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Abstract

Teachers” well-being and occupational stress may coexist in complex ways. However, their
configurations and associations with work engagement among university English teachers
remain insufficiently understood. This study identified latent profiles of subjective well-
being and perceived occupational stress and examined their demographic associations and
engagement differences. Using convenience sampling, we collected cross-sectional survey
data from 536 English teachers at six public universities in Northeast China. Nine profile
indicators comprised two dimensions of teacher subjective well-being: school belonging
and teaching self-efficacy, and seven perceived occupational stress domains: academic
research, organizational functioning, professional development, career promotion, English
language teaching, workload, and interpersonal relationships. Latent profile analysis was
followed by R3STEP analysis of demographic associations and BCH comparisons of work
engagement and its three dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption. Four profiles
emerged: the High Well-Being and High Task-Related Stress Profile (P1), the Moderate Well-
Being and Moderate Stress Profile (P2), the High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile (P3),
and the Low Belonging and Multidimensionally High Stress Profile (P4). Their proportions
based on most likely assignments were 19.0%, 27.2%, 6.3%, and 47.4%. Only academic rank
showed a significant overall association with profile membership after adjustment. Across
all four engagement outcomes, P1 scored significantly higher than P4 and P2, while P3 and
P4 scored significantly higher than P2. These findings link configurations of organizational
connectedness, perceived teaching competence, and domain-specific stress to differences in
work engagement. They provide configurational evidence rather than a causal test of Job
Demands—Resources theory.

Keywords: teacher subjective well-being; occupational stress; work engagement; latent
profile analysis; university English teachers

1. Introduction

Teacher well-being has become an important concern in higher education (Hascher
& Waber, 2021). Teachers” occupational experiences influence individual professional
development, students’ learning experiences and the long-term vitality of organizations
(Wu & Liu, 2026). A systematic review indicates that these experiences are shaped by
individual, work-related, and organizational factors (J. Li et al., 2025). Understanding
these experiences therefore requires attention to both positive experiences and perceived
occupational stress, which need not fall at opposite ends of a single continuum. Research
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has examined associations among teachers” work characteristics, psychological experiences,
and work engagement (W. Li & Kou, 2018; Xu & Jia, 2022). Person-centered studies add
another perspective by showing that positive and negative experiences can occur together
within distinct groups of teachers (Gao et al., 2025; Huang et al., 2024; Salmela-Aro et al.,
2019). These findings demonstrate the value of examining configurations rather than
relying on average associations. Teachers” work contexts and professional responsibilities
may shape which experiences occur together.

Teachers of English as a foreign language (EFL) at Chinese universities provide a
specific context for examining these configurations. They deliver language instruction,
adapt to curriculum reform, and undertake assessment tasks (Chen et al., 2023; Ni, 2024).
They also face demands related to academic promotion, research output, and institutional
service (W. Li & Kou, 2018; Meng & Wang, 2018; Wu & Liu, 2026). This combination
of responsibilities across work domains makes university EFL teachers a relevant group
for examining how perceived stress combines with positive occupational experiences.
Separate indicators are therefore needed to examine whether positive experiences coexist
with pressure in particular work domains. Their teaching and research roles also need
to be understood in relation to their institutional settings (Y. Li & Xu, 2024; Xu & Jia,
2022; Liu & McVee, 2025). The present study therefore focuses on EFL teachers at public
universities in Northeast China. The region has an established higher education system and
is experiencing demographic and institutional change (Ma & Xiong, 2026; Yu et al., 2025).
This regional focus provides a defined setting for examining their occupational experiences.

Three questions remain in the existing literature. First, latent profile studies have
focused on primary and secondary school educators (Holmstrom et al., 2023). Whether their
findings apply to university EFL teachers whose occupational stress arises from a unique
domain composition requires direct examination. Second, previous studies have identified
profiles based on engagement and burnout, satisfaction and stress, or configurations of job
demands and resources (Chan et al., 2026; Huang et al., 2024; Murangi et al., 2022). Few
studies integrate organizational connectedness and professional self-evaluation into a single
framework. Consequently, how positive occupational experiences and domain-specific
stress combine among university EFL teachers remains unclear. Third, work engagement
differences across these configurations remain insufficiently examined.

To address these gaps, this study jointly examines subjective well-being and multi-
dimensional occupational stress among EFL teachers at public universities in Northeast
China. The positive indicators comprise school belonging and teaching self-efficacy. The
stress indicators cover seven domains: academic research, organizational functioning,
professional development, career promotion, English language teaching, workload, and
interpersonal relationships. The study identifies latent profiles based on these indicators
and examines demographic associations with profile membership. It also compares overall
work engagement and its dimensions of vigor, dedication, and absorption across profiles.
Given its cross-sectional design, this study examines statistical associations and between-
profile differences without drawing causal inferences. Three research questions guide
the analysis:

RQ1: What latent profiles of teacher subjective well-being and occupational stress can
be identified? RQ2: Are demographic characteristics significantly associated with latent
profile membership? RQ3: Do overall work engagement and its three dimensions differ
significantly across latent profiles?
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2. Literature Review and Theoretical Background
2.1. Core Concepts and Their Interrelations

Teacher subjective well-being reflects teachers’ positive psychological experiences
and evaluations in occupational settings (J. Li et al., 2025). Research has examined teacher
well-being in relation to professional competence, organizational connectedness, positive
emotions, and psychological distress (Chan et al., 2026; Granziera et al., 2022). School
belonging and teaching self-efficacy are two dimensions of teacher subjective well-being
(Renshaw et al., 2015). The former captures teachers’ sense of connection to their institution,
while the latter measures their confidence in their teaching abilities. Previous research has
demonstrated heterogeneity in teacher well-being and teaching self-efficacy (Chan et al.,
2026; Sun & Yin, 2025). Therefore, this study incorporates these two dimensions as separate
indicators to capture distinct configurations.

Occupational stress represents teachers’ subjective perceptions of job demands and
their potential psychological costs. Existing studies have identified multiple sources of
stress among university teachers, including student instruction, academic research, and
institutional service (Hang et al., 2025; Wang & Wang, 2024; Zhou et al., 2024). Research on
Chinese EFL teachers has also examined difficulties related to workload, organizational
environments, and relationships with colleagues (Ding, 2024). Within the context of uni-
versity EFL teachers” work, this study examines seven stress domains: academic research,
organizational functioning, professional development, career promotion, English language
teaching, workload, and interpersonal relationships. Person-centered research on univer-
sity teachers suggests that teachers differ in both overall levels and specific stress sources
(Tian et al., 2024). Accordingly, the seven domains are included as separate perceived stress
indicators in the latent profile analysis to retain domain-specific distinctions and examine
their configurations.

Beyond well-being and occupational stress, work engagement is another important
aspect of teachers” occupational functioning. Work engagement captures teachers’ energy,
enthusiasm, and immersion in their work through three dimensions: vigor, dedication,
and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2009). Previous studies have examined work engagement
in relation to teachers’ self-efficacy and occupational stress (Geraci et al., 2023; Xu & Jia,
2022). Person-centered studies have also identified groups of teachers experiencing both
engagement and burnout. These findings indicate that positive work-related states can
coexist with negative occupational experiences (Drouin-Rousseau et al., 2024; Salmela-
Aro et al., 2019). They support examining engagement alongside configurations of well-
being and stress rather than inferring it from either construct alone. In this study, work
engagement is treated as a concurrent distal outcome rather than a profile indicator.

