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Abstract: Work engagement, work efficacy and performance are key concepts in today’s human
resources field, impacting both personal and organisational levels. However, not many studies
investigate them in a core professional area: pre-university teachers. After measuring the work
engagement, work efficacy and work performance variables of teachers, we identified the differences
in teachers’ work engagement, work efficacy and work performance according to their seniority in
education and the position of the high school in the top national rankings. Our paper’s focus is on
exploring the relationship between work engagement and work performance among pre-university
teachers from Romanian high schools. This relationship is analysed both directly and indirectly
by including work efficacy as a mediating factor. A sample of 817 Romanian high school teachers
participated in this study (questionnaire applied in April 2021). The results can lead to a better
understanding of human resources behaviour, and, on this basis, to the formulating of human
resource policies in the educational field.

Keywords: work engagement; work efficacy; work performance; pre-university education system;
educational reform; job satisfaction

1. Introduction

The relationship between economic and social evolution and the education system
is the subject of many studies, debates and initiatives of responsible factors. Additionally,
as the 21st century puts us in front of unprecedented challenges, a proper education is
perceived as the way we can change the world. For this to happen, the education systems
in all countries are reforming by massively integrating technology, becoming flexible
and innovative and setting goals that are much better correlated and integrated into the
environment in which they operate. This shifts our focus to the sustainable development of
education [1]. One of the main pillars of this concept regards the set of new competencies
a teacher needs to acquire. However, we believe that quality changes cannot be obtained
unless we take a comprehensive look at the current state of facts.

Education systems best reflect people’s spirit in various countries. For many nations,
the educational ideal consists of the free, integral and harmonious development of human
individuality in forming an autonomous and creative personality. The education system is
increasingly concerned with raising teachers’ performance, work engagement and efficacy.
Increasing teachers’ performance is perhaps the safest direction for a better acquisition of
skills in the learning process. It is essential to know the teachers’ strengths and aspects
related to their working style that could be improved. From this perspective, teacher
evaluation is vital in enhancing the teaching process’s efficiency and raising educational
standards [2].

Our endeavour is supported by the assiduous work of our fellow researchers, who
have engaged in the way of digging information about teachers’ work performance [3],
work engagement [4], work efficacy [5,6] and the connections between them [7–12]. The
work carried out by a teacher has many peculiarities that give uniqueness to this occupation
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and the resources needed by the person who will perform it. Research over the past decade
has shown that teaching is an emotionally, physically and intellectually demanding job [13].
Additionally, the interest in teachers’ work engagement has flourished in recent years [14],
since there is a clear relationship between teachers’ behaviour, beliefs and emotional
dimension and the results obtained by students. Moreover, researches also note that
engaged teachers can play a decisive role in the success and efficiency of the schools in
which they work [7].

The research on this paper’s main concepts particularised on Romanian teachers or on
teachers from non-English speaking countries is scarce. For instance, few studies provide a
solid starting point for research on teachers’ engagement in a context where little is known
about teachers’ patterns and levels of motivational profiles [4,15].

Therefore, in this paper, we have chosen to investigate the levels of the work engage-
ment, work performance and work efficacy of Romanian pre-university teachers, as well
as the link between these concepts, so that we can suggest ideas for future educational
development. The results of the present study highlight the specificity of these concepts
in the pre-university education system in Romania and the connection between work
engagement and teacher performance in a particular niche of the education system in order
to offer support that can be used in the educational reform process.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Work Performance, Work Engagement and Work Efficacy: Content, Role
and Interdependencies
2.1.1. Work Performance

The concept of work performance refers to the achievement of organisational goals
through the work carried out. Performance can be viewed from three perspectives: (1)
as a result of an action’s success or even the action itself; (2) as an ability to remain in a
permanent dynamic state due to constant effort; (3) as a representation of an ideology of
progress, effort or permanent desire for improvement [16]. Additionally, from the litera-
ture, we could identify two main dimensions of performance: task performance (technical
performance) and contextual performance (interpersonal performance) [17].

A review of the performance’s thinking evolution shows that, in the early 1990s,
employee performance was primarily related only to the notion of efficiently carrying
out the work tasks, whereas, by the end of the same decade, the attention had shifted
to the employee’s behaviour. The 2000s brought a research shift, and job performance
was studied in relation to factors such as the employees’ level of adaptability and their
degree of proactivity, in relation to simple work tasks, but also in crises or in more creative
contexts, such as imagining new solutions. Last but not least, performance has been studied
by various researchers in terms of civic spirit and its manifestation at work, through
evidence of loyalty to the organisation, fair play spirit to colleagues and a conscientious
and consistent way of fulfilling tasks. All of the information that literature provides us
with shows a sustained preoccupation with both the clarification of the notion and its
quantification. Between 1994 and 2000, in the United States, statistically speaking, a new
article appeared on average every 5 h, every day of the working week [18]. As expressed
in Figure 1, there has been a positive trend for the search interest toward the concept
performance management. Numbers represent the search interest relative to the highest point
(100 showing the peak popularity, and 50 meaning that the term is half as popular).

Some authors provide a possible explanation for the emphasis on employee perfor-
mance research [19]. Both the competitive context and the permanent desire to develop
organisations lead to a continuing interest in increasing performance. Thus, it becomes
natural to enrich the theoretical knowledge related to performance. Furthermore, most
quantitative studies put an emphasis on the implications of employee performance on
the economic and financial status of the organisation. Therefore, the concept of work
performance per se is approached in association with that of performance appraisal.
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Regarding performance evaluation, literature is abundant on the topic. Some authors
consider the following stages for the performance evaluation process: (1) goal setting,
(2) establishing the necessary tools, (3) data collection, (4) the analysis and interpretation
of data and (5) action based on the results [18]. Other authors [20] consider that it is
essential for the employees to participate and have their own perception of the performance
appraisal process, since they have unique relevant input that cannot be observed by the
appraiser. Thus, when the employee participates in the evaluation process, both the quality
and the amount of information gathered increase, which will lead to a more accurate
and valid evaluation. In addition, it is essential to add that the active involvement of
the employees in the evaluation process helps them to feel motivated and satisfied [21].
The Workplace Performance Measurement Scale was developed as a tool to investigate the
employee’s perception of their own performance on nine levels [3,22,23].

Employee engagement is one of the factors playing a crucial role in gaining organisational
competitiveness [24]. Most researchers agree that the ultimate goal for an organisation
that wants its employees to be work-engaged is to achieve a corporate performance [25,26].
Therefore, it is clear that the popularity of work engagement is not accidental given that
organisations need to survive and succeed in a globalised and increasingly competitive
world. These aspects can be ensured through the engagement of employees in work, which
generates not only individual but also organisational performance [27].

2.1.2. Work Engagement

Employee engagement is a crucial concept in the current landscape of the ever-changing
organisational environment [9,28–30]. The concept has also gained momentum in the last
decade [8], and one of the aspects that has led to its growing popularity is the trend known
as positivity in the workplace.

Work engagement is also an important indicator of the quality of professional life [7].
The concept of work engagement appeared in 1990. The article “Psychological Conditions
of Personal Engagement and Disengagement at Work” was published in the Academy of
Management Journal [31] under the guidance of the American professor William Kahn.
This article is important because it was the first to analyse the concept of work engagement
and because, for more than a decade since its publication, it was the only scientific paper
that dealt with the concept [31]. Wollard and Shuck highlight four perspectives on the
concept of work engagement [30]: the “need–satisfaction” approach [32]; the “antithesis
of burnout” approach [33]; the “satisfaction–engagement” approach [34]; the multidimen-
sional approach [28].

Bedarkar and Pandita reviewed the main definitions given to the concept of work
engagement over the years [8]. By carefully looking at the literature, they came to the
conclusion that there is still no unanimously accepted and all-encompassing definition of
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employee engagement in academia. Starting with spontaneous participation in a role and
the visible investment of attention and muscular effort [35], the concept also comprises
psychological safety, psychological significance and psychological availability. Furthermore,
one of the most frequently cited definitions in specialised research views engagement as a
positive state of mind in relation to work that is characterised by vitality, dedication and
absorption [36].

In parallel with the approach of defining the concept of employee work engagement,
the literature has focused on explaining the premises that lead to its manifestation.

