total of 88 faculty members participated in the 
study. Purposive sampling ensured that only 
individuals with relevant accreditation experience 
were included, thereby strengthening the contextual 
validity of the findings. Participation in the study 
was voluntary. 

2.3 Research Instrument 

Data were collected using a structured 
questionnaire divided into two major sections: 
Section I: Work-Life Balance 

This section measured work-life balance across 
four dimensions: 

• Personal life 

• Time management 

• Leisure 

• Stress 
Items assessed respondents’ ability to maintain 

boundaries between work and personal life, manage 
time effectively, engage in leisure activities, and cope 
with work-related stress during accreditation 
periods. 
Section II: Productivity 

This section measured faculty productivity 
during accreditation activities. Indicators included: 

• Consistency in teaching performance 

• Ability to meet deadlines 

• Efficiency in managing accreditation and 
academic tasks 

• Participation in documentation and reporting 
processes 

• Perceived impact of additional workload on 
productivity 

All items were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, 
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly 
Agree). 

The instrument was adapted and contextualized 
from existing work-life balance research in higher 

education settings (Javier & Rosal, 2021) to reflect 
accreditation-specific demands. 

2.4 Validity and Reliability 

Content validity was established through expert 
evaluation by specialists in educational management 
and research methodology. Revisions were made 
based on expert feedback to improve clarity, 
relevance, and construct alignment. 

The instrument was pilot-tested prior to full 
administration to ensure internal consistency and 
reliability. Reliability analysis was conducted using 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. 

2.5 Data Gathering Procedure 

Upon securing institutional permission, the 
questionnaire was distributed to eligible faculty 
members through both online and paper-based 
formats to maximize response rate. Participants were 
provided with an informed consent form outlining 
the purpose of the study, confidentiality assurances, 
and their right to withdraw at any time without 
penalty. 

Data collection was conducted within a defined 
academic period to ensure consistency in reporting 
conditions. 

2.6 Data Analysis 

Collected data were encoded and analyzed using 
SPSS statistical software. Descriptive statistics, 
including mean and standard deviation, were 
computed to determine the levels of work-life 
balance and productivity. 

Pearson’s product–moment correlation coefficient 
was used to examine the relationship between work-
life balance and productivity. Statistical significance 
was set at p < .01. 

The correlational design allowed for the 
examination of associations between variables; 
however, causality cannot be inferred from the 
findings. 

2.7 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical principles were strictly observed 
throughout the research process. Participants were 
informed of the study’s objectives, procedures, 
potential risks, and benefits prior to participation. 
Written informed consent was obtained from all 
respondents. 

Confidentiality and anonymity were ensured by 
excluding personally identifiable information and 
reporting data in aggregate form. All electronic data 
were stored in password-protected files accessible 
only to the researchers. 
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3 RESULTS AND KEY FINDINGS 

3.1 Work-Life Balance of Higher Education 
Faculty 

This section presents the findings on the work-life 

balance of higher education faculty, focusing on four 
key areas: personal life, time management, leisure, and 
stress. These dimensions provide a comprehensive 
view of how faculty members manage their 
responsibilities while maintaining well-being. 

Table 1. Work-Life Balance of Higher Education Faculty 
Indicators of Work-Life Balance of Higher Education Faculty Mean SD Interpretation 

A. Personal Life 3.42 0.90 High 

1. I have enough time for myself outside of work. 3.31 0.89 Moderate 

2. I can manage both my personal and work responsibilities effectively. 3.33 0.91 Moderate 

3. I maintain healthy relationships with family and friends. 3.61 0.90 High 

B. Time Management 3.26 0.83 Moderate 

4. I can finish my teaching tasks without sacrificing personal time. 3.22 0.88 Moderate 

5. I can allocate time efficiently between work and home responsibilities. 3.34 0.80 Moderate 

6. I rarely bring work home or work beyond office hours. 3.23 0.80 Moderate 

C.  Leisure 3.30 0.90 Moderate 

7. I engage in hobbies or leisure activities regularly. 3.16 0.90 Moderate 

8. I take regular breaks or vacations to recharge. 3.30 0.91 Moderate 

9. I can enjoy my free time without worrying about work. 3.43 0.89 Moderate 

D.  Stress 3.27 0.90 Moderate 

10. I feel overwhelmed by the demands of my job. 3.20 0.92 Moderate 

11. I can manage stress effectively while balancing personal and work life. 3.44 0.83 High 

12. My job affects my physical or emotional well-being. 3.18 0.94 Moderate 

Overall Mean 3.31 0.88 Moderate 

Scale Range Scale Value Verbal Interpretation 

4.21 – 5.00 5 – Strongly Agree Very High 

3.41 – 4.20 4 – Agree High 

2.61 – 3.40 3 – Neutral Moderate 

1.81 – 2.60 2 – Disagree Low 

1.00 – 1.80 1 – Strongly Disagree Very Low 

 
Table 1 presents the work-life balance of higher 

education faculty across four domains: personal life, 
time management, leisure, and stress. Using a 5-point 
Likert scale, the findings indicate an overall mean of 
3.31 (SD = 0.88), interpreted as moderate. This 
suggests that while faculty members are generally 
managing their professional and personal roles, they 
experience noticeable constraints that may affect 
long-term well-being and performance. 