2.2. Person-Centered Research on Teachers’ Occupational Experiences

Latent profile analysis (LPA) identifies subgroups with similar response patterns
across continuous indicators, allowing researchers to examine configurations of teachers’
occupational experiences. The following review compares this literature in terms of profile
indicators, demographic associations, and external outcomes.

The indicators selected determine which aspects of occupational experience a profile
captures. Some studies have identified groups of teachers reporting both high work en-
gagement and burnout (Drouin-Rousseau et al., 2024; Gao et al., 2025). Other research has
combined emotional experiences, teaching self-efficacy, and perceived stress to identify
distinct psychological configurations (Gearhart et al., 2024). Huang extended this approach
by combining professional satisfaction and school satisfaction with three stress domains
among Chinese middle school teachers (Huang et al., 2024). By distinguishing positive
evaluations and stress sources, this study provides a direct precedent for the present
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analysis. However, satisfaction differs conceptually from school belonging and teaching
self-efficacy, which reflect organizational connectedness and perceived teaching compe-
tence. Its three stress domains did not encompass research, promotion, or professional
development in the university context. The present study therefore examines how these
two positive dimensions combine with seven domain-specific stress indicators among
university EFL teachers.

Demographic and professional characteristics have also been examined in relation to
profile membership. Research on Australian teachers found that background characteristics
were differentially associated with stress profile membership (Collie & Mansfield, 2022).
Among Chinese teachers, teaching experience and school level significantly predicted
self-efficacy profile membership (Sun & Yin, 2025). A study of Saudi Arabian teachers also
linked age and teaching experience to burnout class membership (Alghamdi & Sideridis,
2025). Using decision-tree analysis, Gao examined combinations of teaching experience,
income, school type, and working hours in relation to engagement-burnout profiles (Gao
et al., 2025). Among university teachers, demand-resource profile distributions differed
by academic rank and highest educational qualification (Hang et al., 2025). These studies
used different profile indicators and analytical approaches, limiting direct comparisons
across teacher populations. Existing evidence does not provide a sufficient basis for direc-
tional predictions about university EFL teachers’ well-being and stress profile membership.
Accordingly, this study takes an exploratory approach to these associations, examining
gender, age, teaching experience, academic rank, and highest educational qualification.

External outcomes offer another way to examine the occupational relevance of profiles.
Australian early childhood educators” well-being profiles differed in job satisfaction and
turnover intentions (Canobi et al., 2024). Among Chinese early childhood educators,
demand-resource configurations were linked to multiple dimensions of well-being (J. B.
Liet al., 2025). A study of Hong Kong teachers also connected multi-target commitment
profiles with job satisfaction, well-being, and turnover intentions (Meyer et al., 2025).
These comparisons highlight different aspects of occupational functioning, depending on
the outcomes selected. Work engagement can serve two distinct analytical roles. When
included alongside burnout in profile identification, engagement differences are part of the
profiles” defining characteristics (Gao et al., 2025; Salmela-Aro et al., 2019). Alternatively,
demand-resource research has treated engagement and turnover intentions as external
outcomes (Murangi et al., 2022). This design offers a precedent for examining engagement
outside the profiles. However, it concerns working conditions rather than configurations
of well-being and perceived stress. Whether such psychological configurations differ in
engagement among EFL teachers remains insufficiently examined.

2.3. The Job Demands—Resources Framework

Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) theory provides a framework for understanding the
relationships between job demands, job resources, and occupational outcomes such as
burnout and work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Y. Li et al., 2025). In the health-
impairment process, high and sustained job demands may deplete cognitive, emotional,
and physical energy. In the motivational process, job resources and personal resources can
support work engagement and positive occupational experiences (Hakanen et al., 2006;
Uslukaya & Zincirli, 2025). Recent studies of teachers have drawn on these two processes
to examine associations between job characteristics and teachers’ psychological states (X. Li
etal., 2026; C. Zhang et al., 2026).

In this study, the seven occupational stress indicators reflect teachers” subjective evalu-
ations of pressure associated with different job demands, rather than directly measuring
those demands as job characteristics. School belonging and teaching self-efficacy are used
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here solely as indicators of teacher subjective well-being for profile identification, rather
than as measures of job or personal resources within the JD-R framework. However, job
demands, job resources, and occupational burnout were not directly measured. The find-
ings therefore do not constitute a test of the health-impairment and motivational processes
proposed by the theory. The distinction between the health-impairment and motivational
processes offers a theoretical rationale for examining positive occupational experiences
alongside perceived stress. Together with existing research on occupational stress and work
engagement, this perspective provides a basis for expecting engagement differences across
configurations. The following hypotheses address RQ3:

H1: Overall work engagement differs significantly across the latent profiles of sub-
jective well-being and occupational stress. H2: Vigor, dedication, and absorption differ
significantly across the latent profiles of subjective well-being and occupational stress.

Building on the literature reviewed above, this study combines profile identification
with analyses of demographic associations and work engagement differences. Figure 1
summarizes the research framework and the analytical procedure used to address the
research questions and test H1 and H2.

Job Demands-Resources Theory
Interpretive Framework

Subjective Well-Being Occupational Stress

academic research, organizational
functioning, professional development,
teaching self-efficacy career promotion, English teaching,
workload, interpersonal relationships

school belonging

[ Latent Profile Analysis j

Nine Indicators
Demographic Background Work Engagement
gender, age, teaching experience, UHU work engagement
academic rank, educational qualification vigor, dedication, absorption

R3STEP Analysis @ BCH Analysis
Demographic Associations Engagement Comparisons

Figure 1. Research framework and analytical workflow.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Research Design
3.1.1. Participants

The participants were in-service English teachers employed at six public universities
in Northeast China. Four of these institutions were specialized universities in agriculture,
forestry, medicine, and transportation. The participating universities thus represented
different disciplinary settings within the same regional public higher education context.
Each university contributed 79-97 participants, accounting for 14.7-18.1% of the sample. No
single university dominated the sample, allowing occupational experiences to be examined
across several institutional settings. However, differences between institutions should
be considered when interpreting the findings. Participant numbers and percentages are
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Distribution of participants across the six universities.

Institution Institution Type N Percentage (%)
Institution 1 Specialized public university 97 18.10
Institution 2 Specialized public university 89 16.60
Institution 3 Specialized public university 83 15.49
Institution 4 Specialized public university 79 14.74
Institution 5 Comprehensive public university 96 17.91
Institution 6 Comprehensive public university 92 17.16

Total 536 100.00

The inclusion criteria were: (1) currently employed at a public university in Northeast
China; (2) engaged in English language teaching; (3) had at least one year of university
teaching experience. The survey resulted in 550 returned questionnaires from 600 dis-
tributed, representing a response rate of 91.7%. After screening, 14 questionnaires were
excluded: nine had completion times of less than 180 s, and five were judged invalid
following manual review of response patterns, involving identical answers across all scale
items or across blocks of consecutive items. No response was counted in both exclusion
categories. Because all survey items were mandatory on the online survey platform, no
item-level missing responses were identified in the remaining dataset. This resulted in 536
valid questionnaires, representing 97.5% of the returned surveys.

