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Abstract 

As an academician, lecturers are tied to job scope that are related to teaching and learning, research, publication, 

consultancy, and community services. All these tasks have occasional loads and excessive load may cause stress to 

lecturers. This study was conducted to identify the level of Malaysian lecturers’ stress and the major prevalence causes 

of stress among them. In addition, the relationship between stressor factors to the lecturers’ stress was tested as well. 

This research used a survey technique. A questionnaire with four Likert Scale was used as an instrument for data 

collection. The instrument comprised three sections with 33 items. A total of 609 respondents were randomly selected 

from four Malaysian Public Universities as respondents. The data were analyzed descriptively and inferentially using 

SPSS 24.0. The findings showed that Malaysian lecturers experienced stress at low levels. Three main factors which 

included the university factor, social factor and individual factor had significant relationships to lecturers’ stress. In 

addition, work load, work environment, networking, health, and financial factors also were seen as major prevalences 

that contributed to the lecturers’ stress issue. 
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1. Introduction 

Globalization and revolution in the industry demand the country to make transformation in the education system in 

order to produce human resources in line with future needs and requirements. Subsequently, academic achievements as 

well as the education system need to ensure a more competitive workforce, superiority and resilient personality to face 

the challenges of the future. Thus, the country will be able to produce human resources who are capable of fulfilling the 

work market at local and global levels. 

1.1 Problem Statement 

Academicians are important resources in teaching and learning systems. At higher education level such as universities, 

colleges and other academic institutions or skill centers, the academicians or lecturers have the main responsibility to 

ensure that students are ready to meet the work market needs. In this aspect, the lecturers will ensure that students have 

a high level of competency besides having good soft skills. In addition to teaching and learning, academics are also tied 

to the need for writing, publication, research and community services. The lecturers should also be the role models to 

students by demonstrating good examples as all the conducts of lecturers always draw the students’ attentions.  

There are many more job scopes to enhance the lecturers’ career development such as attending courses that are 

available to add knowledge and involving in other general aspects such as following the laws that have been set by the 

university and the government. Even though each area has a different weight, it still demands academicians to provide 

high commitment in each field especially in terms of time management and output quality produced. All these 

responsibilities can cause stress to the lecturers and stress can cause the tension in psychology, physiology and 

behavior (Deepti and Hemant, 2018). 

Stress is a conflict that is experienced in a person. Stress in the organization occurs when the work needed do not match 

with the ability, resources and needs of employees. Organizational workers with stress are going to have a change in 

behavior, adverse effects on the health aspects of self and organization productivity (Okeke et al., 2016). Prolonged 
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stress will affect the physical aspect of the individual depending on the individual's reaction in facing the stress. 

Sweeny et al. (2020) states that individuals who are in the crisis will build stress when they continue to worry about this 

situation and ultimately can cause the individual to lose focus in life. The individuals who are able to be resilient with 

stress can develop cardiovascular disease (heart) and musculoskeletal disorder (disorder of the nervous system, joints, 

ligament, muscles and tendons) in the long run. The employment of the disease of musculoskeletal jobs from 1995 

until 2009 showed a substantial increase from 77 cases in 2008 to 161 cases in 2009.  

The AIA Insurance company website in 2018 listed the effects of stress that will be experienced by individuals if stress 

is not managed well such as insomnia, difficult to focus and forget, headache, cardiovascular disease, and interrupted 

digestive system and emotion. The effects of direct stress will disrupt the body's system and affect the thought and 

behaviour of individuals. This effect further contributes to other negative effects such as the level of employee 

acceptance of the work done, low self-confidence, the presence of a duty, sleeping on the job and the most dreaded, 

being burn out. Symptoms of burn out among workers vary but they include all or some of the following: absenteeism 

from work, depression, eating disorders, pains where the sources cannot be located, fainting, impatience, headaches, 

and lack of concentration (Fowler, 2018). On a similar note, Ormrod (2013) argued that research evidence indicated 

that work-life stress serves as a negative occupational exposure relating to poor health behaviors, including smoking, 

poor food choices, low levels of exercise, and decreased sleep time. 