The moderate overall rating reflects what has been 
described in higher education literature as a 
“functional strain” condition—where academics are 
able to meet role expectations but at the cost of 
reduced recovery time and increased psychological 
pressure (Kinman, 2016). Faculty roles have 
expanded significantly in recent years due to quality 
assurance systems, performance monitoring, and 
accreditation requirements, which intensify 
administrative workload (Guthrie et al., 2017). 

The Personal Life domain yielded a high mean (M 
= 3.42), indicating that respondents generally 
maintain healthy relationships and emotional 
stability outside work. This suggests the presence of 
social support systems and effective boundary 
management. Research on academic well-being 
shows that strong interpersonal relationships 

function as protective resources that buffer 
occupational stress and sustain professional 
engagement (Shin & Jung, 2021). The relatively 
strong personal-life rating demonstrates resilience 
among faculty members despite institutional 
demands. 

In contrast, the Time Management domain 
received a moderate rating (M = 3.26), indicating 
challenges in balancing teaching responsibilities with 
personal time. This aligns with findings that 
academic staff frequently experience time-based role 
conflict due to overlapping teaching, research, and 
administrative obligations (Winefield et al., 2020). 
Accreditation periods, in particular, are associated 
with compressed deadlines and extended working 
hours, which may reduce faculty autonomy over 
time allocation. Limited control over scheduling has 
been consistently linked to occupational stress in 
higher education settings (Kinman & Johnson, 2019). 

Similarly, the Leisure domain was rated moderate 
(M = 3.30), suggesting that while faculty engage in 
restorative activities, such engagement may not be 
consistent. Recovery theory posits that leisure and 
psychological detachment from work are essential 
for replenishing cognitive and emotional resources 
(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). When faculty members 
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reduce leisure participation during high-demand 
periods, the risk of fatigue and reduced creativity 
increases. The relatively lower mean for regular 
engagement in hobbies (M = 3.16) indicates potential 
vulnerability in long-term recovery processes. 

The Stress domain also recorded a moderate mean 
(M = 3.27). Faculty members moderately agreed that 
they feel overwhelmed by job demands, though they 
reported relatively strong stress management 
capacity (M = 3.44). This dual finding suggests that 
while accreditation activities introduce strain, faculty 
members employ adaptive coping strategies to 
maintain functionality. According to the Job 
Demands–Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2017), when job demands increase, 
personal resources such as resilience and coping 
competence become critical in sustaining 
performance. 

Notably, only two indicators reached a “High” 
interpretation: maintaining healthy relationships (M 
= 3.61) and managing stress effectively (M = 3.44). 
These findings highlight the importance of relational 
support and adaptive coping in academic contexts. 
Emotional resilience has been identified as a key 
determinant of sustained engagement among 
university faculty (Shin & Jung, 2021). 

However, the moderate ratings across time 
management, leisure, and stress suggest that 

accreditation-related responsibilities may constrain 
faculty recovery opportunities. While performance 
remains stable, sustained moderate strain may 
contribute to burnout if institutional supports are 
insufficient. Universities implementing accreditation 
systems must therefore consider not only compliance 
outcomes but also faculty well-being sustainability. 

Overall, the findings indicate that faculty 
members are coping effectively but operate within a 
constrained equilibrium. Strengthening workload 
recognition, flexible scheduling, and structured 
wellness programs may enhance balance and reduce 
long-term occupational risk. In higher education 
environments where accountability systems continue 
to expand, integrating well-being policies into 
institutional planning is essential for sustaining both 
faculty performance and academic quality (Guthrie 
et al., 2017; Kinman & Johnson, 2019). 

3.2 Productivity of Faculty Involved in 
Accreditation 

This section highlights the findings on the 
productivity of faculty involved in accreditation. It 
examines their performance in teaching, research, 
administrative tasks, and accreditation-related 
contributions, providing insights into how these 
responsibilities influence overall faculty output. 