3.1.2. Data Collection

This study used a cross-sectional survey design. Participants were recruited through
convenience sampling in 2025. Eligible university English teachers were invited through
contact networks to complete an online questionnaire on Wenjuanxing, a Chinese survey
platform. The survey link was distributed through departmental contacts and university
teacher communication groups. The first page explained the study purpose, completion
instructions, confidentiality rules, and voluntary nature of participation. Participants were
allowed to access the formal questionnaire only after reading the information and providing
informed consent.

3.1.3. Ethical Considerations

This research followed relevant ethical guidelines for research involving human partic-
ipants. It was reviewed by the Ethics Committee of the College of Foreign Languages, Jilin
Agricultural University (Approval No. 2025101252). Before beginning the questionnaire,
all participants were informed of the study purpose, procedures, and measures to protect
their anonymity. The raw data are not publicly available because they contain potentially
sensitive information about teachers” occupational experiences across multiple universities.
Requests for access may be directed to the first author and will be considered subject to
ethical and confidentiality requirements.

3.2. Measures and Measurement
3.2.1. Background Characteristics

The questionnaire collected information on participants’ gender, age, teaching experi-
ence, academic rank, and highest educational qualification. Gender was recorded as male
or female. Age was coded as 30 years or younger, 3140, 41-50, or 51-65 years. Teaching
experience was classified as 5 years or less, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, or more than 20 years.
Academic rank was categorized as teaching assistant, lecturer, associate professor, or pro-
fessor. The highest educational qualification was grouped into three categories: bachelor’s,
master’s, or doctoral degree.
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3.2.2. Subjective Well-Being

This study used the Teacher Subjective Wellbeing Questionnaire (TSWQ) to evaluate
teachers’ positive psychological experiences in their school contexts and teaching activities
(Renshaw et al., 2015). This questionnaire comprises two dimensions: school belonging
(4 items) and teaching self-efficacy (4 items). School belonging reflects teachers’ experiences
of identification, acceptance, and belonging within their school and departmental commu-
nities. Teaching self-efficacy reflects teachers’ confidence in their teaching competence and
their capacity to facilitate student learning and development.

The original English items were translated into Chinese by the researchers. Experts sub-
sequently reviewed the translations against the English originals for accuracy of meaning
and clarity of expression. The final Chinese wording was agreed upon through discussion,
and the questionnaire was administered in Chinese. All items were scored on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). Higher scores
indicated a stronger sense of subjective well-being.

The questionnaire showed satisfactory internal reliability, with Cronbach’s & of 0.912
and McDonald’s w of 0.939. CFA was conducted using the weighted least squares mean-
and variance-adjusted (WLSMV) estimator, with all eight items treated as ordered categori-
cal variables. The results supported the two-factor structure: x2(19) =36.979, CFI = 0.998,
TLI = 0.998, RMSEA = 0.042, 90% CI [0.021, 0.062], and SRMR = 0.015. Standardized
factor loadings ranged from 0.863 to 0.909 for school belonging and from 0.818 to 0.922 for
teaching self-efficacy (all p < 0.001).

3.2.3. Occupational Stress

Teachers” occupational stress was measured through the University Teacher Stress
Scale, originally developed in Chinese to assess perceived work-related stress among uni-
versity teachers (Y. Zhang et al., 2020). The questionnaire comprises 34 items across seven
dimensions: teaching stress (4 items), academic research stress (6 items), career promo-
tion stress (6 items), workload stress (5 items), professional development stress (5 items),
organizational functioning stress (5 items), and interpersonal relationship stress (3 items).

Thirty items from six dimensions were retained unchanged. The four items in the
teaching stress dimension were reworded to refer specifically to university English teach-
ing, and the dimension was renamed “English language teaching stress.” This contextual
adaptation was intended to reflect the specific teaching responsibilities of university En-
glish teachers while preserving the meaning of the original items. For example, “The
workload involved in lesson preparation is heavy” was revised to “The workload involved
in preparing university English courses is heavy.” Experts reviewed the revised wording
for consistency with the original meaning. Participants responded with reference to the
current semester on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly
agree”). Higher scores indicated higher levels of perceived stress.

For the adapted questionnaire, Cronbach’s « values for the seven dimensions ranged
from 0.777 to 0.942, while McDonald’s w values ranged from 0.845 to 0.963. These results
indicated acceptable internal consistency across all seven dimensions. Treating all 34 items
as ordered categorical variables, the CFA was executed using the WLSMV estimator. The
results demonstrated a good fit to the data, x%(506) = 741.758, CFI = 0.991, TLI = 0.990,
RMSEA = 0.029, 90% CI [0.025, 0.034], and SRMR = 0.033. Standardized factor loadings on
34 items varied between 0.573 and 0.942, all exceeding 0.50.

3.2.4. Work Engagement

Work engagement was assessed using the Chinese version of the 17-item Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES-17) (Schaufeli et al., 2002). It contains three dimensions: vigor,
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dedication, and absorption. Vigor (6 items) reflects high levels of energy, resilience, and
persistence when facing difficulties at work. Dedication (5 items) captures teachers’ sense
of significance, enthusiasm, pride, inspiration, and challenge in their work. Absorption
(6 items) measures concentration and full involvement in work-related tasks.

The Chinese items were reviewed and contextually adjusted to refer explicitly to
participants” work as university teachers. For example, the item corresponding to “I am
immersed in my work” was reworded as “I am immersed in my work as a university
English teacher.” Experts reviewed the revised wording against the source Chinese version
for consistency of meaning and clarity. The questionnaire was administered in Chinese,
with items rated on a 5-point scale. Higher scores indicated greater work engagement.

For the overall work engagement scale, Cronbach’s & was 0.960 and McDonald’s w was
0.961, indicating good internal consistency. The three-factor structure was evaluated using
CFA. All 17 items were specified as ordered categorical variables, using the WLSMYV estima-
tor with theta parameterization. The results were: x*(116) = 256.176, CFI = 0.976, TLI = 0.972,
RMSEA = 0.047, 90% CI [0.040, 0.055], and SRMR = 0.027. All items loaded significantly on
their respective factors, with standardized loadings of 0.660-0.875 (all p < 0.001).

3.2.5. Measurement Quality Assessment

Before formal data collection, the complete questionnaire was pilot-tested with 60 pub-
lic university English teachers who were not included in the final study sample. The pilot
test assessed the preliminary psychometric properties of the questionnaire, the clarity of the
instructions, and the contextual relevance of the items. Completion time was approximately
8-10 min. All subscales demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency, with Cronbach’s o
coefficients exceeding 0.80. Based on participants’ qualitative feedback, minor adjustments
were made to the questionnaire layout and font size to improve readability. The four
contextually adapted teaching-stress items were considered clear and appropriate for the
university English teaching context; therefore, no further substantive revisions were made
before the formal survey.

Data collection relied entirely on self-reported questionnaires at a single time point. To
evaluate potential common method variance, Harman'’s single-factor test was performed
based on the 536 participants. The first unrotated factor accounted for 31.14% of the
variance, which was below the commonly used 40% reference criterion (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). However, this result does not establish that common method variance was absent or
negligible, and its potential influence on the findings cannot be ruled out.

