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'e work environment includes conducive aspects such as (1) organizational encouragement, (2) supervisory encouragement, and
(3) workgroup support, as well as toxic conditions like (4) teaching impediments and (5) workload pressure; the objective of the
research is which of the factors and what are the elements of those factors teachers perceive as constituting the conducive and toxic
environment. 'e research also outlines the effects of years of experience and the level of teaching on the specified factors. 'e
study used a quantitative-based cross-sectional survey to analyze teachers’ perceptions of their work environment. A ques-
tionnaire comprised some background information, and 34 close-ended questions were used to elicit the responses. About 368
(230 males and 138 females) teachers participated in the survey. Structural equation models were constructed, where the five
mentioned factors were part of two second-order formative constructs. Independent sample t-test was estimated to outline
gender-wise and teaching level-wise (primary and secondary) variation, whereas Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated
to check whether the experience was correlated with any of the perceived factors of the work environment. It is found that
workgroup encouragement, particularly having good relations with the principal, is the most important factor in the conducive
environment of the school. 'e physical facilities were the least, whereas promoting positive behavior by avoiding conflict and
ensuring fairness was the most important aspect of organizational encouragement. Teaching impediments were mostly shaped by
how often teachers require dealing with disruptive and violent pupils. Teachers perceived too many after-school meetings,
unreasonable deadlines, and office staffs’ inspections enhance their workload pressure. 'e more a teacher became experienced,
the more he or she positively perceived the conducive environment of the school.'e findings can serve as a guide for educational
policymakers and school administrators to identify which factors in the school environment need urgent attention
and modification.

1. Introduction

'e work environment of teachers is vital; after all, the
working environment of teachers is the learning condition of
students, and the unproblematic environment in which to
teach is also the comfortable environment in which to learn
[1]. High satisfaction and low intention to leave the teaching
profession are high among teachers in schools with
favourable working conditions, regardless of student de-
mographics and socioeconomic background of the teachers
[2]. Schools’ organizational characteristics have been the
subject of a growing body of research (cf. [3]). Despite
growing recognition of the critical nature of working

conditions, researchers have only recently begun to un-
derstand how various aspects of the workplace affect
teachers’ ability to teach effectively, their sense of self-effi-
cacy, their satisfaction with their role and assignment, and
their willingness to remain in their school and profession [4].
Teacher demographics, qualifications, school organizational
traits, school resources, and student body characteristics are
all factors that influence teacher attrition [5]. Teaching
conditions are more important than previously thought in
predicting teacher attrition [5]. Working conditions, notably
administrative assistance, school amenities, and class size,
are far more significant to teachers than remuneration and
student demographics [6]. Working conditions, in addition
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to salary and incentives, have a significant impact on
teachers’ career intentions [7, 8]. Another crucial factor
influencing teachers’ career choices is school administration,
specifically the quality of a school’s leadership [7, 8].

'e success of any school is depending on seven pivotal
issues, “teacher selection, teacher dismissal, evaluation
policy, enrolment policy, textbook selection, curriculum
content, and curriculum design” [9]. However, interper-
sonal, academic, socioeconomic, political and administrative
relationships are all part of educational institutions. In
primary and secondary schools, a conglomeration of in-
tellectuals and well-informed individuals hailing from dif-
ferent sociocultural, ethnic, and religious backgrounds come
together to pursue a single goal providing education [10].
Like all other organizations, a school is a workplace for
teachers, and a specific working environment, as well as the
overall arrangement of these specific circumstances, can
influence their perspective. Some features of the work en-
vironment are essential, but their effects on well-being will
vary as to their level increases [11].'ese features include (1)
opportunity for control; (2) opportunity for skill use; (3)
externally generated goals; (4) variety, (5) environmental
clarity; (6) availability of money; (7) physical security, (8)
opportunity for interpersonal contact; (9) valued social
position. While all of them are important for psychological
well-being in moderation, some, like workload, are thought
to be damaging to well-being at very high levels. Some other
variables, including money and social status, are unlikely to
harm well-being even if their level is high. Teachers’ self-
efficacy is influenced by collective efficacy, school envi-
ronment, and mastery experiences [12], whereas perceived
organizational support can enhance educators’ self-esteem
by reducing occupational stress [13].

A recent research indicates that excessive workload, bias
based on social identity perception, discrimination and
favouritism, not receiving help from upper management,
feeling unvalued, and financial issues were among the
reasons instructors quit school management [14]. Besides,
unhappiness and anxiety, feelings of depression, failure and
inadequacy, mental exhaustion and depersonalization,
anxiety, dilemma, tension, feeling worthless, anxiety, hurt,
and apathy were among the emotional states generated by
these factors [14]. Recently, an approach was developed to
measure the employee’s perceptions of an acceptable
workplace; such things as effort and commitment to the
organization, as well as what they expect in return, like
payment, respect, or promotion, were factors in an em-
ployee’s perception of a healthy workplace [15]. It is believed
that a psychological contract exists between employees and
employers. If an employee believes their employer has failed
to uphold this contract by, for example, not promoting
someone based on effort, they will experience stronger
negative emotions that can negatively affect their physical
and mental health in the long term. When the psychological
contract is viewed as fair, psychological well-being is likely to
improve. 'e work environment is characterized in this
approach as a set of beliefs held by the employee about how
the organization will respond to their job activities. Where
employees perceive some factors in the work environment as

unsatisfying, then such an environment may be construed as
being toxic. Hence, for an environment to be perceived as
satisfying (conducive), the Person (p)-Environment (E)
relationship must be equivalent, such as E should fulfil the
requirement of P [16].