Last but not least, the increased popularity of the concept of work engagement is
also due to its positive consequences on the organisation [28,34]. The engaged employees
are seen as the most important asset and provide positive organisational results, such as:
proactive behaviour [37]; intellectual and emotional commitment to the organisation [38,39];
reduced frequency of absenteeism caused by illness [40]; civic behaviour toward the
organisation [41]; and financial and business results, such as: increased productivity [42];
increased levels of customer satisfaction and loyalty [34]; turnover increase [43].

Towards the end of the 2000s, the literature [44] stated that work-engaged employees
is still a relatively new concept and that the underlying factors may be different from those
that provide results such as: job satisfaction or commitment to the organisation.

A meta-analysis conducted by Gallup [42] indicates that organisations in the first half
of the rankings regarding the level of employee engagement also have twice the chances of
success, measured by indicators such as customer satisfaction, productivity or profitability.

It is assumed that employees engaged in their work have higher energy levels, are
enthusiastic about the work carried out and are fully involved in what they do [44]. En-
gagement is the foundation for an increased individual and organisational performance,
and also for the sustainable development of an organisation [45,46].

2.1.3. Work Efficacy

Regarding work efficacy, many specialists have studied the phenomenon of the self-
assessment of efficacy. The Latin maxim “Possunt, quia posse videntur”, meaning “I can because
I think I can”, provides a definition of one’s own perception of efficacy [47]. In addition,
self-efficacy is seen as the individual’s confidence in their own abilities to mobilise their
cognitive resources and motivation in order to successfully carry out the necessary actions
to perform tasks in a given context [48]. In light of social cognitive theory [49], individuals
assess their ability to successfully cope with new challenges and how they can develop a
positive perception of their own efficacy in a particular field.

Thus, individuals with a positive perception of their level of efficacy are those who
have higher confidence in their ability to work successfully on any task and set more
significant goals to achieve, invest more energy, work longer hours and cope better with
professional failure than people with a negative perception of their efficacy [50].

Many authors also investigate the relationship of the concept of individual perception
of one’s own efficacy with other concepts in the field of human resources. It was found that
there is a close relationship between job satisfaction and self-efficacy [51]. In addition, self-
efficacy seems to have a mediating effect in relation to civic spirit and job satisfaction [52].
At the same time, both the positive perception of efficacy and engagement in work lead
to individuals’ professional performance [51]. Thus, self-efficacy becomes a recognised
mechanism for its power to influence the individual’s motivation, performance and well-
being [47].

2.2. The Education System and Its Need for Work Performance, Work Engagement and
Work Efficacy

The essence of the work carried out by a teacher is the instructional process. How-
ever, the internalisation of knowledge by students usually happens as a result of two
premises [53]: (1) the teacher’s need to master the subject, both theoretically and practically,
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and (2) the teacher’s mastery of didactic–pedagogical knowledge, doubled by a constant
self-questioning regarding the teaching style.

A series of studies have concluded that part of the teachers’ performance is due to
their students’ skill level [54]. This fact shows us the complexity of a teacher’s work, one to
which countless factors contribute, hence the difficulty in characterising and evaluating it.

Regarding the predictors of teachers’ professional performance, various researchers [55–57]
have shown that emotional balance, personality type, cognitive skills, social skills and mentality
are all influencing factors. At the same time, research has strengthened the place of scientific
knowledge and skills among the predictors of teachers’ professional performance. However,
there is no uniformity or generally accepted pattern of teacher performance [58]. It is also noted
that the personality of a teacher is often a central area of research on this topic [59,60].

Some studies follow the constructs of teachers’ self-efficacy, workplace engagement
and job satisfaction from the perspective of future teachers or of people who are in the
early stages of their careers [61]. Furthermore, concepts are analysed in the literature
based on predefined profiles of teachers: rigid, normal, adapted and enthusiastic. It was
noted that the teachers in the category of adapters had the highest scores when assessing
self-efficacy [14]. Last but not least, it seems that a high initial level of teachers’ self-efficacy
is a good predictor of job satisfaction [62].

Given that the teaching activity is the gravity centre of the teachers’ performance and
defines, at the same time, the essence of the teaching profession, the teachers’ performance
needs to be evaluated and systematically observed [63].

Concerning the European Union’s point of view, the indicators usually used to measure
both the teachers’ and universities’ performance are student results, costs with staff in a
university, level of training, results obtained by the educational institution in evaluations
and quality of the infrastructure [64].

Understanding the mechanism of teachers’ work engagement appears to be essen-
tial, as their attitudes and levels of commitment are further passed on to their pupils or
students [65].

Another reason behind the intensification of research on the topic is the increase
in various costs, such as social, educational or financial ones. Recent studies show that
the degree of employee work engagement is generally very low, and teachers are no
exception [66]. The careful study of this phenomenon can provide valuable answers
both for the development of public policies and for the costs’ optimisation in higher
educational institutions, which often have the structure of very large organisations in terms
of their autonomy.

When exploring the dimension of pedagogical engagement, the intellectual, social,
academic, professional and personal perspectives are all to be taken into account [67]. In
addition, the degree of a teacher’s engagement is directly related to teaching methods, stu-
dents and their learning process [68]. They understand through the teacher’s engagement,
the level of behavioural, emotional and cognitive participation during teaching and the
degree of interest shown for students and their learning process. On the other hand, some
experts claim that a teacher’s engagement is primarily due to self-efficacy, a quality that
will lead over time to a deep commitment and high performance [69].

Furthermore, regarding the specifics of this professional category, European societies
need a generation of teachers who can educate children who will live in the age of digitali-
sation and globalisation [13]. In a world where the average age of pre-university teachers
is 44 years old, and, of those in Romania, 43 years old [70], it is crucial to investigate
the level of engagement of this professional category in the current context. Therefore,
the level of teachers’ engagement is an international concern [15], and there is a need to
intensify research on the level of employees’ work engagement and the factors that lead to
its increase or decrease [7].

Starting with the famous question of whether being a teacher is a job or a vocation,
some studies [71,72] indicate that teachers’ work requires a level of social engagement that
is rarely encountered in other professions. By social engagement, we mean the energy
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dedicated to establishing relationships. It has also been concluded that teachers who
devote energy to forming warm relationships based on understanding and support with
their students tend to have higher levels of well-being and lower levels of stress and
exhaustion [73].

What can be felt on an empirical level, namely that many of those who choose the
teaching profession do it mainly to be able to work with pupils or students, has been
confirmed by a series of studies [74,75]. The authors of these studies stated that analysing,
measuring and drawing conclusions about the level of teachers’ work engagement without
introducing social engagement towards students into the equation would mean eliminating
one of the most important aspects of their work.

Engagement is researched only on the hypothesis that it acts as a mediator for other
aspects of a teacher’s life, such as satisfaction and well-being [76]. In fact, these last two
aspects are mostly found in the Romania studies, along with studies on motivation [77],
the level of burnout [78] or those that measure the level of students’ engagement [79].

Research showed that the type of contract under which a Romanian pre-university
teacher is employed does not significantly influence the level of work engagement [80].
Moreover, it was found that the level of engagement was very high in general, which is
in line with other evidence that suggests that teachers in the Romanian pre-university
environment show a high level of work engagement.

2.3. The Present Study—Research Objectives and Hypotheses

The main purpose of this research is to investigate the relationship between the
concepts of employee engagement and work performance in the case of employees in the
Romanian pre-university education system. In accordance with the main purpose of the
research, we set the following objectives:

• Objective O1: Measuring the work engagement, work efficacy and work perfor-
mance variables of teachers. This measurement is necessary to achieve the other
objectives presented below.

• Objective O2: Identifying the differences in teachers’ work engagement, work effi-
cacy and work performance according to their seniority in education and the posi-
tion of the high school in the top national rankings. Our motivation behind choosing
the seniority variable in education is to highlight the generation to which teachers
belong. We also want to investigate the link between the position of a high school in
the national charts, which is, respectively, a characteristic of the job, and the levels of
engagement, performance and efficacy of a teacher.

• Objective O3: Highlighting the relationship between work engagement and work
performance. This objective, once fulfilled, will be a valuable basis for projections
related to the future evolution of the relationship between the two concepts and for
finding ways to increase the performance in the Romanian education system.

Following the above-stated objectives, we have built five scientific hypotheses to be
tested.