According to Bianchi et al. (2019), individuals can experience burn out if stress occurs continuously that ultimately 

causes individuals to have strong immune forces. Stress also caused workers to make mistakes and become negligent 

while performing a task that ultimately leads to accidents, low product quality and adversely affect the overall work 

system and organizational performance (Hoel et al., 2020). Thus, this study was conducted to identify the level of 

Malaysian lecturers’ stress including the major prevalence causes of the stress. In addition, the relationship between 

stressor factors and the lecturer’s stress was tested as well. 

2. Stress among Lecturer 

According to Rahim & Yatim (2017), there are a number of other factors that could affect the emotional level of 

academics and non-academics, where it affects the psychological and physical aspects of employees such as not being 

recognized for achievements performed, salary rates that are not in line with the workload of duties given by the 

employers. Due to that, Lyubomirsky et al. (2005) and Pressman & Cohen (2005) felt that the employees of the 

organization were unhappy while performing their duties as individuals with depression, mental illness, inferiority 

complex and defiance of socializing activities.  

Parent-Lamarche et al. (2020) stated that the effects of depression will cause stress that ultimately affects the 

individual's wellbeing and organizational performance. The other effects of not feeling happy while doing their job are 

that employees will easily feel sad, anxious, empty, desperate, feeling invaluable, become upset and anxious. In 

addition, it is worrying if employees may lose interest to work, unable to concentrate, lose appetite and attempt suicide 

(Aziz, 2014). The findings from Registrar’s study at one of the universities in South Malaysia found that the frequency 

of taking sick leave, high medical expenses, often be late to office, skipping work, schizophrenia, doing part-time job, 

and taking excessive annual leave are seen among the symptoms that the university staff is dealing with stress 

problems at workplace.  

The cause of stress in organizations can be seen from various angles including excessive workload, poor employee 

roles, inefficient organizational management, auto efficiency leadership, poor communication system, challenges 

while working and upgrading of employee life (Yurtkorub, 2013). The physical environment of the non-ergonomic 

work and inconsistent workload can worsen stress problems in the workplace (Zafir & Fazilah, 2010). The working 

station environment has a very close relationship with employee stress level as employees will spend the whole work 

time at their workstation.  

Tajudeen (2004) and Cooper & Marshall (1978) in their theories have stated that stress at work caused from 

environmental factors such as relationships, work intrinsic, organizational structure and climate. The relationship 

component covers the aspect of relationship with the top employees with co-workers. The structure and climate factors 

of the organization include the lack of engagement, poor communication and no sense of belonging. This emphasis will 

pressure the parties if they fail to control the stress. The prolonged tension will lead to physical and mental health 

problems. Physical health problems are such as rising pulse rate, high blood pressure, high cholesterol levels and heart 

disease. Mental health problems include less motivation, emotionally depressed, no job satisfaction and lack of 

aspiration. 
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Organizational environment greatly influences employee stress levels. Factors such as ventilation system, lighting, 

overcrowded working space, sound system and extreme temperatures can affect the stress levels of workers (Sunarsi, 

2020)(Bao et al, 2009). In addition, the organizational structure and climate that limits the autonomy of workers also 

cause employees to feel stressed. In this context, employees feel that they have no control over their duties besides 

feeling that the organization does not trust them to perform the jobs. As a result, employees slowdown in doing the 

same task and feel that there is no challenge in doing a new task, feel pain and humility and loss of identity as an 

employee which ultimately contribute to the dissatisfaction of work (Haryati & Rahardjo, 2013). 