'e work environment includes the sum of the inter-
relationships that exist among the employees and the em-
ployers; it reflects the conducive aspects like organizational
and supervisory encouragement, workgroup support as well
as toxic conditions like insufficient resources, organizational
impediments, and work pressure [17].'e basic question the
present research deals with is which of the factors do
teachers consider as constituting the conducive and the toxic
environment of the schools. It may also be of interest to
inquire into which of these factors in work environments
exert more influence on job commitment. Further, the
teachers’ skills may develop to where they outgrow their role,
or their priorities may shift because of non-work commit-
ments; likewise, the nature of the work environment or the
rewards that a school can offer may change over the years
[18].'e correspondence between the teacher and the school
environment may not be perfect, perhaps because the
teacher chose the wrong career or the school administration
chose the wrong person; even a good correspondence can
deteriorate over time [19]. Hence, it is worthy to outline the
relationships between the factors and the year of experiences
by the teachers.

A variety of factors can affect the physical and psy-
chological well-being of teachers in the work environment.
'e present research focuses on understanding and
explaining how teachers perceive their work environment.
'e objective here is to gain a better understanding of those
aspects of work environments that are believed to have a
significant impact on teaching. 'ere has been no reliable,
valid method for adequately assessing the teachers’ percept
of their work environment dimensions. Promoting effective
teaching for all students, especially those from low-income
families, cannot be achieved by merely offering financial
rewards or through compelling teachers to reassign [20].
Good teachers will come and remain, and their pupils will
learn if the school is known for being a helpful and pro-
ductive environment [21]. Besides, the work environment is
related to school policies.'e administrators of schools need
to understand the school’s environment to enhance the job
commitment of the teachers and be able to develop policies
that are consistent with the academic curriculum.'erefore,
an empirical probing to answer these questions will serve as a
guide to educational policymakers and school administra-
tors to identify which factors in the school environment need
urgent attention and modification.

2. Conceptual Framework

'e work environment is the environment in which people
work; from the physical environment, such as heat and
equipment, job-specific characteristics such as workload and
task complexity, broader organizational features such as
culture and history, and to the extra-organizational factors
such as local labour market conditions, industry sector, and
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work-home relationships, all are part of the work envi-
ronment [22]. While the influence of physical workplace
conditions, such as the presence of a toxic substance, is often
quite apparent, it is less direct how social environments
affect teachers’ perception [23]. Conducive work environ-
ments provide teachers with pleasurable experiences and
assist them in actualizing their goals; toxic work environ-
ments are responsible for painful experiences that deactu-
alize their behaviour [24]. Since educational institutions,
such as primary and secondary schools, have a unique work
environment that differs in a lot of ways from other
manufacturing or service-based organizations, we may need
to broaden our understanding by investigating what could
be toxic or conducive to teachers [22]. While organizational,
supervisory, and workgroup encouragement may contribute
in teacher retention, teaching impediments, and unrea-
sonable workload pressure may contribute in teacher
attrition.

2.1. Organizational Encouragement. 'e working environ-
ment of teachers is extremely important to them and, ul-
timately, to their students; teachers are more satisfied and
intend to stay longer in schools with a positive work en-
vironment, regardless of the student demographic charac-
teristics of the school [25]. Clean and well-maintained
facilities and access to new instructional technology are not
the most important aspects of the work environment for
teachers [26]. 'e physical surroundings, such as safety and
comfort, as well as economic variables like compensation
and job security, were all important aspects of a teacher’s
employment; it also incorporates assignment structures such
as workload and supervision, as well as cultural and social
variables such as organizational culture strength and co-
worker and student qualities [12]. Unsurprisingly, those who
want to improve student learning by improving the teacher’s
workplace tend to focus on easily manipulative elements like
remuneration, class size, and job security [20]. However,
many aspects of the teachers’ workplace are still outside the
purview of dispute settlement, laws and regulations, and
administrative rule-making [27]. 'ese are the elements of
the social context of schooling that have a significant impact
on efforts to improve schools and children’s school out-
comes [28]. Apart from the factors like emotions, and
subjective well-being [29], the perception regarding how
much they are valued in the workplace as well as home, and
how much they are maintaining the balance between per-
sonal-professional lives are related to the administrative
encouragement of the school [30].