Age and experience could be key factors in gaining important information about
teachers; however, not many studies address the matter [81,82]. In our understanding,
seniority in the Romanian pre-university system comes after 20 years of teaching. This
amount of time allegedly brings for a teacher a greater capacity in dealing with all aspects of
their work, as well as enjoying more of the benefits brought by the experience gained. The
higher salary associated with higher seniority might also count, although the relationship
between pay and job satisfaction is debatable [83].

Hypothesis H1 —Teachers with a higher seniority have higher work engagement, efficacy and
performance levels than those with less seniority.

Working conditions have always been a factor that has mattered in the professional life
of someone. A number of studies [84,85] credited the idea that school working conditions
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impact various aspects of a teacher’s life. Taking into consideration that, in the educational
field, schools are ranked according to the students’ admission marks and their final exams’
passing rate, we considered that work efficacy, performance and engagement might be
influenced by this feature.

Hypothesis H2 —Teachers from high schools with higher admission marks have higher levels
of work engagement, work efficacy and performance than those from high schools with lower
admission marks.

Hypothesis H3 —Teachers from high schools with higher final exam pass rates have higher work
engagement, work efficacy and performance levels than those from high schools with lower final
exam pass rates.

Despite the concept’s popularity and its positive relationship to organisational per-
formance, only a few studies examine the relationship between work engagement and
performance at the organisational level [86]. Sometimes, employee engagement was seen
as the result of performance management and performance measurement [87], whereas, in
other studies, employee engagement is one of the factors influencing work performance
and productivity [7,8]. More recent research complements this vision that employee en-
gagement leads to organisational performance by bringing into question the importance of
human resource management systems within organisations [9]. Thus, through a series of
practices that lead to increased employee motivation, skills and opportunities that can be
accessed within the company, employee work engagement increases, directly influencing
the organisational performance.

Hypothesis H4 —Teachers’ perceived work performance is influenced by their level of work en-
gagement.

More recently, a number of studies began to throw light on the mediating effect of
efficacy in various aspects [10–12], as it is positively correlated with aspects that generate
well-being and negatively correlated with aspects that generate stress.

Hypothesis H5 —Efficacy is a mediating factor between engagement and performance.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Participants

The population that this research investigates comprised pre-university teachers from
high schools in Romania. We consider that this professional category is insufficiently
studied given its importance in society.

For the purpose of obtaining data about pre-university high school teachers, we built
a database with the e-mail addresses of high schools from each of the Romania’s counties.
This process was based solely on the information provided by Google search engine and
the high schools’ websites. The next step we took was to send all of those high schools an
email asking them to distribute the questionnaire among their employed teachers, using a
call-to-action motto “Teachers’ opinion matter”. We used the motto as we considered that
our potential subjects needed extra motivation in order to take part at the survey, given the
indirect route that they were approached by us. Thereafter, during April 2021, a holiday
month in Romania, the emails were sent and a number of 817 valid answers were received.

Within this population, we were able to analyse, based on a questionnaire, a sample of
817 participants with very good territorial representation (the counties of Romania) and
from various curricular areas (language and communication, mathematics and science, peo-
ple and society, technologies, arts, counselling, physical education and special education.

Regarding the gender of respondents, there was a significantly higher percentage of
female respondents (668 respondents—81.8%) compared to male ones (149 respondents—
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18.2%), which is in line with the trend at European level of gender representation in the
pre-university high school education system.

The largest number of respondents was the 40–49 age group (mean = 47, standard
deviation = 10.8). These data are also in line with the data published by Eurostat for 2018,
which indicates the 40–44 age group as the most numerous among teachers in Romania.

The distribution by seniority intervals in education, constructed following the specific
intervals for the inclusion of teachers in the Romanian salary scales, indicated that most
respondents, at almost 50%, do have between 20 and 35 years of teaching experience
in the Romanian education system, which indicates their vast experience in working
with students.

By looking at the admission marks and final exam pass rates of the high schools in
which our respondents teach, a relatively uniform distribution can be observed between all
levels at which an educational unit can be found according to these two criteria. However,
there was a slightly higher representation of teachers who teach at good and very good
high schools.

3.2. Measures

The questionnaire used for this study totalled 70 questions, in four sections. The first
section of the questionnaire consisted of 13 questions in order to identify respondents:
questions that address socio-demographic and professional characteristics. The following
sections covered the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, the Engaged Teachers’ Scale and Griffin’s
Performance Scale. Considering the fact that we operated with the translation of the instru-
ments into Romanian, it was necessary to verify their reliability. We used the McDonald’s
omega coefficient to express the internal consistency of each dimension [88] and we did not
need to remove any items.

3.2.1. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale

This instrument consists of 24 questions that primarily determine the level of teachers’
self-work-efficacy. According to the authors of this scale [5], the concept of “efficacy”
reflects a construct that shows the teacher’s ability to organise and implement work tasks
necessary for the successful completion of teaching activities in specific conditions. They
consider that the efficacy of a teacher comprises three dimensions, respectively:

(a) Efficacy in determining student involvement—expresses the teacher’s ability to or-
ganise the learning activity in such a way that students show involvement;

(b) Efficacy in developing training strategies—expresses the teacher’s ability to create
learning activities appropriate to the characteristics of his/her students;

(c) Efficacy in managing the students’ class—expresses the teacher’s ability to organise
and manage the activities during the course.

Based on the understanding of these concepts, the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale aims
to measure teachers’ perception of their own level of efficacy, i.e., their own judgment
regarding the ability to engage all students in the study process, the use of a variety of
instructional strategies and successful classroom management. The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy
Scale has aroused the scientific community’s interest, with several studies validating its
effectiveness and correctness [6,89,90]. Thus, we considered it relevant and wanted to
include it in our research, given that a high degree of efficacy can lead to an increased per-
formance (Appendix A.1). Table 1 shows the values of the McDonald’s internal consistency
coefficient ω for the three dimensions.
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Table 1. Reliability of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale.

No. Dimension McDonald’sω Confidence Interval (95%)

1 Efficacy in Student Engagement 0.881 Lower bound = 0.869
Upper bound = 0.894

2 Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 0.903 Lower bound = 0.893
Upper bound = 0.913

3 Efficacy in Classroom Management 0.920 Lower bound = 0.912
Upper bound = 0.928

3.2.2. Engaged Teachers’ Scale

Another famous scale, the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), was adapted
to the particularities of the teaching profession [4] in an instrument called the Engaged
Teachers’ Scale (ETS). The innovation of this tool is the redefinition of work engagement
through four dimensions that would more accurately characterise the work of a teacher:

• The cognitive dimension—the absorption and intellectual dedication that a teacher
shows when carrying out their professional activity;

• The emotional dimension—the energy dedicated by a teacher in the direction of expe-
riencing positive feelings at the time of professional activity;

• The social dimension—the relationship with co-workers—the energy dedicated by a
teacher in the direction of the relationship with his/her peers;

• The social dimension—the relationship with the students—the energy dedicated by
a teacher in the direction of establishing meaningful and long-term relationships with
his/her students.

The instrument is a scale with 16 questions, where each of the four dimensions
presented above is made up of 4 items (Appendix A.2). Table 2 shows the values of
McDonald’s internal consistency coefficient ω for each of the four dimensions.

Table 2. Reliability of the Engaged Teachers’ Scale.

No. Dimension McDonald’sω Confidence Interval (95%)

1 Cognitive engagement 0.868 Lower bound = 0.853
Upper bound = 0.883

2 Emotional engagement 0.922 Lower bound = 0.913
Upper bound = 0.931

3 Social engagement with co-workers 0.877 Lower bound = 0.863
Upper bound = 0.891

4 Social engagement with students 0.881 Lower bound = 0.867
Upper bound = 0.894

3.2.3. Griffin’s Performance Scale

This instrument consists of 18 questions that primarily serve the purpose of determin-
ing the level of the work performance of teachers [3]. The concept of work performance is
divided into three sub-dimensions, which are as follows:

• Proficiency—shows the extent to which an individual fulfils their formal work tasks;
• Adaptivity—indicates the extent to which an individual complies with changes in the

workplace or responsibilities;
• Proactivity—describes how the individual acts on their own to anticipate or initiate

changes at the organisational level or related to their work responsibilities.