Akinmayowa & Kadiri (2016) found that academic workload, student-related issues, research and career development, 

interpersonal relationship, administrative-related issues as factors that contribute significantly to the level of stress 

experienced by academic staff. Yusoff et al. (2013) in his study identified the following source of stress among 

university lecturers as such as lots of works load, inadequate ventilated office, noisy environment, multiple university 

problems, inadequate lecture halls, keeping pace with institutional demands, role expectation, emotional demand 

inter-personal relationship value, and belief system(Yusoff, R.B, & Khan, A. & Azam, 2013). Meanwhile, Ahmed et 

al. (2014) affirmed that work load, role conflict and inadequate monetary rewards are the main causes of stress among 

employees in Higher Education Sector, which reduce their work performance. Masuku & Muchemwa (2015) stated 

that present day workplace has increased the levels of work-related stress, which contribute to various problems both 

for the individual employee experiencing stress and for the organization for which one works. 

An organization includes higher education such as the university (Chong et al, 2020), polytechnic (Ramlee et al., 2020) 

and community college (Diana, 2011) which also face the same situations on stress issues at the work place. These 

include, work overload, time constraint, lack of promotion opportunities, inadequate recognition, inadequate salary, 

changing job role, inadequate management or participation in management, inadequate resources and funding, and 

student interaction (Gillespie et al., 2001)(Darabi et al. 2017). Other sources of stress, such as work-related technology 

(Schuldt & Totten, 2008)(Isa et al., 2019) years of experience , job-type category (Dua, 1994), workload (Isa et al., 

2019), and work environment (Zafir & Fazilah, 2010) been highlighted in a few studies. 

3. Methodology 

This study was conducted in Malaysian Public Universities and involved 609 respondents who were randomly selected 

using the table of Morgan & Krejcie (1970). The 609 is the approximate recommendation of sample size based on the 

31,740 academician population in Malaysian Public Universities with 98% confidence level (α) (Quick Fact, 2018). 

The questionnaire were contributed online among the academician of Malaysian Public Universities email address. 

The development of the items was done based on previous quantitative and qualitative research. Pretest and pilot test 

have been applied in the development of the questionnaire. Based on the pretest and pilot test results, some 

amendments were made on the final set of questionnaire to be used in this research (Alavi, Isa, & Palpanadan, 2020). 

The questionnaire was divided into three sections where section A measured the respondents’ demographic 

information, section B measured the level stress of lecturers’ and section C listed the ranking of major prevalence 

causes that contributed to lecturers’ stress. There were 33 items which consisted of three main constructs, including the 

organization (referring to university), social and individual. Each construct contained three to four sub constructs and 

there were three items in each sub constructs. Four points Likert Scale has been used in this survey: 1- Strongly 

Disagree, 2 - Disagree, 3 - Agree and 4 - Strongly Agree. Table 1 shows the details of the construct items. The data 

were analysed descriptively using the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) program version 20.  

Frequencies and descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data. Inferential statistical was used to accept or reject 

the alternate hypothesis. If the statistical analysis shows that the significance level is below the cut-off value (such as 

either 0.05 or 0.01), the null hypothesis could be rejected or the alternative hypothesis could be accepted. The 

reliability test showed that the alpha value for all the variables of this study was 0.907 which according to Sekaran 

(2003), if the reliability test value was > 0.7, it was acceptable and reliable. The score mean for each variable is divided 

into three categories which are low, moderate and high as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Mean Score of Variable 

Score range Mean value 

1.00 – 2.33 Low 

2.34 – 3.66 Moderate 

3.67 – 5.00 High 

 



http://ijhe.sciedupress.com  International Journal of Higher Education Vol. 9, No. 5; 2020 

Published by Sciedu Press                         315                        ISSN 1927-6044   E-ISSN 1927-6052 

3.1 Findings and Discussion 

3.1.1 Section A: Respondents’ Demographic 

Figure 1 Table 2 shows the 609 lecturers’ responses from Malaysian Public University who were selected randomly to 

participate in this study. A total of 342 out of 609 respondents were females and the rest were males (n = 267). Based 

on the analysis, the majority of the respondents were Malays (n=520) followed by Others (n=49), Chinese (n=34) and 

just a very small numbers of Indians (n=6). Most of the respondents were Muslim (n=550) and the rest of them were 

Christians (n=35), Buddhists (n=23) and Hindus (n=1). The data showed a total of 276 respondents had served for 

11-20 years at the university, 189 of them had served less than 10 years and 114 of them had served between 21 – 30 

years. Only 30 respondents had served for more than 31 years. From the data given, it could be seen that most of the 

respondents were in the category of young lecturer in the university and just a small number of them were seniors. 