2.2. Supervisory Encouragement. Teachers who experienced
greater levels of satisfaction and academic progress were
those who worked in schools where principal leadership,
collegial relationships, and school culture were resilient [25].
'e principal and teachers work together to create, enact,
and promote a positive school culture; the principal can
expect the school to be a safe and orderly environment for
teaching and learning, but unless the teachers play a role, it
will be controlled by regulations rather than norms [25]. A

principal facilitates teachers’ collegial contacts by encour-
aging them to collaborate, ensuring that they have time to do
so, and mediating their relationships. However, unless the
school culture encourages all students to share their
knowledge, expert teachers’ best practices may never spread
beyond their classrooms [31]. While a principal may have
the most formal authority in a school, without the daily
support of teachers, that authority falls far short of what is
required to truly transform a school from good to great [32].
A good principal understands the distinction between what
she can achieve through decisive leadership and what she
can only develop by fostering positive working relationships
[33]. Such principals understand that it is the social context
of teachers’ work that allows them to have the most success
with students. Because colleagues play an important role in
teachers’ development, it is critical to assemble a staff of
teachers who share core values and is committed to im-
proving their practice, both individually and collectively
[33].

'e quality management system depends on data uti-
lization, leadership, and discussion formats, all of which
contribute to reasonably intimate and network of rela-
tionships among the colleagues [34]. 'e capacity of schools
to improve teaching can be increased by guiding individual
teachers and using systematic and meaningful evaluations.
Teachers in their mid-career years who participated in the
Teacher Evaluation System, which is peer-evaluated, im-
proved their students’ performance, as measured by student
test score gains, both during the year of the evaluation and in
the years following [35]. Even when a school actively in-
volves teachers in collaborative learning and development,
some teachers may be unable or unwilling to improve. Due
to the critical nature of teachers’ work, their performance
should be evaluated regularly; those who lack the skills or
attitudes to achieve success with students should be en-
couraged [36]. 'erefore, effective principals maintain order
in the classroom, respond to teachers’ concerns, and provide
instructional leadership by ensuring that teachers receive
regular and relevant feedback on their teaching [37].

2.3. Workgroup Encouragement. Teachers’ job satisfaction
and career aspirations are mostly determined by social
factors, such as the school’s culture, the principal’s leader-
ship, and connections among co-workers [38]. Improving
these social conditions involves building relational trust
between teachers and school leaders and engaging teachers
in coconstructing the social context of their work [39]. 'e
school environment includes the social relations of “teachers
with students, teachers with other teachers, teachers with
parents and with their school principal” [40]. 'ese daily
relationships require a high level of trust, and they show how
important social exchanges are to a school’s ability to im-
prove [40]. Hence, it is no surprise then that teachers’ work
with students is heavily influenced by their relationships
with other adults, such as their colleagues at school [41].
Teachers who have supportive collegial contacts can learn
from one another, handle problems together, and keep one
another accountable [42].
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Teachers who work in schools with more supportive
principals and colleagues are more likely to stay [43]. It
appears likely that such schools perform better than others at
attracting and retaining effective teachers [43]. A prospective
teacher who is serious about becoming a successful teacher,
especially one who is personally motivated to serve low-
income, minority students, will most likely want to col-
laborate with others who share her goals and expectations
[44]. A school with a strong professional culture will retain
that teacher [41]. 'erefore, students would benefit from
attending a school known for attracting and retaining like-
minded teachers [45]. Teachers who collaborate and learn
from one another regularly have a positive work environ-
ment. When working with more effective colleagues, ele-
mentary school teachers can raise student test scores [46];
hence, collegial relationships can help teachers. Positive
collegial interactions are likely to support student learning.
'erefore, schools with stronger work cultures appear to be
more favourable to teachers and students working together
to achieve their goals, which is dependent on how much
teachers trust and respect one another, how comfortable
they are addressing issues, and how committed they are to
helping students learn [47].

2.4. Teaching Impediments. 'e efficacy of teachers is de-
termined by the students they educate; many teachers opt to
work with groups of high-poverty, high-minority pupils
because they believe they can contribute to the public good
by teaching these students [48]. At the same time, some
teachers may avoid dealing with the same groups of students
for a variety of reasons, including personal discomfort or
reservations about their ability to teach them effectively [48].
Teachers may find it difficult to differentiate between
problems created by pupils and problems produced by a
dysfunctional work environment when deciding whether to
stay at their current school or transfer to another [49]. For
example, when the underlying problem is a terrible school
culture or teachers who feel accountable primarily for what
happens in their classroom, they may accuse students of
chaotic or dangerous situations in the classrooms [49].
Leaving teaching professions is influenced more by student
demographics than by compensation; Instead of leaving
their schools, teachers chose to leave their pupils [50]. Low
teacher retention rate is common in schools attended by
minority and low-income students [8].

Teachers’ daily experiences in school are shaped in part by
students; however, they are far from the only factor influ-
encing their attitudes. Sometimes, the restroom facilities are
considered as the level of service quality by the educational
institutions [51]. While effective coordination at the school
management team level helps reduce the amount of school
violence [52], a lack of relational trust among actors and
components in school management hampered community
participation, which in turn hampered the overall progress of
the community [53]. If schools are to attract and retain the
best teachers to work with the most vulnerable students, they
cannot be places of deprivation, disorder, and isolation, as
neither teachers nor students will thrive in such environments

[54]. When schools are unable to provide teachers with
minimally acceptable staff support, teachers develop symp-
tomatic responsiveness to their work environment [55].
Teachers who work in schools with extremely poor working
circumstances are three times more likely to plan to transfer
than teachers who work in schools with ordinary working
conditions [25]. High turnover rates of teachers disrupt efforts
to build meaningful collegial connections, improve instruc-
tional capacity, and create a strong organizational culture.