All of these three sub-dimensions are related to individual behaviour. To the same
extent, the instrument aims to measure the perception of the level of performance in the
workplace on three levels where the individual manifests themselves, at the individual
level, at the level of the team and at the organisational level. Thus, the model proposed by
Griffin et al. becomes a matrix with nine elements that investigates each sub-dimension of
performance on each of the three levels [3].
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In the questionnaire used for this research, we used an adapted variant of the scale for
measuring performance at work, which takes into account the particularities of the work
submitted by a teacher (Appendix A.3). Thus, we made the following changes:

• Replacing the term “organisation” with “school”—given that all respondents work
in schools, respectively, a well-defined space, which is delimited from the rest of
organisations or companies by their own well-defined characteristics;

• Excluding questions related to the individual in relation to the team—given that a
teacher does not work in a proper team, but his/her work primarily has an individual
component by preparing the activities to be carried out in class with students. Secondly,
the interaction component with the organisation (school) is strongly present, consid-
ering the accumulation of activities that involve interactions with other colleagues,
principals and school administrative staff.

Therefore, the result was an adapted scale, totalling 18 questions, with nine questions
for each of the two kept dimensions: the individual performance of the teacher and the
performance as a member of the school. Table 3 shows the values of McDonald’s internal
consistency coefficient ω for the two dimensions.

Table 3. Reliability of the Teachers’ Performance Scale.

No. Dimension McDonald’sω Confidence Interval (95%)

1 Individual performance 0.929 Lower bound = 0.922,
Upper bound = 0.937

2 Performance as a member of the school 0.863 Lower bound = 0.849,
Upper bound = 0.877

3.3. Design and Procedure

Once the investigated population and the questionnaire used were established, a
database was built with the e-mail addresses of all state high schools in Romania. This
approach was based solely on information obtained from the Internet, with the help of the
Google search engine and the contact details published on the websites of the educational
institutions. Subsequently, e-mails were sent to all schools in the database, asking them to
further disseminate the questionnaire to their teachers, under the urging “Teachers’ opinion
matters”. We considered that potential participants in the study should be persuaded by
an impact message, given the indirect way that the questionnaire reached them.

The e-mails were sent in April 2021 to the educational institutions present in the
database. Despite the fact that the research took place in a challenging period, namely a
school holiday, during an unpredictable school year due to the COVID-19 pandemic, a total
of 817 responses were received.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptives

In Table 4, we present a series of descriptive statistical data for the analysed variables
(C.E. = cognitive engagement, E.E. = emotional engagement, S.E.-C. = social engagement
with co-workers, S.E.-S. = social engagement with students, E.S.E. = efficacy in student
engagement, E.C.M. = efficacy in classroom management, E.I.S. = efficacy in instructional
strategies, P.-I. = individual performance, P.-M. = performance as a member of the school).

For all dimensions, the value of the Shapiro–Wilk probability is less than 0.001. There-
fore, the variables are not normally distributed, and non-parametric tests are used in the
next section.
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics.

C.E. E.E. S.E.-C S.E.-S E.S.E. E.C.M. E.I.S. P.-I. P.-M.

N 817 817 817 817 817 817 817 817 817
Mean 18.488 18.115 17.563 18.137 29.935 32.449 33.353 38.908 37.360
Median 19.000 19.000 18.000 19.000 30.000 33.000 34.000 40.000 38.000
Std.
Dev. 2.066 2.417 2.420 2.200 4.902 4.977 4.692 5.305 5.735

Skewness −2.031 −1.713 −1.333 −1.695 −0.480 −0.951 −1.099 −1.135 −0.890
Kurtosis 6.776 4.685 2.846 4.851 1.053 2.172 2.629 2.443 0.992
Shapiro–
Wilk
p

<0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Min 4.000 4.000 4.000 4.000 8.000 8.000 8.000 9.000 9.000
Max 20.000 20.000 20.000 20.000 40.000 40.000 40.000 45.000 45.000

4.2. Hypothesis Testing
4.2.1. Hypothesis H1. Teachers with Higher Seniority Have Higher Work Engagement,
Efficacy and Performance Levels Than Those with Less Seniority

The entire group of respondents was divided into two subgroups: teachers with more
than 20 years of experience in education and teachers with less than 20 years of experience
in education (Table 5).

Table 5. Distribution of respondents—seniority in education.

Seniority Frequency Percent

Over 20 years 444 54.345%
Under 20 years 373 45.655%
Total 817 100%

In order to test the H1 hypothesis, given that the data distribution is not normal, we
used the non-parametric Mann–Whitney test (Table 6).

Table 6. Mann–Whitney test—differences depending on seniority in education.

Variable W p-Value Rank-Biserial
Correlation

Cognitive engagement 92,487.500 0.001 0.117
Emotional engagement 87,588.500 0.066 0.058
Social engagement—co-workers 94,993.000 <0.001 0.147
Social engagement—students 84,497.500 0.301 0.020
Efficacy in student engagement 83,350.500 0.436 0.007
Efficacy in classroom management 92,180.000 0.003 0.113
Efficacy in instructional strategies 90,380.500 0.012 0.091
Individual performance 86,438.500 0.139 0.044
Performance as a member of the school 91,038.500 0.007 0.099

We observe, based on the data in Table 6 above, that the hypothesis is partially con-
firmed. Thus, cognitive engagement, social engagement with co-workers, efficacy in
classroom management, efficacy in instructional strategies and performance as a member
of the school have higher values for teachers with more than 20 years of teaching experience
(p-value < 0.05). However, although there are statistically significant differences, and there-
fore there is sufficient evidence to support this claim, these differences are relatively small,
noting that the value of the rank-biserial correlation coefficient is close to 0.1. Finally, in
Table 7 we present the mean, standard deviation and standard error for the five dimensions
for which the hypothesis was confirmed and, therefore, there are statistically significant
differences between the two groups.
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics for groups of teachers under and over 20 years of teaching experience.

Variable Group N Mean Standard
Deviation

Standard
Error

Cognitive engagement ≥20 years 444 18.741 1.736 0.082
<20 years 373 18.188 2.369 0.123

Social engagement with
co-workers ≥20 years 444 17.881 2.139 0.102

<20 years 373 17.185 2.670 0.138
Efficacy in classroom

management ≥20 years 444 32.971 4.386 0.208

<20 years 373 31.828 5.542 0.287
Efficacy in instructional

strategies ≥20 years 444 33.793 4.239 0.201

<20 years 373 32.828 5.136 0.266
Performance as a

member of the school
≥20 years 444 37.910 5.259 0.250
<20 years 373 36.705 6.198 0.321

In conclusion, Hypothesis H1 is partially confirmed and we propose the following
explanations, illustrated in Table 8:

Table 8. Potential factors contributing to the confirmation of hypothesis H1.

Validated Variable Potential Explanatory Factor

Cognitive engagement

• Higher professional experience contributes to the
accumulation of better knowledge but also to the better
filtering of what is relevant for the act of
teaching–learning-assessment

Social engagement with
co-workers

• Most of the teachers with more than 20 years of teaching
experience are hired under indefinite working contracts,
which allows them to tie close professional and personal
relationships with their peers

Efficacy in classroom
management

• Higher teaching experience leads to improved abilities to
organise a lesson and also to a better understanding of
students and their current needs

Efficacy in instructional
strategies

• The experience gained over the years allows a teacher to
perceive the particularities of a study group quickly and to
adapt the knowledge to their level of understanding

Performance as a member of
the school

• Usually, teachers with more than 20 years of experience are
also hired under indefinite working contracts in a school. As
a result, they have the necessary time to implement and
improve ideas and projects, unlike the other category of
teachers, who may not have continuity from one year to the
next in a school

4.2.2. Hypothesis H2. Teachers from High Schools with Higher Admission Marks Have
Higher Levels of Work Engagement, Work Efficacy and Performance than Those from
High Schools with Lower Admission Marks

In order to test this hypothesis, the group of respondents was divided into three
subgroups: teachers who teach in high school with an average admission mark below 7,
those who teach in high school with an average admission mark between 7 and 8.5 and
those who teach in high school with an average admission mark over 8.5 (Table 9).
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Table 9. Distribution of respondents—average admission marks in the high schools teachers
work with.