Discriminant validity was assessed using the HTMT ratios across 12 constructs, com-
prising two dimensions of teacher subjective well-being, seven dimensions of occupational
stress, and three dimensions of work engagement. HTMT values calculated from Pearson
correlations between items ranged from 0.021 to 0.818, with the highest value observed be-
tween academic research stress and career promotion stress. All pairwise values were below
the reference threshold of 0.85, supporting the discriminant validity of these constructs.

3.3. Data Analysis

IBM SPSS Statistics 27.0 and Mplus 8.3 were used for data processing and statistical
analyses. Where applicable, tests were two-tailed. Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05,
with adjustments for multiple testing as described below. The analyses did not evaluate or
adjust for potential within-university dependence. Therefore, statistical significance should
be interpreted cautiously.

First, the data were checked for missing values and response patterns. No item-level
missing values were identified, so no missing-data treatment was required. Minimum and
maximum dimension scores and their corresponding Z scores were examined descriptively.
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Z scores were used for inspection rather than as an automatic exclusion rule, and no
additional cases were excluded after these checks. Means, standard deviations, and Pearson
correlation coefficients for the main variables were calculated. Harman's single-factor test
was used as a limited diagnostic of potential common method variance (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). The internal consistency was evaluated using Cronbach’s o« and McDonald’s w
(Hayes & Coutts, 2020; McDonald, 1999). Confirmatory factor analysis was used to test
model structure. Model fit was evaluated using the chi-square statistic (x?), comparative fit
index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Standardized factor loadings and
the heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) were also examined (Henseler et al., 2015; Hu &
Bentler, 1999).

Second, latent profile analysis (LPA) was conducted to identify distinct configurations
of teacher subjective well-being and occupational stress (Masyn, 2013). Nine indicators
were included: two well-being dimensions and seven occupational stress dimensions.
Each indicator was calculated as the mean of its corresponding items. Models with 1 to
6 profiles were estimated in Mplus. Indicator means were freely estimated across profiles,
whereas each indicator’s variance was constrained to equality across profiles and within-
profile covariances were fixed at zero. The two- to six-profile models used 5000 random
starting values and 1000 final-stage optimizations, with a maximum of 20 initial-stage
iterations. To assess numerical stability, the four-profile model was additionally estimated
using 10,000 random starting values and 2000 final-stage optimizations. Convergence,
replication of the best log-likelihood, and consistency of most likely profile assignments
were examined. Model selection considered: Akaike information criterion (AIC), Bayesian
information criterion (BIC), sample-size-adjusted BIC (aBIC), entropy, average posterior
probabilities, Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test (LMR-LRT), bootstrap likelihood ratio
test (BLRT), profile size, model stability, and theoretical interpretability (Nylund-Gibson &
Choi, 2018; Spurk et al., 2020).

Third, after determining the optimal model, profiles were described and labeled ac-
cording to their indicator means. Descriptive cross-tabulations summarized demographic
characteristics across profiles. Participants were assigned to the profile with the highest
posterior probability. Frequencies and within-profile percentages were reported. These
summaries did not account for classification uncertainty. Demographic associations were ex-
amined using the classification-error-adjusted R3STEP procedure (Asparouhov & Muthén,
2014). Gender, age, teaching experience, academic rank, and highest educational qual-
ification were entered simultaneously. Overall associations were assessed using Wald
tests. Specific contrasts were reported as odds ratios (ORs) with 95% confidence intervals
(CIs). Holm corrections were applied separately to the overall tests and the profile-specific
coefficient tests.

Finally, overall work engagement and its three dimensions were specified as distal
outcomes. They were calculated as the means of their respective items and were not
included in profile identification. The BCH three-step method was used to compare mean
differences across profiles while accounting for classification uncertainty (Bolck et al., 2004).
Omnibus tests assessed between-profile differences in each outcome, and BCH-adjusted
estimated means and standard errors were reported. Bonferroni correction was applied to
pairwise comparisons within each outcome. Because of the cross-sectional design, these
analyses assessed associations and differences rather than causal effects.
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4. Results
4.1. Latent Profile Analysis

LPA was conducted using nine indicators including school belonging, teaching self-
efficacy, and seven stress dimensions covering academic research, organizational function-

ing, professional development, career promotion, English language teaching, workload,
and interpersonal relationships. Models with one to six profiles were estimated. The model

fit indices are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Model Fit Indices for Latent Profile Analysis.

Model AIC BIC aBIC  Entropy B{;}){T LMR (p) M“;i;i:g?::;d(f ;"ﬁle
1 11,851.858 11,928.973 11,871.835 100
2 10,805.981 10,925.936 10,837.055  0.874 <0.001  <0.001 31.90/68.10
3 10,411.002 10,573.799 10,453.175 0.897  <0.001 0.002 7.08/37.77/55.15
4 10,185.403 10,391.041 10,238.674  0.869 <0.001 0.048 19.67/26.87/6.39/47.07
5 10,059.873 10,308.352 10,124.241  0.818 <0.001 0.352 6.35/24.81/18.79/17.29/32.76
6 9975.419 10,266.740 10,050.885 0.814 <0.001 0584  597/9.56/13.59/20.61/31.21/19.06

Note. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; aBIC = sample-
size-adjusted Bayesian information criterion; BLRT = bootstrap likelihood ratio test; LMR-LRT = Lo-
Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test. Profile proportions are model-estimated and differ
from percentages based on most likely profile assignments.

As the number of profiles increased, AIC, BIC, and aBIC values decreased continuously.
However, the reductions in BIC became smaller beyond the four-profile model. BIC
decreased by 1003.037 from the one-profile to the two-profile model, by 352.137 from the
two-profile to the three-profile model, and by 182.758 from the three-profile to the four-
profile model. The corresponding reductions from four to five and five to six profiles were
82.689 and 41.612. The likelihood ratio tests provided different indications regarding the
number of profiles to retain. The BLRT was statistically significant for all models containing
two or more profiles. The LMR-LRT was used to compare each model with a model having
one fewer profile. The test showed significant fit improvements for the two-profile, three-
profile, and four-profile models (p < 0.001, p = 0.002, and p = 0.048). However, the LMR-LRT
was nonsignificant for the five-profile and six-profile models (p = 0.352 and p = 0.584). Thus,
the adjusted LMR-LRT supported retaining four profiles, whereas the BLRT continued to
favor additional profiles.

Regarding classification quality, the three-profile model had the highest entropy value
(0.897), followed by the four-profile model (0.869); entropy was lower for the five- and six-
profile models (0.818 and 0.814). Average posterior probabilities for participants assigned
to P1-P4 were 0.873, 0.917, 0.964, and 0.959. Together with entropy, these probabilities
indicated reasonably clear classification, although uncertainty remained. Model-estimated
proportions for P1-P4 were 19.67%, 26.87%, 6.39%, and 47.07%, whereas the corresponding
counts based on most likely profile assignments were 102 (19.0%), 146 (27.2%), 34 (6.3%),
and 254 (47.4%) participants. Profile labels summarize the observed indicator configura-
tions and do not imply fixed or naturally occurring types of teachers. “High,” “moderate,”
and “low” refer to relative patterns in the profile indicator means within this sample, not
validated scale cut-offs. These labels summarize the overall configurations, not uniform
levels across all indicators.