2.5. Workload Pressure. Qualitative and quantitative
workload, control or discretion over the way employees
perform tasks, task repetition, and role ambiguity are major
aspects of the work environment [56]. Jobs that require
demanding schedules but little direct influence over their
content are the most detrimental to overall health [57]. 'e
negative impact of high demands is mitigated by high
control; employment with this combination is not harmful;
instead, it allows the employee to learn and grow [58]. High
job expectations are not damaging; it depends on the level of
control available [58]. Regardless of the abstract job attri-
butes, actual workplace events that do not always cause
distinct emotional and behavioural responses affect what
employees feel about their job [59]. Undeniably, several
physical aspects of the classroom, such as heat, noise, and
lighting, have been shown to have an indirect and direct
effect on several psychological processes in teaching [60].
However, not all characteristics of the work environment are
equally essential or relevant for teachers’ perceptions of their
workload.

Everything that is a burden on the teacher is also a
burden on the student [54]. A pleasant working environ-
ment makes a job easier or comfortable. Less work or no
work hours, less responsibility, or minimal supervision are
all ways this can be achieved [61]. It is unquestionably
critical to have safe facilities, proper resources, and adequate
preparation time for instructors if they are to succeed with
their pupils, particularly low-income and high-minority
students who solely rely on the school for their education
[62]. 'ey must also be able to rely on their colleagues, their
administration, and the school’s organizational culture to
help them succeed. However, the conditions of their job that
were most important to them were not the ones that made
their jobs easy, but the ones that supported their ability to do
their jobs effectively [63]. While not all teachers’ interests are
always aligned with what is best for their students, a positive
school environment has been shown to positively influence
student learning. Early career teachers have been increas-
ingly leaving schools in high-minority, high-poverty areas to
work in schools in higher-income areas or fields other than
education [64]. Both large-scale quantitative and small-scale
qualitative studies document this pattern of teachers moving
from low-income to high-income schools [5]. 'e schools
that needed the most effective teachers, therefore, had the
most trouble attracting and keeping them [5]. Rather than
the pupils they educate, teachers who quit high-poverty,
high-minority schools despise the dysfunctional environ-
ments in which they work [7].
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3. Methods

3.1. Design and Instrument. 'e research used a quantita-
tive-based cross-sectional design to analyze teachers’ per-
ceptions of their work environment. A questionnaire
comprised some background information, such as gender,
age, year of experience, and level of teaching, and 34 close-
ended questions were used to elicit the responses. 'ese 34
items were developed by following the guidance of the
National Education Union (NEU) of the United Kingdom.
NEU works for the well-being of the teacher to ensure an
appropriate education system. 'e items of the factors as-
sociated with the conducive and toxic elements of the en-
vironment were quantified by a five-point Likert scale, where
1 indicated “Strongly disagree” and 5 indicated “Strongly
agree”. No item was required to be reverse coded.

3.2. Sampling. 'e study tested the developed model on a
homogeneous purposive sample of school teachers. About
fifty undergrad students from a particular institution were
requested to go back to their schools in Dhaka and collect
data from their teachers. Data collection was voluntary for
those undergrad students; about 368 teachers from 36
distinct schools and colleges participated in the survey.

3.3. Procedure. A structural equation model was constructed
in IBM SPSS Amos graphics (version 24) by following the
conceptual model. All five factors were part of two second-
order formative constructs in the recursive model. By esti-
mating the “confirmatory factor analysis” (CFA), the stan-
dardized regression weights (β) of the corresponding factors
associated with either conducive or toxic variables were
calculated. 'e validity of the model was checked by the most
commonly used fitness indices, such as absolute fit with root
mean square of error approximation (RMSEA) and goodness
of fit index (GFI), incremental fit with comparative fit index
(CFI), and parsimonious fit with minimum discrepancy/
degrees of freedom (CMIN/DF). 'ese indices were also
estimated for the conducive and toxic variables separately.
Internal consistency of the factors was estimated by Cron-
bach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR); the discriminant
validity was measured by the average variance extracted
(AVE). Principal component analysis (PCA) was used to
reduce the dimensions to check whether the perceptions of
the five elements varied by gender and years of experience.
Independent sample t-test was estimated to outline gender-
wise and teaching level-wise variation, whereas Pearson
correlation coefficients were calculated to check whether the
experience was correlated with any of the perceived factors of
the work environment. 'e t-test and correlation coefficient
were estimated by IBM SPSS Statistics (version 23).

4. Results

4.1. Participants. A total of 368 teachers, 230 (62.5%) males
and 138 (37.5%) females, participated in the survey. About
137 (112 males and 25 females) of them were teaching at the
primary level, about 196 were teaching at the secondary

level, and the rest of the 35 teachers taught both primary
level and secondary level students. 'e youngest teacher
aged 24.5 and the oldest teacher aged 44, and their mean age
was 31.68; their teaching experiences varied from 6months
to 20 years, with a mean year of experience of 7.68 (±5.62)
years (see Table 1 for more results).