Table 2. Productivity of Faculty Involved in Accreditation 
Indicators of Productivity of Faculty Involved in Accreditation Mean SD Interpretation 

1. My teaching performance remains consistent during accreditation activities. 3.24 0.82 Moderate 

2. I meet all deadlines related to teaching and accreditation tasks. 3.25 0.91 Moderate 

3. I can manage both accreditation tasks and other academic responsibilities efficiently. 3.32 0.85 Moderate 

4. I contribute actively to documentation and reporting processes for accreditation. 3.36 0.89 Moderate 

5. My productivity is affected by the additional workload during accreditation periods. 3.32 0.88 Moderate 

Overall Mean 3.30 0.87 Moderate 

Scale Range Scale Value Verbal Interpretation 

4.21 – 5.00 5 – Strongly Agree Very High 

3.41 – 4.20 4 – Agree High 

2.61 – 3.40 3 – Neutral Moderate 

1.81 – 2.60 2 – Disagree Low 

1.00 – 1.80 1 – Strongly Disagree Very Low 

 
Table 2 presents the self-assessed productivity 

levels of faculty members managing dual 
responsibilities in teaching and accreditation 
activities. The overall mean score of 3.30 (SD = 0.87), 
interpreted as moderate, indicates that while faculty 
are able to sustain performance during accreditation 
periods, their efficiency operates within constrained 
conditions. 

Moderate productivity during periods of 
intensified administrative demands is consistent 
with research in higher education, which suggests 
that expanding accountability systems and 

compliance requirements can redistribute faculty 
effort away from core academic functions (Guthrie et 
al., 2017). Accreditation processes often involve 
documentation, curriculum alignment, assessment 
reporting, and committee work, all of which increase 
cognitive workload and time pressure. 

The first indicator, which measured consistency in 
teaching performance during accreditation (M = 
3.24), suggests partial stability in instructional 
delivery. While teaching responsibilities are 
maintained, competing administrative obligations 
may fragment attention and reduce preparation time. 
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Studies on academic workload indicate that time 
fragmentation negatively affects instructional 
innovation and research productivity (Winefield et 
al., 2020). However, professional commitment often 
motivates faculty to preserve instructional standards 
even under strain. 

Similarly, the second indicator regarding meeting 
deadlines (M = 3.25) reflects moderate capacity to 
manage overlapping responsibilities. Time 
compression during accreditation cycles has been 
identified as a common challenge in universities 
implementing quality assurance frameworks 
(Kinman & Johnson, 2019). Faculty must navigate 
simultaneous reporting deadlines, student 
responsibilities, and institutional expectations, which 
may reduce flexibility in task scheduling. 

The ability to manage accreditation tasks 
alongside other academic duties (M = 3.32) further 
reflects adaptive performance rather than optimal 
efficiency. According to the Job Demands–Resources 
(JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), sustained 
job demands without proportional resources may 
lead to strain, even if performance remains stable in 
the short term. Faculty may cope effectively during 
accreditation cycles, but repeated exposure to 
intensified demands could affect long-term 
engagement. 

The highest-rated indicator (M = 3.36) concerned 
active participation in documentation and reporting 
processes. This finding suggests a strong sense of 
institutional responsibility and professional 
accountability. Higher education research highlights 
that faculty engagement in governance and quality 
assurance activities is often driven by organizational 
commitment and identification with institutional 
goals (Shin & Jung, 2021). 

At the same time, respondents acknowledged that 
additional workload affects productivity (M = 3.32). 
This suggests awareness of performance strain 
during peak accreditation periods. While 
productivity does not significantly decline, it may be 
achieved through increased effort, reduced leisure, 
or extended working hours. Such compensatory 
strategies are common in academic environments 
characterized by performance-based accountability 
systems (Guthrie et al., 2017). 

The uniform moderate ratings across all 
indicators suggest that faculty members are 
maintaining functional performance but are not 
operating at maximum efficiency. Sustained 
moderate productivity under pressure may lead to 
gradual fatigue if institutional support mechanisms 
are insufficient. Universities may therefore consider 
redistributing workload, formally recognizing 

accreditation tasks in teaching loads, and providing 
structured time allowances during quality assurance 
cycles. 

In summary, productivity among faculty during 
accreditation remains stable but constrained. 
Institutional recognition of dual-role demands is 
essential to sustain both academic quality and faculty 
well-being. 

3.3 Pearson Correlation Between Work-Life 
Balance and Productivity of Faculty Involved 
in Accreditation 

This section presents the findings on the 
relationship between work-life balance and the 
productivity of faculty involved in accreditation, 
showing whether balancing personal and 
professional responsibilities has a significant impact 
on their performance. 