All one-profile to six-profile models under the equal-variance specification with within-
profile covariances fixed at zero terminated normally. The best log-likelihood was repeat-
edly obtained for the two- to six-profile models, although some final-stage solutions for
the six-profile model converged to inferior local maxima. For the four-profile model, the
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best log-likelihood (—5044.701) was obtained in all 1000 final-stage solutions. An expanded
search using 10,000 random starts and 2000 final-stage optimizations reproduced this value
in all 2000 solutions. After aligning profile labels, all participants retained their most likely
assignments, including all 34 participants in P3. These findings support numerical stability
under the specified constraints. However, P3’s size warrants caution when interpreting its
demographic characteristics and comparisons with other profiles.

Considering the model criteria, classification quality, numerical stability, and inter-
pretability, the four-profile solution was retained for subsequent analyses. Figure 2 presents
its estimated indicator means.

5.0

45

40

30

Mean Scores

25

20

o
A

1.0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
OWB SB OWBTE OSAR OSOF OSPD OSCP OSET OSWL OSIR

—l—P1 High Well-Being and High Task-Related Stress Profile (19.0%)
—@— P2 Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile (27.2%)

—&— P3 High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile (6.3%)

—W— P4 Low Belonging and Multidimensionally High Stress Profile (47.4%)

Figure 2. Estimated Mean Profiles of Teacher Subjective Well-Being and Occupational Stress. Note.
OWB_SB = school belonging; OWB_TE = teaching self-efficacy; OS_AR = academic research stress;
OS_OF = organizational functioning stress; OS_PD = professional development stress; OS_CP = career
promotion stress; OS_ET = English language teaching stress; OS_WL = workload stress; OS_IR = stress
related to interpersonal relationships.

The first profile comprised 102 teachers (19.0%). Teachers in this profile reported high
levels of school belonging (M = 4.076) and teaching self-efficacy (M = 4.277). They also
experienced relatively high levels of academic research stress (M = 4.621). Meanwhile,
career promotion, English language teaching, and workload stress were also high. In
contrast, the means for organizational functioning (M = 3.131), professional development
(M =2.711), and interpersonal relationship stress (M = 1.494) were relatively lower than
the task-related stress means within this profile. Relatively high school belonging and
teaching self-efficacy coexisted with elevated task-related stress in this profile. This profile
was labeled the “High Well-Being and High Task-Related Stress (P1).”
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Profile 2 contained 146 teachers, representing 27.2% of the sample. This class showed
moderate levels of school belonging (M = 3.337) and teaching self-efficacy (M = 3.621).
Academic research stress was relatively high (M = 4.015), while stress levels in other
key areas remained moderate, including organizational functioning (M = 3.476), career
promotion (M = 3.644), English language teaching (M = 3.738), workload (M = 3.289), and
professional development (M = 3.011). Interpersonal relationship stress was relatively
low (M = 2.040). Based on this descriptive pattern, this profile was labeled the “Moderate
Well-Being and Moderate Stress (P2).”

The third profile comprised 34 teachers (6.3%). It reported high levels of school
belonging (M = 4.055) and teaching self-efficacy (M = 4.046). Conversely, their scores across
almost all stress dimensions were lower than those in the other profiles: academic research
(M =2.905), organizational functioning (M = 2.089), professional development (M = 2.014),
career promotion (M = 2.499), workload stress (M = 2.369), and interpersonal relationship
stress (M = 1.382). English language teaching stress had the highest mean among the seven
stress dimensions within P3 (M = 3.415), but this mean was descriptively lower than those
in the other three profiles. Profile 3 was labeled “High Well-Being and Low Stress (P3).”

Profile 4 comprised 254 teachers, representing 47.4% of the sample. It was the largest
profile. Teachers in this profile reported relatively low school belonging (M = 3.218),
whereas their teaching self-efficacy was moderately high (M = 3.794). Teachers in this profile
reported relatively high stress in academic research (M = 4.751), organizational functioning
(M = 4.502), professional development (M = 4.279), career promotion (M = 4.622), English
language teaching (M = 4.656), and workload (M = 4.285). Interpersonal relationship stress
(M = 2.292) was lower than the other stress-domain means within P4, but descriptively
higher than in the other three profiles. This group showed elevated stress across multiple
work domains alongside relatively low school belonging. It was therefore labeled the “Low
Belonging and Multidimensionally High Stress (P4).”

4.2. Demographic Characteristics and Associations with Latent Profile Membership

Table 3 presents demographic counts and within-profile percentages based on par-
ticipants” most likely profile assignments. The demographic variables included gender,
age, teaching experience, academic rank, and highest educational qualification. Women
constituted the majority of all four profiles, ranging from 70.6% to 78.4%. Teachers aged
30 years or younger accounted for 26.5% of P3, higher than the proportions in the other
three profiles. Teachers aged 41-50 years constituted the largest age category in P4 (65.4%).
Teachers with 5 years or less of teaching experience accounted for 50.0% of P3. Those
with more than 20 years of teaching experience accounted for 50.4% of P4 and 48.0% of P1.
Regarding academic rank, P3 mainly consisted of teaching assistants (44.1%) and associate
professors (38.2%). Lecturers constituted the largest category in P2 (45.9%), whereas asso-
ciate professors represented the largest category in P4 (48.8%). Teachers holding a master’s
degree constituted the majority across all four profiles, ranging from 76.7% to 86.6%.

Table 3. Demographic Characteristics Across the Four Latent Profiles.

Variable Category Pl1(n=102) P2(n=146) P3(n=34) P4(n=259) Total
Cend Male 22 (21.6%) 36 (24.7%) 10 (294%) 61 (24.0%) 129 (24.1%)
ender Female 80 (78.4%)  110(75.3%) 24 (70.6%) 193 (76.0%) 407 (75.9%)
<30 years 6 (5.9%) 11 (7.5%) 9 (26.5%) 5 (2.0%) 31 (5.8%)
Ace 31-40 years 18 (17.6%) 37 (25.3%) 9 (26.5%) 50 (19.7%) 114 (21.3%)
& 41-50 years 66 (64.7%)  83(56.8%) 14 (41.2%) 166 (65.4%) 329 (61.4%)
51-65 years 12 (11.8%) 15 (10.3%) 2 (5.9%) 33(13.0%) 62 (11.6%)
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Variable Category P1(n=102) P2(n=146) P3(n=34) P4(n=259) Total
<5 years 19 (18.6%) 37 (25.3%) 17 (50.0%) 33 (13.0%) 106 (19.8%)
Teachin 6-10 years 6 (5.9%) 8 (5.5%) 0 (0.0%) 8 (3.1%) 22 (4.1%)
Ex erien%e 11-15 years 8 (7.8%) 13 (8.9%) 4 (11.8%) 23 (9.1%) 48 (9.0%)
p 16-20 years 20 (19.6%) 36 (24.7%) 5 (14.7%) 62 (24.4%) 123 (22.9%)
>20 years 49 (48.0%) 52 (35.6%) 8 (23.5%) 128 (50.4%) 237 (44.2%)
Teaching Assistant 9 (8.8%) 19 (13.0%) 15 (44.1%) 9 (3.5%) 52 (9.7%)
Lecturer 40 (39.2%) 67 (45.9%) 5 (14.7%) 98 (38.6%) 210 (39.2%)
Academic Rank i
cadermic Ran Associate 46 (45.1%)  42(28.8%) 13 (382%) 124 (48.8%) 225 (42.0%)
Professor
Professor 7 (6.9%) 18 (12.3%) 1(2.9%) 23 (9.1%) 49 (9.1%)
Educational Bachelor’s Degree 12 (11.8%) 16 (11.0%) 3 (8.8%) 9 (3.5%) 40 (7.5%)
Qu:I' fication Master’s Degree 86 (84.3%) 112 (76.7%) 29 (85.3%) 220 (86.6%) 447 (83.4%)
theatio Doctoral Degree 4 (3.9%) 18 (12.3%) 2 (5.9%) 25 (9.8%) 49 (9.1%)
Note. Values are n (within-profile %). Total column percentages are based on the full sample (N = 536).
Participants were assigned to the profile with the highest posterior probability. These descriptive
summaries do not account for classification uncertainty. P1 = High Well-Being and High Task-Related
Stress Profile; P2 = Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile; P3 = High Well-Being and Low
Stress Profile; and P4 = Low Belonging and Multidimensionally High Stress Profile.