There were three categories of universities involved in this research and most of the respondents were from focus 

university (n=242), followed by comprehensive university (n=188) and research university (n=179). Each university 

has a different focus and niche area but the basic requirement as a lecturer was still same. According to Faraji (2019), 

the demographic factor such as gender, age, service period and marriage status of respondents had caused different 

levels of stress. 

Table 2. Demographic Factor Analysis among Respondents  

Category Frequency Percentage (100%) 

Gender  

Male 267 43.8 

Female 342 56.2 

Total 609 100 

Ethnic  

Malay 520 85.4 

Chinese 34 5.6 

Others 49 8.0 

Indian 6 1.0 

Total 609 100 

Religion   

Muslim 550 90.3 

Buddha 23 3.8 

Christian 35 5.7 

Hindu 1 0.2 

Total 609 100 

Service Period   

< - 10 years 189 31 

11 – 20 years 276 45.3 

21 – 30 years 114 18.7 

30 > year 30 5 

Total 609 100 

Categories university   

Focus university 242 40 

Coprehensive university 188 30.7 

Research University 179 29.3 

Total 609 100 
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3.1.2 Section B: The Stress Level of Lecturers 

Table 3 shows that the stress level of Malaysian lecturers was at low level with mean value 2.25. This finding revealed 

that Malaysian public universities lecturers were not stressed at work place. Based on the three variables tested, the 

data showed that social factor had a high level of stress with mean value 2.230, followed by university factor (mean = 

2.146) and individual factor (mean = 2.043). Even with low stress levels, lecturers seemed to become easily stressed 

due to the work load and work activities (mean = 2.8823) followed by work environment and work station with mean 

value 2.8209. According to Zafir & Fazilah (2010), ergonomic work station has a significant influence to happiness 

and stress level of employees. However, job specification only contributes a little effect to the stress of lecturers with 

the mean value of 1.973. Meanwhile, leadership (mean = 2.256) and income and compensation (mean = 2.042) only 

have a small amount of contribution of stress to the lecturers. 

Social factor had been identified as a main factor that contributed to the stress of lecturers (mean = 2.230). As a part of 

work activities as lecturers, the element of networking had been found to have an effect towards stress on lecturers with 

mean value 2.493. However, friendship and social relation only contributed low level of stress on lecturers with mean 

value 2.030. This is probably due to the element of networking which was more on work relation based meanwhile; 

friendship and social relation were more organization based.  

Individual factor had been found to have a low effect towards lecturers’ stress with mean value 2.043. Health and 

personal showed a high influence towards lecturers’ stress (mean = 2.287) compared to religion (mean = 1.910) and 

financial (mean = 1.932). This result showed that lecturers who had a good financial and religion practices had less 

tendency to be stressed. 

Table 3. Stress level of Malaysian Lecturer 

Item mean Std. 
deviation 

(A) University 

Work load and work activities 2.8823 .44377 

Work environment and work station 2.8209 .75451 

Income and compensation 2.0423 .78479 

leadership 2.2568 .79727 

Job specification 1.9733 .73203 

 2.146  

(B) Social 

Family support 2.1693 .71293 

Friendship/social relation 2.0307 .76914 

networking 2.4939 .82751 

 2.230  

I Individual 

Religion 1.9107 .67629 

Financial 1.9322 .64710 

Health and Personal 2.2875 .66232 

 2.043  

Total mean (A+b+C) 2.2545 .49280 

Based on Table 4, all three measured factors had a relationship with lecturers’ stress. It showed that university factor, 

social factor and individual factor contributed to lecturers’ stress even the previous findings showed that lecturers’ 

level of stress was at the low level. This finding indirectly indicated that each factor contributed to lecturers’ stress at a 

different significant level. 