Average Admission Marks Frequency Percent

<7 297 36.153%
7–8.5 231 28.274%
>8.5 289 35.273%
Total 817 100%

In order to test hypothesis 2 and the differences between the three groups, we used
the non-parametric Kruskal–Wallis test (Table 10).

Table 10. Kruskal–Wallis test—the average of admission marks in the high schools teachers work with.

Variable χ2 df p ε2

Cognitive engagement 7.277 2 0.026 0.00892
Emotional engagement 2.816 2 0.245 0.00345
Social engagement—co-workers 8.721 2 0.013 0.01069
Social engagement—students 3.917 2 0.141 0.00480
Efficacy in student engagement 42.226 2 <0.001 0.05175
Efficacy in classroom management 12.455 2 0.002 0.01526
Efficacy in instructional strategies 11.768 2 0.003 0.01442
Individual performance 0.960 2 0.619 0.00118
Performance as a member of the school 4.439 2 0.109 0.00544

There are statistically significant differences between the three groups for the following
dimensions: cognitive engagement, social engagement with co-workers, efficacy in student
engagement, efficacy in classroom management and efficacy in instructional strategies
(p-value < 0.05). However, the effect size, which we evaluated based on the values of ε2,
is small, since for none of the dimensions is a value threshold of 0.06 reached. For the
dimensions with statistically significant differences, we present the descriptive statistical
values (Table 11).

Table 11. Descriptive statistics—differences depending on the average admission marks in the high
schools teachers work with.

Average Admission
Marks Below 7

Average Admission
Marks 7–8.5

Average Admission
Marks over 8.5

Cognitive engagement

N 297 231 289
Mean 18.360 18.290 18.779
Standard error 0.130 0.138 0.107
Standard deviation 2.247 2.091 1.812
Min value 4.000 12.000 4.000
Max value 20.000 20.000 20.000

Social engagement with co-workers

N 297 231 289
Mean 17.690 17.242 17.689
Standard error 0.150 0.158 0.131
Standard deviation 2.589 2.407 2.227
Min value 4.000 7.000 7.000
Max value 20.000 20.000 20.000
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Table 11. Cont.

Average Admission
Marks Below 7

Average Admission
Marks 7–8.5

Average Admission
Marks over 8.5

Efficacy in student engagement

N 297 231 289
Mean 28.657 29.693 31.443
Standard error 0.301 0.305 0.259
Standard deviation 5.179 4.629 4.402
Min value 8.000 16.000 14.000
Max value 40.000 40.000 40.000

Efficacy in classroom management

N 297 231 289
Mean 31.902 31.987 33.381
Standard error 0.307 0.336 0.258
Standard deviation 5.292 5.112 4.379
Min value 8.000 9.000 15.000
Max value 40.000 40.000 40.000

Efficacy in instructional strategies

N 297 231 289
Mean 32.774 33.009 34.221
Standard error 0.294 0.307 0.245
Standard deviation 5.073 4.669 4.161
Min value 8.000 16.000 16.000
Max value 40.000 40.000 40.000

Therefore, Hypothesis H2 is partially confirmed, for only five of the nine dimensions
analysed and, especially, the size of the differentiating effect is higher for teachers who are
working with high schools with admission average marks over 8.5. Thus, we propose the
following explanations in Table 12:

Table 12. Potential factors contributing to the confirmation of hypothesis H2.

Validated Variable Potential Explanatory Factor

Cognitive engagement

• High school students with a higher admission average mark
have a faster pace of learning and may request additional
study materials, which stimulates the cognitive engagement
of the teacher

Social engagement with
co-workers

• The teachers’ degree of retention in “good” high schools is
higher, which favours the creation of connections between
colleagues

Efficacy in student
engagement

• Study groups in high schools with a higher admission
average mark may have more attention during classes and a
higher receptivity to the tasks proposed by the teacher

Efficacy in classroom
management

• Teachers may feel stimulated by groups of high school
students with higher admission marks, who may be more
inclined to perform

Efficacy in instructional
strategies

• High school teachers with a higher admission average mark
face fewer challenges in convincing students of the
importance of study, so their level of efficacy increases
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4.2.3. Hypothesis H3. Teachers from High Schools with Higher Final Exam Pass Rates
Have Higher Work Engagement, Work Efficacy and Performance Levels than Those from
High Schools with Lower Final Exam Pass Rates

The entire group of respondents was divided into three subgroups: teachers who
teach in a high school with a final exam pass rate below 40%, those who teach in a high
school with a final exam pass rate between 40% and 90% and those who teach in a high
school with a final exam pass rate over 90%. The distribution of respondents is presented
in Table 13.

Table 13. Distribution of respondents—the pass rate for the final exam in the high schools teachers
work with.

Final Exam’s Pass Rate Frequency Percent

<40% 191 23.378%
40–90% 306 37.454%
>90% 320 39.168%
Total 817 100%

In order to test Hypothesis H3 and the differences between the three groups, we used
the non-parametric Kruskal–Wallis test (Table 14).

Table 14. Kruskal–Wallis test—the final exam pass rates in the high schools teachers work with.

Variable χ2 df p ε2

Cognitive engagement 4.095 2 0.129 0.00502
Emotional engagement 1.526 2 0.466 0.00187
Social engagement—co-workers 1.634 2 0.442 0.00200
Social engagement—students 0.287 2 0.866 3.51 × 10−4

Efficacy in student engagement 50.391 2 <0.001 0.06175
Efficacy in classroom management 18.351 2 < 0.001 0.02249
Efficacy in instructional strategies 13.763 2 0.001 0.01687
Individual performance 1.134 2 0.567 0.00139
Performance as a member of the school 0.626 2 0.731 7.67 × 10−4

We can observe that there are statistically significant differences between the three
groups only for the following three dimensions: efficacy in student engagement, efficacy
in classroom management and efficacy in instructional strategies. In addition, the size of the
effect, which we evaluated based on the values ε2, is small for the dimensions of efficacy in
classroom management and efficacy in instructional strategies, and there is an average size of
the effect for efficacy in student engagement. Table 15 shows the descriptive statistics for the
dimensions with statistically significant differences.

Table 15. Descriptive statistics—differences depending on the final exam pass rates in the high
schools teachers work with.

Final Exam Pass Rate
< 40%

Final Exam Pass Rate
40–90%

Final Exam Pass Rate
> 90%

Efficacy in Student Engagement

N 191 306 320
Mean 28.089 29.588 31.369
Standard error 0.364 0.280 0.246
Standard deviation 5.029 4.890 4.395
Min value 9.000 8.000 16.000
Max value 38.000 40.000 40.000
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Table 15. Cont.

Final Exam Pass Rate
< 40%

Final Exam Pass Rate
40–90%

Final Exam Pass Rate
> 90%

Efficacy in Classroom Management

N 191 306 320
Mean 31.366 32.157 33.375
Standard error 0.378 0.300 0.244
Standard deviation 5.225 5.252 4.368
Min value 8.000 8.000 16.000
Max value 40.000 40.000 40.000

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies

N 191 306 320
Mean 32.497 33.059 34.144
Standard error 0.372 0.273 0.235
Standard deviation 5.139 4.776 4.198
Min value 8.000 8.000 16.000
Max value 40.000 40.000 40.000

Therefore, Hypothesis H3 is partially confirmed, for only the three dimensions of
work efficacy, and the effect is generally small, with only an average one being observed
concerning the efficacy in student engagement. It is also noted that the variability is higher
for teachers who teach in high schools with a lower pass rate. In addition, as the pass rate
for the baccalaureate exam increases in the high schools where they teach, the variability
decreases. Thus, we propose the following explanations (Table 16).

Table 16. Potential factors contributing to the confirmation of hypothesis H3.

Validated Variable Potential Explanatory Factor

Efficacy in student engagement • A high level of work efficacy for all teachers,
coupled with high student interest in passing the
final exam, leads to high promotion rates

Efficacy in classroom management
Efficacy in instructional strategies

4.2.4. Hypothesis H4—Teachers’ Perceived Work Performance Is Influenced by Their Level
of Work Engagement

In order to test this hypothesis, we used multiple linear regression with a dependent
variable (performance) and four independent variables (the four dimensions of work en-
gagement).

Given that the performance variable is made up of two dimensions, individual per-
formance and performance as a member of the organisation (school), we used two regres-
sion models.

Thus, the first model (M1) that we built consisted of four independent variables,
namely the four dimensions of work engagement, and a dependent variable, individual
performance (Tables 17–19).