The exploratory joint R3STEP results are presented in Table 4. All five demographic
variables were entered simultaneously. The initial model with five teaching experience
categories produced an unstable estimate. The categories of 5 years or less and 6-10 years
were therefore combined into a single category of 10 years or less. After mutual ad-
justment and Holm correction, academic rank was associated with profile membership,
Wald x%(9) = 46.875, Holm-adjusted p < 0.001. The overall tests for gender, age, teach-
ing experience, and highest educational qualification did not reach statistical significance
(Holm-adjusted p = 0.971, 0.971, 0.345, and 0.589).

Table 4. R3STEP Analysis of Demographic Associations with Latent Profile Membership.
Category Wald x?(df) p P1OR (95% CI) P2OR(95% CI)  P3 OR (95% CI)
Gender (ref: male) 2.443 (3) 0.971
Female 1.53 (0.69-3.40) 1.06 (0.59-1.90) 0.65 (0.26-1.66)
Age (ref: 41-50 years) 7.418 (9) 0.971
<30 years 0.26 (0.02—4.00) 0.82 (0.12-5.33) 2.76 (0.30-25.39)
3140 years 0.12 (0.01-1.52) 0.40 (0.12-1.38) 0.87 (0.12-6.16)
51-65 years 1.28 (0.50-3.29) 1.09 (0.42-2.78) 0.77 (0.12-4.98)
Teaching Experience @
(ref: 20 years) 15.174 (9) 0.345
10.88
<10 years (0.81-146.56) 3.43 (0.83-14.17) 0.68 (0.06-8.17)
11-15 years 1.48 (0.44-5.03) 1.89 (0.67-5.37) 5.42 (1.01-28.97)
16-20 years 0.93 (0.43-2.01) 1.74 (0.93-3.25) 1.27 (0.39-4.13)
Academic Rank 46.875 (9) <0.001

(ref: Associate Professor)
Teaching assistant
Lecturer
Professor

1.32 (0.27-6.37)
1.30 (0.63-2.69)
0.77 (0.24-2.46)

5.47 (1.62-18.51)
2.41 (1.30-4.47)
2.65 (1.09-6.42)

25.64 (3.61-182.29) *
0.34 (0.07-1.52)
0.41 (0.02-7.48)
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Table 4. Cont.
Category Wald x2(df) p P1OR (95% CI) P20R (95% CI)  P3 OR (95% CI)
Educational Qualification 8.615 (6) 0.589

(ref: Master’s)
Bachelor’s Degree
Doctoral Degree

2.68(0.86-8.32)  3.39(1.20-9.58)  3.14 (0.51-19.24)
028 (0.05-1.71)  1.28 (0.59-2.78) 1.51 (0.24-9.63)

Note. OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval. All five demographic variables were entered
simultaneously. Estimates are mutually adjusted and account for classification error. P4 is the
reference profile for all odds ratios. The p values for the overall Wald tests were Holm-adjusted
across the five demographic variables. Coefficient tests were separately Holm-adjusted across
36 comparisons. * Holm-adjusted p < 0.05. @ The original five-category teaching-experience model
produced an unstable estimate. The <5-year and 6-10-year categories were combined into <10 years
for this exploratory joint analysis. P1 = High Well-Being and High Task-Related Stress Profile;
P2 = Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile; P3 = High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile;
and P4 = Low Belonging and Multidimensionally High Stress Profile.

Using P4 as the reference profile, only the teaching-assistant versus associate-professor
contrast for P3 relative to P4 remained significant after Holm correction. Compared with
associate professors, teaching assistants had higher odds of membership in P3 rather than
P4 (OR = 25.64, 95% C1 [3.61, 182.29], Holm-adjusted p = 0.043). The remaining coefficient
tests did not reach statistical significance after correction.

4.3. Differences in Work Engagement Across Latent Profiles

The BCH method was applied to compare overall work engagement and its three
dimensions (vigor, dedication, and absorption) across the four profiles while accounting for
classification uncertainty. Results are presented in Table 5. The omnibus test indicated a sig-
nificant difference in overall work engagement, x2(3) = 48.60, p < 0.001. The corresponding
tests for vigor, dedication, and absorption were also significant (all p < 0.001).

Table 5. BCH Comparisons of Work Engagement Across the Four Latent Profiles.

Variable  P1 (n =102) P2 (n = 146) P3 (n = 34) P4 (n = 254) x2(df) P Comparisons
WE 4.084 (0.077) @ 3.342 (0.067)¢  3.861(0.141)®  3.705(0.052)®  48.60 (3) <0.001 P1>P4>P2;P3>P2
WE_VI  4.007 (0.085) # 3.239 (0.070) ¢ 3.754(0.149)®®  3.546 (0.056) ® 44.94 (3) <0.001 P1>P4>P2;,P3>P2
WE_DE  4.351(0.074) 2 3.593 (0.068) ¢  4.058 (0.139)2®  3.978 (0.053) © 51.00 (3) <0.001  P1>P4>P2;P3>P2
WE_AB  3.937(0.086) # 3.236 (0.074) ¢ 3.805(0.148) %  3.636 (0.055) ® 37.73 (3) <0.001 P1>P4>P2;P3>P2

Note. WE = overall work engagement; WE_VI = vigor; WE_DE = dedication; WE_AB = absorption.
Values are BCH-adjusted estimated means, with standard errors in parentheses. P1 = High Well-
Being and High Task-Related Stress Profile; P2 = Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile;
P3 = High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile; and P4 = Low Belonging and Multidimensionally
High Stress Profile. The x? statistics and p values refer to omnibus tests. Pairwise comparisons were
evaluated at a Bonferroni-adjusted significance threshold of « = 0.0083. Within each row, means
sharing no superscript letters differ significantly at the Bonferroni-adjusted threshold. Shared letters
indicate that the comparison did not reach statistical significance, not that the means are equivalent.

Based on BCH-adjusted estimated means, the High Well-Being and High Task-
Related Stress Profile (P1) had the highest estimated overall work engagement (M = 4.084,
SE = 0.077). It was followed by the High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile (P3; M = 3.861,
SE = 0.141) and the Low Belonging and Multidimensionally High Stress Profile (P4;
M =3.705, SE = 0.052). The Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile (P2) had the
lowest score (M = 3.342, SE = 0.067). Estimated means for vigor, dedication, and absorption
followed the same descriptive ordering.