4.2. Estimates. 'ree factors, organizational encourage-
ment, supervisory encouragement, and workgroup en-
couragement, to address the conducive environment
reached the construct validity; estimated indices, such as
CMIN/DF (2.278) [65], CFI, GFI, AGFI (>.9) [66], and
RMSEA (<.059) [67], indicated the satisfactory fit of the
model while compared to conventionally acceptable ranges.

'e estimated weight (β) for organizational encour-
agement to the conducive environment as a second-order
formative construct was .749. As a unidimensional factor, it
accounted for 39.84% of total variance explained. In the
second-order formative construct of the variable, on aver-
age, 26.10% of the variations in teacher’s perception re-
garding organizational encouragement were explained by
the five specified items. 'e internal consistency, composite
reliability (0.632), and Cronbach’s alpha (0.631) of the factor
were moderately acceptable. Items like promoting positive
behaviour (0.624), helping to maintain work-life balance
(0.555), and acceptable working hours (0.504) were the most
influential to address organizational encouragement.

'e estimated weight (β) for supervisory encouragement
to the conducive environment as a second-order formative
construct was 0.843. As a unidimensional factor, it
accounted for 53.87% of total variance explained. In the
second-order formative construct of the variable, on aver-
age, 42.0% of the variations in teachers’ perception regarding
supervisory encouragement were explained by the four
specified items. 'e internal consistency, such as composite
reliability (0.737), and Cronbach’s alpha (0.708) of the factor
were acceptable. All the items, changes accompanied by
support and training (0.786), full staff consultation when any
significant changes were proposed (0.727), effective lead-
ership (0.516), and self-training (0.518) were found
influential.

'e estimated weight (β) for workgroup encouragement
to the conducive environment as a second-order formative
construct was 1.017. 'e values rarely suppress 1; however,
values can exceed 1 in case of multicollinearity, which does
not regard the model as faulty [68]. As a unidimensional
factor, it accounted for 45.38% of total variance explained. In
the second-order formative construct of the variable, on
average, 32.30% of the variations in teachers’ perception
regarding supervisory encouragement were explained by the
six specified items. 'e internal consistency, such as com-
posite reliability (0.740), and Cronbach’s alpha (0.758) of the
factor were acceptable. All the items, skills well-used (0.558),
feel valued in role (0.542), opportunities to express ideas and
perspectives (0.528), encouraged to use skills and take ini-
tiatives (0.598), regular positive feedback (0.586), and good
relationship with the principal (0.592) were found
influential.
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Two factors teaching impediments and workload pres-
sure to address the toxic environment reached the construct
validity; estimated indices, such as CMIN/DF (2.84) [65],
CFI, GFI, AGFI (>.9) [66], and RMSEA (0.071) [67], in-
dicated satisfactory fit of the model while compared to
conventionally acceptable ranges.

'e estimated weight (β) for teaching impediments to
the toxic environment as a second-order formative construct
was 0.848. As a unidimensional factor, it accounted for
45.85% of total variance explained. In the second-order
formative construct of the variable, on average, 32.2% of the
variations in teachers’ perception regarding teaching im-
pediments were explained by the six specified items. 'e
internal consistency, such as composite reliability (0.720),
and Cronbach’s alpha (0.710) of the factor were acceptable.
Items like dealing with disruptive pupils (0.825) and dealing
with violent pupils (0.745) were found influential.

'e estimated weight (β) for workload pressure to the
toxic environment as a second-order formative construct
was 0.674. As a unidimensional factor, it accounted for
38.52% of total variance explained. In the second-order
formative construct of the variable, on average, 26.4% of the
variations in teachers’ perception regarding workload
pressure were explained by the six specified items. 'e in-
ternal consistency, such as composite reliability (0.681), and
Cronbach’s alpha (0.677) of the factor were acceptable. Items
like too many after-school meetings (0.583), unreasonable
deadlines and time pressures (0.530), and office inspections
on work (0.539) were found influential.

For more results, see Table 2.
Finally, the work environment as the second-order

formative construct with two factors, positive (conducive/
encouragement) and negative (toxic/challenges), was found
good (not satisfactory) by incremental fit indices (CFI, AGFI
greater than 0.8 but less than 0.9) [30], while the parsi-
monious fit index (chisq/df� 2.434) and root mean square
error of approximation (RMSE� .062) indicated it a satis-
factory fit.

Consider Figure 1 as the final model of the Work
environment.