Table 4. Correlation between stress factors 

Respondent  Correlation university social individual 

lecturer 

Pearson Correlation .905** .907** .792** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 

N 609 609 609 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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3.2 Ranking of Major Prevalence Causes towards Lecturers’ Stress 

Table 5 shows the ranking of major prevalence cause towards lecturers’ stress level in relation to university factor. 

Based on the analysis, the key prevalence factors that contributed the most towards stress among lecturers in Malaysia 

were too much ad-hoc task given to me (mean = 3.38), my work station is tedious (mean = 2.47), my work station space 

has no adequate facilities (mean = 2.89), job specification make my emotion easily distracted (mean = 2.78) and too 

many university Key Performances Indicator need to be accomplished then cause my career planning to be interrupted 

(mean = 2.50). Too much ad-hoc tasks given to me was ranked the first significant factors followed by my work station 

is tedious as the second prevalence, my work station space has no adequate facilities as the third prevalence, job 

specification make my emotion easily distracted as a fourth prevalence and too many university Key Performances 

Indicator need to be accomplished then cause my career planning to be interrupted as the fifth prevalence could be 

seen as major factors that account for stress among respondents. The most stressful aspect arised from the workload 

and work environment which was supported by Danku et al. (2017), that work load was the major causes or sources of 

stress among the lecturers. Meanwhile, Zafir & Fazilah (2010) and Isa et al. (2019) from his study found that the 

ergonomic work station have a significant relation to the happiness of employee at the work place.  

However, the findings showed that looking research opportunity with stakeholder (mean = 1.68) and lecturer prefer to 

do community service than publication (mean = 2.00) did not really affect the stress levels of the respondents. This 

findings was similar to a study was done by Ismail & Arma (2016) which found that sourcing for research grant has a 

low contribution towards stress with mean value 1.90. Salary increment (mean = 1.98) and not comprehensive 

compensation package (mean = 2.00) were defined as a low prevalence to the stress of lecturers as stated by Danku et 

al. (2017) who indicated that delay or irregularity in payment of salary and inadequate monetary reward were identified 

as major causes of stress among lecturers. 

Table 5. Ranking of prevalence cause towards lecturers’ stress level based on university factor 

University Factor mean ranking 

Workload and job activities   

1. Job specification makes my emotion easily distracted.  2.78 4 

2. Too much ad-hoc task given to me  3.38 1 

3. Too many university Key Performances Indicator need to be 

accomplished then cause my career planning to be interrupted 

2.50 5 

Work environment and work station   

1. My work station space has no adequate facilities. 2.89 3 

2. My work station is tedious 3.07 2 

3. I always had to borrow work equipment from other partners 2.47 6 

Salary and Compensation   

1. The salary received is not enough for the living. 2.16 11 

2. I disagree with the salary increment system. 1.98 13 

3. The compensation package provided is not comprehensive 2.00 12 

Leadership   

1. My leader is an autocratic  2.18 10 

2. Head of department have no stand in decision making 2.30 7 

3. Head of department frequently use roughly speaking with 

subordinate  

2.29 8 

Job specification   

1. Marking an assignment of the student is the last part on my priority 

list.  

2.24 9 

2. I am feeling depressed when asked for a research opportunity with 

the stakeholder. 