Table 17. Linear regression—M1—model summary.

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 RMSE p

1 0.654 0.428 0.425 4.021 <0.001
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Table 18. Linear regression—M1—ANOVA.

Model Sum of
Squares df Mean

Square F p

1 Regression 9831.038 4 2457.760 151.983 <0.001
Residual 13,131.077 812 16.171

Total 22,962.115 816

Table 19. Linear regression—M1—coefficients.

Model Unstandardised Standard Error Standardised t p

1 (Intercept) 6.895 1.326 5.200 <0.001
Cognitive engagement 0.678 0.131 0.264 5.168 <0.01
Emotional engagement 0.263 0.107 0.120 2.452 0.014
Social engagement—co-workers 0.309 0.080 0.141 3.855 <0.001
Social engagement—students 0.512 0.110 0.212 4.668 <0.001

The model is statistically significant (p < 0.05) and 42.8% of the variation in individual
teachers’ performance is explained by the four dimensions of work engagement. The
regression equation can be written as follows:

Individual performance = 6.895 + 0.678 * cognitive engagement + 0.263 * emotional
engagement + 0.309 * social engagement with co-workers + 0.512 * social engagement
with students.

Moreover, the most significant influence is the dimension of cognitive engagement. This
result suggests that the individual performance of the teacher is primarily dictated by his
or her level of cognitive engagement. In our case, this aspect can be interpreted as the level
of individual training used for their work.

The second model (M2) consists of four independent variables, namely the four
dimensions of work engagement, and a dependent variable, the performance of teachers as
members of a school (Tables 20–22).

Table 20. Linear regression—M2—model summary.

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 RMSE p

2 0.596 0.355 0.352 4.616 <0.001

Table 21. Linear regression—M2—ANOVA.

Model Sum of
Squares Df Mean

Square F p

2 Regression 9532.807 4 2.383.202 151.983 <0.001
Residual 17,303.397 812 21.310

Total 26,836.203 816

Table 22. Linear regression—M2—coefficients.

Model Unstandardised Standard Error Standardised t p

2 (Intercept) 6.935 1.522 4.556 <0.001
Cognitive engagement 0.337 0.151 0.122 2.239 0.025
Emotional engagement 0.289 0.123 0.122 2.349 0.019
Social engagement—co-workers 0.727 0.092 0.307 7.902 <0.001
Social engagement—students 0.341 0.126 0.131 2.707 0.007
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The model is statistically significant (p < 0.05) and 35.5% of the variation in individual
teachers’ performance is explained by the four dimensions of work engagement. The
regression equation can be written as follows:

Performance as a member of a school = 6.935 + 0.337 * cognitive engagement +
0.289 * emotional engagement + 0.727 * social engagement with co-workers + 0.341 *
social engagement with students.

Thus, the dimension of social engagement with co-workers has the most significant
influence. This result suggests the idea that, as a member of a team, performance is
predominantly influenced by all other members of the group. In the case of our model, the
level of engagement of a teacher towards his/her colleagues influences their performance
as members of the school they belong to.

We can finally conclude that Hypothesis H4 is confirmed and that the teachers’ per-
ceived level of work performance is influenced in varying proportions by the level of the
different dimensions of engagement.

4.2.5. Hypothesis H5—Efficacy Is a Mediating Factor between Engagement
and Performance

We considered that, beyond the direct relationship between engagement and performance
in work, we can study this connection indirectly through the help of mediating factors. Thus,
considering the definition of work efficacy highlighted in the previous subchapters, we
considered that efficacy can play a mediating role in the relationship between engagement
and work performance, as shown visually in Figure 2.
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In order to test this hypothesis, we used structural equation modelling.
The structural equation model SEM 1 took into account all dimensions of engagement,

efficacy and performance, as defined in the previous sections. However, model 1 indicated
only an acceptable fit. Consequently, we decided to build a second model, SEM 2, where
the obtained results were more relevant (Table 23).

Table 23. Structural equation modelling—model fit indices.

X2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

Structural equation Model 1 183.905 0.972 0.958 0.090 0.032
Structural equation Model 2 93.877 0.985 0.975 0.074 0.029

The fundamental difference between SEM 1 and SEM 2 is that, from the calculations of
the second one, we eliminated the dimension of social engagement with co-workers. The
motivation that guided us to this change was that the work of a teacher does not have, in
its essence, the interaction and close collaboration with colleagues, which was confirmed
by the teachers themselves, considering that the respondents’ answers to the questionnaire
were based on self-assessment.

Based on the data presented in Table 23, we can observe that the values of CFI and TLI
are higher than 0.95 in both models. In addition, the value of the RMSEA parameter for the
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first model is 0.09, so it slightly exceeds the threshold value of 0.08, whereas, for the M2
model, its value is equal to 0.074, an acceptable value.

Figures 3 and 4 present the path diagrams for the two models. In the calculation of
the M2 model, engagement is defined by only three of its dimensions, lacking the social
dimension of the relationship with co-workers.

Sustainability 2022, 14, 10167 19 of 29 
 

The structural equation model SEM 1 took into account all dimensions of 
engagement, efficacy and performance, as defined in the previous sections. However, 
model 1 indicated only an acceptable fit. Consequently, we decided to build a second 
model, SEM 2, where the obtained results were more relevant (Table 23). 

The fundamental difference between SEM 1 and SEM 2 is that, from the calculations 
of the second one, we eliminated the dimension of social engagement with co-workers. 
The motivation that guided us to this change was that the work of a teacher does not have, 
in its essence, the interaction and close collaboration with colleagues, which was 
confirmed by the teachers themselves, considering that the respondents’ answers to the 
questionnaire were based on self-assessment. 

Table 23. Structural equation modelling—model fit indices. 

 X2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 
Structural equation Model 1 183.905 0.972 0.958 0.090 0.032 
Structural equation Model 2 93.877 0.985 0.975 0.074 0.029 

Based on the data presented in Table 23, we can observe that the values of CFI and 
TLI are higher than 0.95 in both models. In addition, the value of the RMSEA parameter 
for the first model is 0.09, so it slightly exceeds the threshold value of 0.08, whereas, for 
the M2 model, its value is equal to 0.074, an acceptable value. 

Figures 3 and 4 present the path diagrams for the two models. In the calculation of 
the M2 model, engagement is defined by only three of its dimensions, lacking the social 
dimension of the relationship with co-workers. 

 
Figure 3. Path diagram SEM 1. Figure 3. Path diagram SEM 1.

Sustainability 2022, 14, 10167 20 of 29 
 

 
Figure 4. Path diagram SEM 2. 

In Figures 3 and 4, variables are expressed as follows: 
• V1 = Engagement (v1_1 = Emotional engagement, v1_2 = Cognitive engagement, v1_3 = 

Social engagement—co-workers, v1_4 = Social engagement—students); 
• V2 = Efficacy (v2_1 = Efficacy—student engagement, v2_2 = Efficacy—classroom 

management, v2_3 = Efficacy—instructional strategies); 
• V3 = Performance (v3_1 = Performance—individual, v3_2 = Performance—social). 

Latent variables (Engagement, Efficacy and Performance) are measured through a 
series of sub-dimensions, as explained above. Numbers written near each sub-dimensions 
were obtained by standardising variables before estimation. 

V3 (Performance) is an endogenous variable that receives two impacts—one from V1 
(Engagement), and the other one from V2 (Efficacy). We wanted to see if latent variable 1 
(Engagement) has an indirect effect through variable 2 (Efficacy) in addition to the direct 
effect on variable 3 (Performance). The numbers placed near the three arrows indicating 
the relationships between the three variables are the standardised estimates that have 
been calculated based on the variances of the latent variables. 

Both models validate the role of the mediator of work efficiency in the relationship 
between involvement and performance. However, the biggest part of the total effect 
remains the direct one: 
• In the first model—Figure 3—the direct effect is 0.54, which is quite large, whereas 

the indirect effect is only 0.63 x 0.28 = 0.18; total effect = 0.54 + 0.18 = 0.72 (proportion 
of indirect effect = 25%); 

• In the second model—Figure 4—the direct effect is 0.51, which is again quite large, 
whereas the indirect effect is also smaller, 0.62 x 0.30 = 0.19; total effect = 0.51 + 0.19 = 
0.70 (proportion of indirect effect = 27%); 

• The second model has smaller errors, as indicated by comparing the two models 
(Table 23), which shows the fact that, if we eliminate the social dimension—the 
relationship with colleagues—from the variable of work engagement, the mediation 
relationship is actually stronger. 
Thus, we can say that Hypothesis H5 is confirmed, but the indirect effect is quite 

small. Engagement has a direct influence on performance, but also an indirect one, 
through efficacy. 