4.3. Variation by Gender, Teaching Level, and Year of
Experience. Independent sample t-test results indicated that
the perception of the five factors did not significantly differ
by gender. However, comparing the level of teaching,

considering 137 teachers teaching at the primary level and
196 teachers teaching at the secondary level, teachers’
perceptions of their school environment varied. Compared
with teachers teaching in primary level, the teachers teaching
in secondary level perceived positively of the positive factors,
such as organizational Encouragement (t� −2.604; df� 331;
p � 0.010), supervisory encouragement (t� −2.707; df� 331;
p � 0.007), and workgroup encouragement (t� −3.209;
df� 331; p � 0.001). Teachers teaching at the secondary level
felt less work pressure than the teachers teaching at the
primary level (t� −2.492; df� 331; p � 0.013). However,
perception of teaching Impediments did not vary (t� 1.602;
df� 331; p � 0.111) by the level of teaching. Teachers’
perceptions varied by year of experience. It was found the
more a teacher became experienced, the more he or she
positively perceived organizational encouragement (r� .226;
p� .001), supervisory encouragement (r� .203; p � 0.001),
and workgroup encouragement (r� .231; p � 0.001).
However, perceived teaching impediments (r� −.093;
p � 0.074) and workload pressure (r� −.013; p � 0.806) did
not significantly vary with years of experience.

5. Discussion

'e full range and interdependence of the factors, from
the physical and transactional features, such as salary,
workload, and contractual responsibilities, to the social
and transformative dimensions, such as relationships with
co-workers and administrators, workplace culture, that
define a teacher’s workplace must be recognized in any
meaningful analysis [69]. 'e basic question was: which of
the factors do teachers of the primary and secondary
schools consider as making them feel as though they work
in a toxic or conducive environment. Having identified
five factors within the work environment of the school, the
study outlined which, among these factors, exert more
influence or contribute more to the job commitment of
teachers in schools. Results of the present research in-
dicate that workgroup encouragement is the most im-
portant factor to maintain the conducive environment of
the school. 'e workgroup encouragement was addressed
by the perception of the teachers that they have a good
relationship with the principal, encourage to use skills or
initiatives to teach, have opportunities to express ideas or
perspectives, regularly receive positive feedback and feel
valued in his or her role. Supervisory encouragement

Table 1: Participants.

Level
Gender

Total
Male Female

Primary 112 25 137
30.4% 6.8% 37.2%

Secondary 93 103 196
25.3% 28.0% 53.3%

Primary and secondary 25 10 35
6.8% 2.7% 9.5%

Total 230 138 368
62.5% 37.5% 100.0%
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accounted for 84.3 percent of the variances, particularly
the importance of support and training, where necessary
to deal with curriculum changing decisions (explaining
78.60% variance) as well as full staff consultation
(explaining 72.70% variance). Organizational encour-
agement was found comparatively less important than
supervisory or workgroup encouragement. 'e physical
facilities were the least (explaining 41.10% variance) and
promoting positive behaviour at work by avoiding conflict
to ensure fairness was the most (explaining 62.40% var-
iance) aspect or item to address organizational encour-
agement. 'e challenges of teaching, which were regarded
as teaching impediments were shaped by how much a
teacher requires dealing with disruptive pupils (explain-
ing 82.50% variance) and violent pupils (explaining
74.50% variance) on regular basis. Aggressive parents
(explaining 39.60% variance) and shoddy or dispiriting
rest facilities (explaining 42.0% variance) were not found
to the great concern for teaching impediments. Teachers
perceived too many after-school meetings (explaining
58.30% variance), unreasonable deadlines (explaining

53.0% variance), and office staffs’ inspections (explaining
53.90% variance) were the aspects or items contributing to
their workload pressure.

Previous studies report on some critical aspects; a sig-
nificant element in the teachers’ working environment is the
principal’s leadership [7, 8]. According to a study of Por-
tuguese principals, problems arising from the process of
school clustering and the leader-centered style of school
management have always been a source of concern for the
dysfunctional educational system [70]. Principals and
teachers work together to create a school climate that
promotes order, engages parents, and encourages student
learning [28]. Students benefit when their principal and
teachers work together to ensure that prospective colleagues
understand the demands of the job, are aware of the re-
sources available to them and are aware of the expectations
that others have for them [71]. Apart from the social rela-
tionships, some other factors of the school work environ-
ment have several potential effects on effective teaching.
Teachers in the same school have widely varying levels of
effectiveness [50]. Once teachers were hired, there was no

Table 2: Estimated standardized regression weights of conducive and toxic variables in distinct SEMs.

Variables in
environment Sr. Factors and corresponding items Estimate

Conducive/positive Organizational encouragement (AVE� 0.261; CR� 0.632; Cronbach’s alpha� 0.631) 0.749
CMIN/DF� 20.28 OE1 My physical working conditions are acceptable 0.411
CFI� 0.913 OE2 My total working hours are acceptable 0.504
GFI� 0.933 OE3 'e balance between work and home life is about right 0.555
AGFI� 0.908 OE4 'e school values the time we put in at home 0.427

RMSE� 0.059 OE5 Management promotes positive behaviours at work to avoid conflict and ensure fairness in the
workplace 0.624

SRMR� 0.056

Supervisory encouragement (AVE� 0.420; CR� 0.737; Cronbach’s alpha� 0.708) 0.843
SE6 Changes are accompanied by appropriate support and training, where necessary 0.786
SE7 'ere is full staff consultation when any significant change is proposed 0.727
SE8 'e school benefits from effective leadership 0.516
SE9 I receive appropriate training 0.518