For each outcome, the six pairwise comparisons were evaluated using a Bonferroni-
adjusted significance threshold of o = 0.0083. Overall work engagement in P1 was signifi-
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cantly higher than in P2 and P4. Similarly, P3 and P4 showed significantly higher overall
engagement than P2. Neither the P1-P3 nor the P3-P4 comparison reached statistical sig-
nificance after adjustment. The three dimensions showed an identical pattern of pairwise
differences to overall work engagement. P3 had the largest standard errors across all four
outcomes, indicating less precise mean estimates than those for the larger profiles.

5. Discussion
5.1. Latent Profiles of Teacher Subjective Well-Being and Occupational Stress

This study identified four latent profiles of teacher subjective well-being and oc-
cupational stress, thereby answering RQ1. These were the High Well-Being and High
Task-Related Stress Profile (P1), Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile (P2),
High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile (P3), and Low Belonging and Multidimensionally
High Stress Profile (P4). Higher well-being did not necessarily coincide with lower stress.
The profiles differed in both indicator levels and the distribution of stress across occupa-
tional domains. This pattern is consistent with recent studies (Gao et al., 2025; Huang et al.,
2024; L. Li, 2025).

The High Well-Being and High Task-Related Stress Profile (P1) comprised 19.0% of
the sample. Relatively high school belonging and teaching self-efficacy coexisted with
elevated stress concerning academic research, career promotion, English language teaching,
and workload. By contrast, stress related to organizational functioning, professional
development, and interpersonal relationships was lower. This configuration suggests that
perceived pressure associated with core work responsibilities does not necessarily coincide
with unfavorable organizational experiences or low confidence in teaching competence
(Murangi et al., 2022; Peng et al., 2023). However, the coexistence of high well-being
and high task-related stress does not imply that the stress is harmless. Evidence from
daily diary studies suggests that sustained demands may be accompanied by resource
depletion and strain (Pindek et al., 2024). Whether such processes occur in P1 requires
longitudinal examination.

The Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile (P2) accounted for 27.2%. Sim-
ilar profiles are commonly observed in person-centered research on teachers (Gao et al.,
2025; Laitinen, 2022). Although its overall configuration was less extreme, academic re-
search stress was comparatively elevated, while interpersonal relationship stress was lower.
Organizational functioning and professional development stress were descriptively higher
than in P1, despite lower task-related stress. The “moderate” label therefore does not imply
uniformly moderate experiences or an absence of occupational concerns. P2 highlights
the value of examining domain-specific stress indicators, as an overall profile label may
obscure relatively elevated stress in particular areas.

The High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile (P3, 6.3%) showed a comparatively
favorable pattern across the measured indicators in this study. Teachers in P3 reported
strong school belonging and teaching self-efficacy, alongside lower stress means across
all seven domains than those in the other profiles. English language teaching stress was
nevertheless the highest stress dimension within P3. Thus, relatively low stress across
domains did not imply an absence of teaching-related pressure. Research on teachers’
occupational experiences provides a context for understanding the continuing relevance of
this pressure (Gao et al., 2025; X. Li et al., 2026; C. Zhang et al., 2026). In contrast to P1, P3
combined positive occupational experiences with lower task-related stress. Its small size
(n = 34), however, warrants caution when interpreting its characteristics and comparisons
with other profiles.

The Low Belonging and Multidimensionally High Stress Profile (P4, 47.4%) was the
largest profile. It reported the lowest school belonging among the four profiles, although
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teaching self-efficacy remained moderately high. Elevated stress extended across academic
research, organizational functioning, professional development, career promotion, English
language teaching, and workload. Interpersonal relationship stress was also descriptively
higher than in the other profiles. This pattern is consistent with previous research doc-
umenting multiple sources of occupational stress among Chinese university faculty (W.
Li & Kou, 2018; Meng & Wang, 2018). Compared with P1, P4 combined broader stress,
particularly in organizational functioning, professional development, and interpersonal
relationships, with lower school belonging and teaching self-efficacy. In P4, elevated stress
coexisted with low school belonging but moderately high teaching self-efficacy, rather than
uniformly low scores on both well-being dimensions. The present analysis adds to this
literature by showing how multidomain stress combines with distinct aspects of well-being.

These profiles show why both well-being dimensions and individual stress domains
need to be distinguished. Their coexistence is compatible with the JD-R framework, but
does not establish the operation of its motivational or health-impairment processes.

5.2. Demographic Characteristics and Latent Profile Membership

The demographic analysis addresses RQ2. Women and teachers holding master’s
degrees constituted the majority in all profiles. This composition resembles that reported
in previous university EFL teacher samples (Chen et al., 2023; Yan, 2024; L. Zhang et al,,
2026). However, these within profile proportions should be interpreted against the overall
sample distribution. Numerical predominance alone does not establish an association with
profile membership. When all demographic variables were entered simultaneously, only
academic rank showed a significant overall association.

Gender was not significantly associated with profile membership. Sun and Yin simi-
larly found no significant gender association with teachers’ self-efficacy profile membership
(Sun & Yin, 2025). However, the studies used different profile indicators, so their findings
are not directly equivalent. The population of English teachers at Chinese universities is
predominantly female in previous studies (Chen et al., 2023; L. Zhang et al., 2026). Thus, it
should be considered when interpreting the gender analysis. The present nonsignificant
result does not establish that occupational experiences are equivalent across genders.

Descriptive age distributions differed across profiles. P1 and P4 were both predomi-
nantly composed of teachers aged 41-50 years. In contrast, teachers aged 40 or younger
accounted for 52.9% of P3. Nevertheless, 41.2% of teachers in P3 were aged 41-50 years, so it
should not be characterized solely as a younger-teacher profile. Age showed no significant
overall association with profile membership in the jointly adjusted model.

Teachers with 5 years or less of teaching experience accounted for 50.0% of P3 and
those with over 20 years represented 48.0% of P1 and 50.4% of P4. This pattern was broadly
consistent with the descriptive age distribution. However, teaching experience also showed
no significant overall association after adjustment. Despite their similar age and teaching-
experience distributions, P1 and P4 displayed different psychological configurations. P1
showed higher school belonging and teaching self-efficacy, with stress concentrated mainly
in task-related domains. P4 showed lower school belonging and elevated stress across more
domains. Together, these findings do not support interpreting the profiles as successive
career stages.

The significant academic rank contrast involved P3 and P4. Compared with associate
professors, teaching assistants had higher odds of belonging to P3 rather than P4. This
comparison concerns the joint configuration of well-being and domain-specific stress.
Promotion and appraisal requirements offer a possible context for interpreting the observed
association. Ni found that these requirements shaped university EFL teachers’ research
engagement, with differing experiences of evaluation-related pressure (Ni, 2024). Such
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expectations may be relevant to the rank association, but the present study did not directly
measure rank specific responsibilities or appraisal conditions. This interpretation therefore
remains tentative. The contrast remained significant after Holm correction (OR = 25.64, 95%
CI[3.61, 182.29]). However, the wide confidence interval indicates uncertainty about the
magnitude of the association. P3 included only 34 teachers, and the demographic analysis
was exploratory. This finding should therefore be interpreted cautiously.