Figure 4. Path diagram SEM 2.

In Figures 3 and 4, variables are expressed as follows:

• V1 = Engagement (v1_1 = Emotional engagement, v1_2 = Cognitive engagement, v1_3 =
Social engagement—co-workers, v1_4 = Social engagement—students);

• V2 = Efficacy (v2_1 = Efficacy—student engagement, v2_2 = Efficacy—classroom manage-
ment, v2_3 = Efficacy—instructional strategies);
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• V3 = Performance (v3_1 = Performance—individual, v3_2 = Performance—social).

Latent variables (Engagement, Efficacy and Performance) are measured through a
series of sub-dimensions, as explained above. Numbers written near each sub-dimensions
were obtained by standardising variables before estimation.

V3 (Performance) is an endogenous variable that receives two impacts—one from V1
(Engagement), and the other one from V2 (Efficacy). We wanted to see if latent variable 1
(Engagement) has an indirect effect through variable 2 (Efficacy) in addition to the direct
effect on variable 3 (Performance). The numbers placed near the three arrows indicating
the relationships between the three variables are the standardised estimates that have been
calculated based on the variances of the latent variables.

Both models validate the role of the mediator of work efficiency in the relationship
between involvement and performance. However, the biggest part of the total effect
remains the direct one:

• In the first model—Figure 3—the direct effect is 0.54, which is quite large, whereas the
indirect effect is only 0.63 x 0.28 = 0.18; total effect = 0.54 + 0.18 = 0.72 (proportion of
indirect effect = 25%);

• In the second model—Figure 4—the direct effect is 0.51, which is again quite large,
whereas the indirect effect is also smaller, 0.62 x 0.30 = 0.19; total effect = 0.51 + 0.19 =
0.70 (proportion of indirect effect = 27%);

• The second model has smaller errors, as indicated by comparing the two models
(Table 23), which shows the fact that, if we eliminate the social dimension—the re-
lationship with colleagues—from the variable of work engagement, the mediation
relationship is actually stronger.

Thus, we can say that Hypothesis H5 is confirmed, but the indirect effect is quite small.
Engagement has a direct influence on performance, but also an indirect one, through effi-
cacy.

5. Discussions
5.1. Trends and Recommendations Regarding the Evolution of Pre-University Education System

The obtained results provide valuable information based on which we can observe a
series of trends that currently characterise the Romanian pre-university education system
from the human resources management point of view.

High school teachers in the Romanian pre-university environment perceive themselves
as having high levels of work engagement, work efficacy and work performance; thus, we
notice a good trend, namely, that teachers have confidence in their professional skills. In
the short run, this confidence can yield results. Still, we draw attention to the danger of
self-sufficiency that can curb the desire for continuous development throughout the career
and adaptation to generational and social change.

In order for these results not to generate a negative evolution of the professional quality
of the teachers, the recommendation we offer is the formalisation of the self-evaluation
activities and their development with constant periodicity in the Romanian schools. This
practice could also be doubled by a series of individual discussions that each teacher should
have with another more experienced colleague or even the school counsellor so that they
receive constant feedback on their challenges.

Hypothesis H1—Teachers with a higher seniority have higher work engagement,
efficacy and performance levels than those with less seniority—was partially validated only
for the dimensions: cognitive engagement, social engagement with co-workers, efficacy in
classroom management, efficacy in instructional strategies and performance as a member
of the school.

The trend we observe in this case is that longer seniority in education indicates a higher
professional experience and stability and predictability in planning the teaching-evaluation
activities. We believe that the main explanation refers to the experience and competence
coming from higher seniority, but another reasoning may also be taken into account, as
there is a higher salary level in the case of higher seniority, and this variable is known to



Sustainability 2022, 14, 10167 21 of 28

influence performance, even if some studies have shown that this is not always the case [83].
While this was our hypothesis, it is interesting to note that some studies suggested that the
teachers’ years of experience showed nonlinear relationships with all three self-efficacy
factors, increasing from early career to mid-career and then falling afterwards [81]. Our
research design is simpler, and is only partially in line with the above mentioned work. It
is important to underline that, in Romania, teachers with more than 20 years of teaching
experience are usually hired under indefinite work contracts, which suggests a mental
comfort regarding the safety of the workplace and the possibility of developing long-
term projects. Moreover, given the quite low salary level in the educational sector in
Romania, the difference might count. No matter the explanation, these aspects suggest
that, with the evolution of work experience, the teachers’ work efficacy level increases, but
specific dimensions of work engagement and work performance tend not to depend on the
teaching seniority.

These results allow us to recommend that experienced human resources be used for
mentoring and knowledge transfer programs to teachers with less experience in teaching
in order to standardise how the educational act is performed.

Hypothesis H2—Teachers from high schools with higher admission marks have higher
levels of work engagement, work efficacy and performance than those from high schools
with lower admission marks—was also only partially validated for the dimensions: cognitive
engagement, social engagement with co-workers, efficacy in classroom management, efficacy in
instructional strategies and efficacy in students engagement. These results show that high schools
with higher average admission marks can be more attractive workplaces for teachers.
Working with better students can be more challenging, more attractive and ultimately
more stimulating for the level of engagement and efficacy with which they perform their
job. A more competitive environment is generally useful, which is in line with previous
literature [84,85]. This aspect can turn into fierce competition for vacancies in “better”
high schools. It can also create an imbalance in the concentration of good and motivated
professionals only in this type of high school. On the other hand, there is a concentration
of teachers lacking engagement and efficacy in “worst” high schools. In the long run, this
could be a factor of the inequality of opportunity in quality education for students studying
in high schools with lower average admission marks.

However, we also note that the dimensions of teachers’ work performance do not differ
significantly from a statistical point of view, depending on the average admission of the
high school that they teach. We consider this to be encouraging because it suggests that
teachers perceive themselves as performing and make the necessary effort regardless of the
level of students they work with.

Through these results, we suggest the possibility of implementing exchanges of good
practices between teachers from all types of high schools because they can learn from each
other’s challenges. We also suggest implementing programs through which teachers learn
to manage the challenges of working with the types of students in “poor high schools” (i.e.,
students with learning difficulties, students from disadvantaged backgrounds, etc.). In this
way, we believe that teachers’ perception of their level of engagement and efficacy in work
would increase, as they would no longer feel that their professional efforts are misdirected.

Hypothesis 3—Teachers from high schools with higher final exam pass rates have
higher work engagement, work efficacy and performance levels than those from high
schools with lower final exam pass rates—was partially validated only for the dimen-
sions: efficacy in classroom management, efficacy in instructional strategies and efficacy in
students’ engagement. We notice that the dimensions of work efficacy are the only ones
for which there are statistically significant differences when we differentiate the teachers
according to the pass rate at the final exam of the high school they work with. Given that
the efficacy of the work also depends on the other half of the educational act, the students,
it is natural that, where students are actively interested in passing the exam, the teacher’s
work is also perceived at a higher level of efficacy. Findings are in line with previous
literature, as school working conditions matter [84,85].
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We also observe on a positive note that the level of the teachers’ work engagement
does not differ, which means that the effort with which they devote themselves to preparing
their students for the final exam remains constant regardless of their abilities. In addition,
their perception of their own performance is not affected by the exam pass rate, which
suggests that teachers are realistic about the mix between the work they carry out and the
work carried out by students for the success of the exam.

Based on the results obtained, we allow ourselves to conclude that this differentiation
criterion is not the most relevant, given that teachers have similar levels of engagement
and perceived performance regardless of the level of high school.

Hypothesis H4—Teachers’ perceived work performance is influenced by their level of
work engagement—was validated by the multiple linear regression method used in two
models (because performance has two main dimensions—individual performance and
performance as a member of the school). As previous literature suggested [7,8], employee
engagement is one of the factors influencing work performance.