Workgroup encouragement (AVE� 0.323; CR� 0.740; Cronbach’s alpha� 0.758) 1.017∗
WE10 My skills are well-used 0.558
WE11 I feel valued in my role 0.542
WE12 I have opportunities to express my ideas and points of view 0.528
WE13 I am encouraged to use my skills and initiative to do my work 0.598
WE14 I regularly receive positive feedback on my work 0.586
WE15 I have a good relationship with my principal 0.592

Toxic/challenges Teaching impediments (AVE� 0.322; CR� 0.720; Cronbach’s alpha� 0.710) 0.848
CMIN/DF� 20.84 TI16 'ere are too few support staff in the school 0.404
CFI� 0.89 TI17 Staff are afraid to complain in case they are “picked on” 0.447
GFI� 0.939 TI18 I regularly have to deal with disruptive pupils 0.825
AGFI� 0.908 TI19 I have to deal with violent pupils 0.745
RMSE� 0.071 TI20 I am concerned about violence from aggressive parents 0.396
SRMR� 0.071 TI21 Our rest facilities are shoddy and dispiriting 0.420

Workload pressure (AVE� 0.264; CR� 0.681; Cronbach’s alpha� 0.677) 0.674
WP22 'ere are too many after-school meetings 0.583
WP23 Unreasonable deadlines and time pressures are often imposed on me 0.530
WP24 Office staffs inspections cause me excessive pressure 0.539
WP25 Lesson planning requirements are over-burdensome 0.489
WP26 'ere is too much classroom observation 0.499
WP27 I have to neglect some tasks because I have too much to do. 0.430

Note. ∗Value greater than 1 indicates multicollinearity. 'e bold texts indicate that they are the weight of factor loadings.
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guarantee that they would remain effective [72]. Not only
does the setting in which teachers work have a big impact on
their capacity to offer effective education, but it also varies a
lot from school to school and district to district [73]. For
instance, in schools with large populations of low-income
and minority students, teacher turnover is high because
teachers are fleeing dysfunctional and unsupportive work
environments [25].

'e findings also suggest that teaching at the secondary
level is more encouraging than teaching at the primary level.
Teachers in the primary level feel the pressure of their
workload more than the teachers teaching at the secondary
level. Likewise, the more a teacher gathers teaching expe-
riences, the more he or she finds the school environment
encouraging his or her teaching. However, both the less
experienced and more experienced teachers perceived the
toxic elements of the school environment as almost equally
challenging. Previously, it was found that less experienced
teachers are less effective than their more experienced
colleagues [74]. When an experienced teacher leaves a
school, especially one that serves low-income, high-minority
students, she will almost certainly be replaced by a first-year
teacher who is far less successful [75]. Schools and students
suffer when early career teachers leave high-need schools
after two or three years, just as they have gained valuable
teaching experience [76]. As a result, schools with high
turnover find it difficult to build instructional capacity and
ensure that all students have effective teachers in all class-
rooms [77]. When teaching staff turnover is high, it is
difficult to formulate a policy and maintain coordinated
educational programs across a school [78].

6. Implications and Limitations

Teaching and learning take place in a social context shaped by
school culture, the principal’s leadership, and their connections
with their co-workers, and supported by school resources, or
planning time, and some other physical facilities [47]. Reli-
gious, honest, disciplined, and clean and healthy school cul-
tures all contribute to character development of the students
[79]. 'erefore, understanding the toxic and conducive ele-
ments of the work environment has several implications. First,
teachers are the singlemost important factor affecting students’
achievement at the school level, particularly for the poor
students who typically have less learning supports elsewhere
[80]; therefore, retaining good teachers ensures poor students
to make progress in their academic ventures. Second, the
apparent relationship between student demographics and
teacher turnover is driven not by teachers’ responses to their
students, but by the conditions under which teachers teach and
their students learn [6]; hence, knowing what transform a good
working condition to great will enhance learning. 'ird,
favourable working conditions predict academic growth in
students, even when comparing schools serving demograph-
ically dissimilar student groups [8]; a diverse working envi-
ronment teaches students how to contribute with their unique
abilities and perspectives by studying and collaborating
alongside people from a range of backgrounds and cultures.
Fourth, since schools can attract and keep talented teachers by
providing them with the circumstances and support they need
to succeed with their students, regardless of their socioeco-
nomic status [81], students avail an opportunity of more
thorough understanding of the subject matter from the subject
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experts. Finally, teachers who are irresponsible or uncommitted
to teaching can learn to be more responsible and committed to
their jobs in a supportive work environment, which reinforces
their self-actualizing traits.