1.68 14 

3. I prefer in community service activities instead of writing a book. 2.00 12 
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Based on the summary result in Table 6, it can be seen that I don’t like to deal with other friends who do not agree with 

me (Mean = 2.76), very hard to find friends from other universities to carry out work related matters (mean = 2.59), 

work load at home ruined my focus while at work place (mean = 2.47), family did not understand my commitment at 

work (mean = 2.40) and I’ve seen as a threat to other co workers (mean = 2.19) were major prevalence of stress for 

lecturers. It showed that the elements of networking and interaction with others had caused some stress to lecturers as 

stated by Ismail & Arma (2016) who also stated that linkage to other professionals in research discipline contributed to 

lecturers’ stress. However, colleagues do not support while performing duties (mean = 1.88) had been identified as a 

factor that did not really affect the lecturer and this study was in contrast with Archibong et al. (2010) and Espedido 

(2020) who found that stress was closely linked with the situation if the academic staff interacted with peers of the 

same professional field. In addition, family matters also found to affect the lecturers’ stress which were work load at 

home ruined my focus while at work place (mean = 2.47) and family did not understand my commitment at work (mean 

=2.40). In line with Aryee et al. (2013) and Karapinar et al. (2019), this study found that family supportive environment 

had an impact on work behavior. 

Table 6. Ranking of prevalence cause towards lecturers’ stress level based on social factor 

Social Factor mean ranking 

Family   

1. Family did not understand my commitment at work. 2.40 4 

2. Work load at home ruined my focus while at work place. 2.47 3 

3. Not enough rest at home make me depressed while in  

the workplace. 

1.73 9 

Friendship and social interaction   

1. Colleagues do not support while performing duties 1.88 8 

2. I’ve seen as a threat to other co workers 2.19 5 

3. Bias culture has been practice in the organizations 2.06 7 

Networking   

1. Interacting with other parties using social media has a tendency to pose 
misinterpretation. 

2.12 6 

2. I am very hard to find friends from other universities to carry out work 
related matters. 

2.59 2 

3. I don’t like to deal with other friends who do not agree with me. 2.76 1 

Table 7 presents the prevalence cause of lecturers’ stress based on individual factor. As it can be seen that I am not sure 

when making a decision at the workplace (mean = 3.20), I had to use a credit card for an out of cash every month 

(mean = 2.23), more friends gossip from discussing things related to work (mean = 2.22), I am easily influenced by 

more dominant people (mean = 2.08) and I feel threatened when another friend is more successful than me (mean = 

2.05) were founded as major prevalence that contributed to lecturers’ stress. This result indirectly showed that self 

esteem among lecturers plays an important role in the way they handle their stress. According to Isa & Palpanadan 

(2020), many lecturers preferred to conduct their own work as academicians with the belief that everyone had the 

beauty of their own journey which had been planned by God. 

Table 7. Ranking of prevalence cause towards lecturers’ stress level based on individual factor 

Individual Factor mean ranking 

Religion   

1. I feel threatened when another friend is more successful than me 2.05 5 

2. More friends gossip from discussing things related to work 2.22 3 

3. I see another friend’s life more perfect than my life 1.48 9 

Financial   

1. I had to use a credit card for an out of cash every month. 2.23 2 

2. I made a part-time job to pay various installment debts every month. 1.92 6 

3. My emotions are often interrupted when they are thinking about debt. 1.67 7 

Health and personal   

1. I will feel guilty if it is not able to complete the task according to the time 
set. 

1.66 8 

2. I am easily influenced by people more dominant. 2.08 4 

3. I am not sure when making a decision at the workplace. 3.20 1 
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4. Conclusion 

This research clearly showed that the stress existed among Malaysian lecturers even at low level and there were three 

main factors including university factor, social factor and individual factor that had significant relationships to 

lecturers’ stress. Work load, work environment, networking, health and financial were found to be the major 

prevalence to lecturers’ stress. However, salary and compensation, friendship and social interaction and religion were 

found to have less impact towards lecturers’ stress. Nonetheless, in other point of view, most of the Malaysian lecturers 

were found to be under control in managing their emotion and work life. The findings of this study could be used to 

identify proper intervention program for stress coping strategies involving the management of the university and also 

the lecturers. 
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