Table 3. Relationship Between Work-Life Balance 
and Productivity of Faculty Involved in 

Accreditation 
Variables Correlation (r, p-value) 

Work-Life Balance vs. Productivity r = 0.52, p = 0.000** 

Legend: r – Pearson correlation coefficient p – significance value, 
**p < 0.01 = highly significant 

 
Table 3 presents the results of the Pearson 

correlation analysis examining the relationship 
between work-life balance and productivity among 
faculty involved in accreditation activities. The 
computed correlation coefficient (r = 0.52, p < 0.01) 
indicates a moderate positive and statistically 
significant relationship between the two variables. 
This finding suggests that higher levels of work-life 
balance are associated with higher levels of 
productivity during accreditation periods. 

A correlation coefficient above 0.50 reflects a 
meaningful practical association, not merely 
statistical significance. The strength of this 
relationship implies that work-life balance functions 
as an important enabling factor in sustaining faculty 
performance under intensified institutional 
demands. In practical terms, faculty who effectively 
manage personal and professional responsibilities 
appear better equipped to maintain instructional 
consistency, meet deadlines, and contribute actively 
to accreditation processes. 

This result is consistent with the Job Demands–
Resources (JD-R) model, which posits that personal 
resources such as psychological balance, recovery 
capacity, and boundary management buffer the 
impact of job demands on performance outcomes 
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Accreditation activities 
represent heightened job demands involving 
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documentation, compliance verification, and quality 
assurance reporting. When faculty members 
maintain work-life balance, they preserve cognitive 
and emotional resources necessary for sustained 
productivity. 

Higher education research similarly indicates that 
reduced work-life conflict predicts greater 
organizational commitment, engagement, and 
academic effectiveness (Kinman, 2016; Shin & Jung, 
2021). Faculty members experiencing lower levels of 
strain are more likely to sustain motivation and 
resilience during high-demand periods. Conversely, 
persistent imbalance may result in fatigue, 
diminished concentration, and decreased work 
quality (Winefield et al., 2020). 

The statistically significant p-value (p < 0.01) 
confirms that the observed relationship is unlikely 
due to chance. This reinforces the empirical 
importance of work-life balance as a factor 
influencing institutional performance outcomes. 
While accreditation success is often framed in 
procedural or compliance terms, these findings 
suggest that human resource factors—particularly 
faculty well-being—play a central role in 
determining effectiveness. 

From a policy perspective, the results underscore 
the need for institutional mechanisms that promote 
sustainable workload structures. Flexible scheduling, 
formal recognition of accreditation responsibilities 
within teaching loads, and structured wellness 
initiatives may enhance both faculty well-being and 
productivity. Integrating well-being considerations 
into quality assurance planning ensures that 
institutional accountability does not compromise 
human sustainability. 

In conclusion, the moderate positive relationship 
between work-life balance and productivity 
demonstrates that faculty well-being is closely linked 
to institutional performance during accreditation 
cycles. Supporting balance is therefore not merely an 
employee benefit but a strategic organizational 
investment. Universities that prioritize faculty 
recovery, autonomy, and workload equity may 
strengthen both academic quality and long-term 

institutional resilience. 

4 CONCLUSIONS 

1. Moderate Work-Life Balance and Productivity 
Levels. Higher education faculty involved in 
accreditation report moderate levels of work-
life balance and productivity. While they are 
managing to fulfill responsibilities, the 
pressure from accreditation duties results in 
reduced leisure engagement and challenges in 
time management, indicating the need for 
institutional interventions. 

2. Work-Life Balance Significantly Predicts 
Productivity. A strong positive correlation 
exists between work-life balance and 
productivity during accreditation periods. This 
implies that faculty who effectively balance 
personal and professional demands are more 
likely to maintain high performance and 
engagement in institutional quality assurance 
tasks. 

4.1 Recommendations 

1. Institutionalize Supportive Time Management 
and Wellness Policies. Universities may adopt 
flexible scheduling, structured workload 
redistribution, and wellness programs to 
promote better time management and stress 
mitigation. These efforts can help educators 
manage accreditation responsibilities without 
sacrificing personal well-being. 

2. Recognize Accreditation Duties as Part of 
Formal Workload. Accreditation roles may be 
officially recognized in faculty workload 
policies to reduce perceptions of “extra” 
responsibilities. Providing incentives, time-off, 
or academic credits for accreditation 
participation could boost morale and improve 
productivity. 

3. Develop Capacity-Building Programs Based 
on Teacher Profiles. Professional development 
activities may be customized according to 
academic rank and years of service.  
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