In our first model, M1, the regression had a dependent variable, individual perfor-
mance, and four independent variables, respectively, the four dimensions of work engage-
ment. In the second model, M2, the regression had a dependent variable, performance
as a member of an organisation (school), and the same four independent variables. Both
constructed models provided statistically significant results, which allows us to observe
that the work performance perceived by teachers is significantly influenced by their level
of work engagement.

Decision makers should consider that 42.8% of the individual performance perceived
by a teacher is due to their level of work engagement. Moreover, the biggest influence is the
one of cognitive engagement. We consider that this result is of significant value, so decision
makers should permanently allocate funds for the continuous development of teachers, as
well as for their initial training programmes. In addition, maintaining a climate in which
continuous development is encouraged, exchanging good practices, adapting to the new
paradigms of society and understanding the changing mentality of the new generations
and the challenges it brings—all of these elements are fundamental pillars for increasing
the level of cognitive engagement of teachers and ultimately their individual performance.

On the other hand, in terms of the results for the second regression model, 35.5%
of a teacher’s performance as a member of an organisation (school) is explained by their
level of work engagement. The biggest influence is the one of social engagement with co-
workers. Therefore, we suggest increasing the level of knowledge and interaction between
teachers through teambuilding sessions, good practice exchange sessions between members
of various departments and shadow programs between more experienced teachers and those
at the beginning of their career.

Hypothesis 5—Efficacy is a mediating factor between engagement and performance—
was validated using structural equations modelling. Again, we developed two models.
SEM 1 took into account all of the dimensions observed in our research, whereas, in SEM 2,
we decided to eliminate the dimension of social engagement with co-workers, consider-
ing that the essence of a teacher’s work does not depend on the degree of closeness and
collaboration with colleagues in the school. Thus, efficacy is a mediating factor between
engagement and performance, especially when engagement is not defined through the
dimension of social engagement with co-workers. The second model had better fitting in-
dices.

Other authors have proven the mediating role of efficacy in various other similar
relationships [10–12]. Our study shows that the level of efficacy plays a vital role in
explaining the relationship between a teacher’s levels of engagement and performance.
Thus, decision makers who want and can contribute to increasing the level of efficacy
of a teacher must be supported in this endeavour because its implications are important
and favourable.
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5.2. Limitations and Future Research Directions

It is important to note that this scientific research has been subject to certain constraints:

• Research directions were outlined before the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic;
• Empirical research was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, which led to

important changes in the Romanian education system and teachers’ beliefs, and,
unfortunately, we did not have the opportunity to quantify these issues;

• The tools chosen for this research measure the respondents’ own perception, which
gives a high degree of subjectivity;

• In this study, we took into account only one part of the teacher–student partnership in
the process of learning, without addressing the key actor, which is the student.

Given the above aspects, with priority given to the limitations of our research, we are
aware of the possibility of refining the current study and launching some future research di-
rections:

- The use of other empirical research methodologies allowing for an increase in the level
of objectivity;

- Including an analysis of the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the work engage-
ment, work efficacy and work performance of teachers in the research objectives;

- Developing a new study in which we can mirror the perception of students to the
perception of teachers in order to have a wider perspective;

- Extending the research to teachers from other school cycles;
- Deepening the understanding of the causality between the levels of engagement and

work performance by taking into account other potential mediators besides efficacy;
- Deepening the understanding of the differences in the levels of work engagement,

performance and efficacy by looking at other differentiating factors between teachers
(i.e., gender, location of the educational institution, etc.).

6. Conclusions

Through this paper, we managed to attain our three main objectives: (1) we measured
the work engagement, work efficacy and work performance variables of teachers, (2) we
identified differences in teachers’ work engagement, work efficacy and work performance
according to their seniority in education and the position of the high school in the top
national rankings and (3) we highlighted the relationship between work engagement and
work performance, with work efficacy as a mediating variable.

Organisational performance is one of the most important aspects in terms of the suc-
cess of an entity, but also an essential variable in management research. The international
business community acknowledges that evaluating employee performance has an impor-
tant impact on organisational success, as it empowers employees, investigates and corrects
poor performance and strengthens those who perform poorly. There is also an intense
concern on the part of both academia and the business world for the development of tools
to measure the work performance of employees. In recent years, the employee has been at
the centre of efforts related to evaluating and managing work performance.

There is also a concern in the scientific community about teachers’ work performance.
Still, given the importance of this professional group in society, we conclude that studies
could be more numerous, more innovative and more correlated with current realities.

The essence of a teacher’s work lies in the activity of teaching students, but part of
their performance is also due to the level of the skills of the students that are learning. As
a result, the complexity of a teacher’s work leads to a difficult process of characterising
and evaluating the performance of their work. Consequently, research in recent years has
intensified in analysing the perception of teachers’ self-efficacy.

The interest in studying teachers’ work engagement has only flourished in the last
years, after a period in which a significant gap was observed compared to professionals
from other sectors. The reasons behind the intensification of the study of teachers’ work
engagement seem to be related to how teachers pass on their attitudes to students, the
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results that students obtain and the social and educational costs of teachers’ retention in
the system.

Based on the recommendations that we have suggested, we believe that our approach
brings to the surface qualitative information to support the development of this professional
category. This study’s results are important for many stakeholders, such as the Romanian
Ministry of Education, but also their counterparts from other countries, school principals,
NGOs, the teachers themselves, parents and students. Improving the teachers’ work
performance should be a common goal for society as a whole.
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Appendix A

Appendix A.1. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Five Point Likert Scale)

Statements belonging to the efficacy in student engagement dimension

• How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students?
• How much can you do to help your students think critically?
• How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school work?
• How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school work?
• How much can you do to help your students value learning?
• How much can you do to foster student creativity?
• How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who is failing?
• How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?

Statements belonging to the efficacy in classroom management dimension

• How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?
• To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student behavior?
• How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly?
• How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?
• How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?
• How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of

students?
• How well can you keep a few problem students form ruining an entire lesson?
• How well can you respond to defiant students?

Statements belonging to the efficacy in instructional strategies dimension

• How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students?
• How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught?
• To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?
• How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual

students?
• How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?



Sustainability 2022, 14, 10167 25 of 28

• To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students
are confused?

• How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?
• How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students?

Appendix A.2. Teachers’ Work Engagement Scale (Five Point Likert Scale)

Cognitive engagement

• You try your hardest to perform well while teaching.
• While teaching, you really “throw” yourself into your work.
• While teaching you pay a lot of attention to your work.
• While teaching, you work with intensity.

Emotional engagement

• You are excited about teaching.
• You feel happy while teaching.
• You love teaching.
• You find teaching fun.

Social engagement: Students

• In class, you show warmth to your students.
• In class, you are aware of your students’ feelings.
• In class, you care about the problems of your students.
• In class, you are empathetic towards your students.

Social engagement: colleagues

• At school, you connect well with your colleagues.
• At school, you are committed to helping your colleagues.
• At school, you value the relationships you build with your colleagues.
• Aschool, you care about the problems of your colleagues.

Appendix A.3. Griffin’s Work Performance Scale (Five Point Likert Scale)

Statements belonging to the individual task proficiency dimension

• You carried out the core parts of your job well.
• You completed your core tasks well using the standard procedures.
• You ensured your tasks were completed properly.

Statements belonging to the individual task adaptability dimension

• You adapted well to changes in core tasks.
• You coped with changes to the way you have to do your core tasks.
• You learned new skills to help you adapt to changes in your core tasks.

Statements belonging to the individual task proactivity dimension

• You initiated better ways of doing your core tasks.
• You come up with ideas to improve the way in which your core tasks are done.
• You made changes to the way your core tasks are done.

Statements belonging to the organization member proficiency dimension

• You presented a positive image of the school to other people
• You defended the school if others criticized it.
• You talked about the school in positive ways.

Statements belonging to the organization member adaptability dimension

• You responded flexibly to overall changes in the school (e.g., changes in management).
• You coped with changes in the way the school operates.
• You learnt skills or acquired information that helped you adjust to overall changes in

the school.

Statements belonging to the organization member proactivity dimension
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• You made suggestions to improve the overall effectiveness of the school (e.g., by
suggesting changes to administrative procedures)

• You involved yourself in changes that are helping to improve the overall effectiveness
of the school.

• You come up with ways of increasing efficiency within the school.
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