'ese findings are relevant to both the decision-making
process and on-the-ground practice. 'e traditional rigid
school has been replaced by more complex and interde-
pendent working relationships among teachers [82]. How-
ever, there has been a recent increase in the importance
placed on student achievement in low-income, high-mi-
nority schools and thus a concomitant increase in the
number of analysts and policymakers who concentrate solely
on the needs of students. A range of working conditions
matters to teachers; students in low-income, majority-mi-
nority schools are most likely to achieve quality skills if
teachers are retained [44]. It has also been reported that the
results of the United States School Climate Survey were more
likely to be seen and used by school administrators than by
teachers and other personnel [83]. Policymakers seeking to
retain effective teachers and raise student performance,
particularly in institutionally understaffed schools, should
pay particular attention to the school context as experienced
by teachers [45]. Policymakers should avoid mandating
rigidity in schools and instead promote changes that foster
creativity, adaptability, and collaboration among school
personnel. 'e most essential decision an administrator
makes when trying to fix failing schools is to hire and ap-
point principals who know how to work constructively with
teachers to develop a school organization [84]. Besides, a
good teacher may not remain good in every work context.
Moving a teacher from a school with a strong, positive
school culture to one with a weak or negative school culture
may reduce her effectiveness, not because she becomes a less
skilled teacher, but because she can no longer rely on a
consistent code of behaviour or high expectations among her
colleagues and students [85]. A strong, positive school
culture that is consistently promoted by teachers and the
principal can improve learning in every classroom
throughout the school.

'e study provided a thorough grasp of how to address
the work environment in primary and secondary schools by
considering both the positive and negative effects of work on
employees’ well-being. While clarifying precisely what has to
be explained about teachers’ perception is an important step
forward in comprehending the links between the work
environment and effective teaching, there are few limitations
to this research. First, the study did not focus on any specific
and diagnosable mental health conditions. For instance,
depression or anxiety disorders, mood states related to
motivation, such as fatigue or tiredness, other mood states,
such as depression or boredom, and specific emotions, such
as anger or resentment, are all part of well-being which is not
included in the model. Each of these types of phenomena
will certainly require a novel form of explanation, and the
problem will determine which one will be the most useful
that future study can focus on. Second, one strategy to
improve understanding can be to consider the impact of
various contexts on work and well-being. Individual features
and personality traits of the teachers, as well as the specific

conditions in that job or organization, are examples of such
contexts. 'e study did not focus on the specific contexts,
but considered only the general perceptions of the teachers.
'ird, since the effects are contingent on how the work is
viewed, the study did not consider which particular aspects
of work will influence the well-being of the teachers. 'e
findings of the research can help to understand what kind of
intervention we require for teachers in primary and sec-
ondary school contexts, but that may not be useful for
tertiary-level teachers. Finally, there is still much to un-
derstand about the work environment in schools and the
level of commitment of teachers. For instance, how work-
place politics, rumour-mongering, mistrust, or alienation
contribute to the work environment would help remove the
toxic nature.

7. Conclusion

Teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions are sig-
nificant to understanding their workplace. Many research
ventures have aimed to uncover the major features of the
working environment. While there is evidence that links
work environment and well-being, interest in the pleasant
parts of work appears to have been overshadowed by ana-
lysing the work stressors. 'e influence of work stress on
health has been studied empirically and theoretically for at
least the last 30 years. Primarily the scholars focused on the
presence of chronic emotional and interpersonal stressors in
the work environment that leads to burnout. 'ere are a
series of stressors, such as workload and role ambiguity,
present in the work environment that is associated with a
series of strains, and a number of variables, such as coping,
personality, and social support, moderate the strength of this
relationship.When some characteristics of the workplace are
seen unfavourably, it can have a detrimental impact on one’s
well-being. Where there is a lack of correspondence means
that job commitment may be affected. 'e relationship
between job demands, or workload, and well-being depends
on the level of control, or freedom to make decisions the
worker has over their job. However, as negative and stressful
aspects of work dominate professional thinking about the
workplace, a growing body of evidence suggests that work
can be beneficial to both physical and psychological health.

Teachers’ feelings, thoughts, and behaviours affect their
perception of the environment. According to the findings of
this study, workgroup encouragement is the most essential
factor in maintaining a positive learning environment. 'e
teachers’ perceptions of having a good relationship with the
principal, being encouraged to use skills or initiatives to
teach, having opportunities to express ideas or perspectives,
receiving positive feedback on a regular basis, and feeling
valued in his or her role were addressed by the workgroup
encouragement. While supervisory encouragement, partic-
ularly the need of assistance and training, was shown to be
more important than supervisory or workgroup encour-
agement when dealing with curriculum changing decisions
and complete staff consultation, organizational encourage-
ment was found to be less important. 'e least important
feature or item to address organizational encouragement
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was physical amenities, while the most important aspect or
item was promoting positive behaviour at work through
avoiding confrontation to maintain justice. 'e difficulties
that teachers face, which are referred to as teaching im-
pediments, are shaped by how frequently a teacher must deal
with unruly and violent students. Teachers are unconcerned
about aggressive parents or substandard or depressing rest
facilities. Too many after-school meetings, arbitrary dead-
lines, and office staff inspections, according to teachers, are
factors adding to their workload stress. However, we should
remember that all organizations, even in the same industry
and same line of operations or business, are not all the same
in structure, culture, vision, mission, etc., while no indi-
viduals are of same character, attitudes, and personality;
perception of work environment undoubtedly will vary from
one teacher to another and from one level of teacher to
another.
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