Highest educational qualification showed no significant association after adjustment.
Although doctoral degree holders were relatively more common in P2 and P4, these
descriptive proportions do not establish a qualification-specific association. Overall, the
findings indicate a specific rank-related association rather than a consistent demographic
pattern across profiles. The analysis remains exploratory, particularly given the recoding
of teaching experience following an unstable estimate. Demographic characteristics help
describe the groups but cannot substitute for direct assessment of teachers” well-being and
domain-specific stress.

5.3. Differences in Work Engagement Across the Latent Profiles

The BCH analysis revealed significant differences among the four profiles in overall
work engagement and its three dimensions. These results support H1 and H2. The
same pattern of significant pairwise differences was observed for vigor, dedication,
and absorption. It indicated that the profile differences were not confined to a single
engagement dimension.

The High Well-Being and High Task-Related Stress Profile (P1) reported the highest
estimated overall work engagement (M = 4.084), significantly exceeding P2 and P4. Its
relatively high teaching self-efficacy and school belonging coexisted with high engage-
ment despite elevated task-related stress. This pattern is consistent with person-centered
research showing that engagement and negative occupational experiences are not neces-
sarily mutually exclusive (Drouin-Rousseau et al., 2024; Gao et al., 2025). Comparing P1
and P4 illustrates the importance of distinguishing their well-being and stress configura-
tions. Although both profiles showed elevated academic research and English language
teaching stress, P4 had descriptively higher stress means in organizational functioning,
professional development, and interpersonal relationships, alongside lower school belong-
ing and teaching self-efficacy. Its overall engagement was also significantly lower than
P1’s. This contrast highlights differences in the breadth of perceived stress and positive
occupational experiences. From a JD-R perspective, one plausible interpretation is that
positive organizational experiences and professional self-evaluations remain relevant to
engagement even under demanding conditions. Related research provides a theoretical
context for this interpretation, although the present indicators were not direct measures of
job or personal resources (Geraci et al., 2023; Hejazi & Sadoughi, 2025).

The Moderate Well-Being and Moderate Stress Profile (P2) showed the lowest overall
work engagement, which was significantly lower than all other profiles. Thus, moderate
well-being and stress levels did not correspond to the most favorable engagement pattern
in this sample. This result highlights the potential for relatively low engagement to be
overlooked when attention focuses only on teachers reporting extreme stress. It does not,
however, establish that P2 lacked motivation or resources.

The High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile (P3) was relatively small, comprising
6.3% of the sample (n = 34). Its estimated overall engagement was significantly higher than
P2’s. This contrast links the combination of stronger school belonging, higher teaching self-
efficacy, and generally lower occupational stress to higher engagement. However, because
these characteristics differed together, the comparison cannot distinguish their individual
contributions to engagement. The comparisons of P3 with P1 and P4 did not reach statistical
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significance. P3 had the largest standard errors across all four engagement outcomes, and
its small size may have limited statistical power. Its high average posterior probability
(0.964) indicates relatively clear classification under the fitted model but does not ensure
precise estimation of engagement differences. Accordingly, nonsignificant comparisons
involving P3 should not be interpreted as evidence of equivalent engagement levels.

P4 reported an overall work engagement score of 3.705. It was significantly lower
than P1’s, but remained higher than P2’s. Its combination of lower school belonging,
multidimensional stress, and engagement above that of P2 suggests that occupational
difficulties and positive work involvement need not align uniformly across profiles (Drouin-
Rousseau et al., 2024; Salmela-Aro et al., 2019). Teaching self-efficacy was also higher in
P4 than in P2, making professional confidence a theoretically plausible consideration
within the JD-R framework (Geraci et al., 2023; Granziera et al., 2022, Murangi et al.,
2022). Nevertheless, the profile comparison does not establish that self-efficacy sustained
engagement or buffered stress.

5.4. Theoretical and Practical Implications

By combining two well-being dimensions and seven occupational stress domains
into a unified latent profile model, this study adds detail to person-centered research
on teachers’ occupational experiences. P1 and P4 shared elevated academic research
and English language teaching stress but differed in positive experiences, the breadth of
perceived stress, and engagement. This contrast highlights the value of retaining both
distinct well-being dimensions and domain-specific stress indicators. Examining work
engagement separately from profile identification further showed that these configurations
differed in overall engagement and all three dimensions. The demographic analysis also
distinguished descriptive group composition from mutually adjusted associations, with
only academic rank showing a significant overall association after correction. Together,
these findings extend the evidence to EFL teachers at public universities in Northeast China.
The contribution lies in the specific configurations and their external associations.

Practically, the findings suggest that departmental support should respond to teachers’
reported needs rather than follow fixed interventions assigned to profile labels. Brief,
voluntary consultations could help departments identify specific pressures and requests for
assistance. These discussions should remain separate from performance appraisal. When
teachers report task-related pressure, departments could review teaching assignments
alongside research and promotion deadlines. Possible responses include redistributing
duties or adjusting assessment schedules where conflicts are identified. For concerns about
organizational procedures or professional development, clear guidance and a designated
contact could help teachers access relevant support. P2’s lower engagement suggests that
teachers reporting moderate stress should not be overlooked. The support offered should
reflect individual requests, such as research mentoring or teaching consultation, without
assuming a lack of motivation or resources. Demographic characteristics and profile labels
alone should not determine access to support. These are possible directions for institutional
support, but their effects on well-being, stress, and engagement remain to be tested.

5.5. Limitations and Future Directions

7

This study has several limitations. First, the cross-sectional design means that teachers
subjective well-being, occupational stress, and work engagement were measured at a single
point in time. Thus, temporal ordering and causal relationships cannot be established. Fu-
ture studies could adopt longitudinal designs to examine profile transitions and subsequent
changes in work engagement.
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Second, this study employed convenience sampling, and all participants were English
teachers from six public universities in Northeast China, most of whom worked at insti-
tutions with specialized disciplinary orientations. Accordingly, the sampling approach
and limited institutional coverage may restrict the generalizability of the findings to other
regions and institution types. Potential within-university dependence was not evaluated or
adjusted for. Its effects on standard errors and significance tests therefore remain uncertain.
The High Well-Being and Low Stress Profile comprised only 34 teachers. Its small size may
have reduced the precision of demographic association estimates, and engagement means.
It may also have limited the statistical power of the BCH comparisons. Future research
using larger and more diverse samples should broaden institutional coverage, account for
potential clustering, and examine whether P3 can be replicated.

Third, all three constructs were assessed through teacher self-reports on the same
occasion. Social desirability, transient emotional states, and shared method effects may
have influenced the observed associations. Harman'’s single-factor test was used as a
preliminary diagnostic. However, its results do not establish the absence of common
method bias. Future research should incorporate multi-source data and measurements
collected at different times to reduce reliance on a single survey source.

Fourth, this study did not directly assess job demands, job resources, recovery experi-
ences, or occupational burnout. The findings therefore do not test the health-impairment
or motivational processes proposed by JD-R theory. Future research should include
these constructs to examine their relationships with profile transitions and subsequent
occupational outcomes.

6. Conclusions

This study used LPA to examine the configurations of subjective well-being and per-
ceived occupational stress among English teachers at public universities in Northeast China.
Four profiles were identified. High well-being coexisted with elevated task-related stress,
and stress varied in its distribution across occupational domains. After mutual adjust-
ment and correction for multiple testing, only academic rank showed a significant overall
association with profile membership. The BCH analysis revealed significant differences
across the four profiles in overall work engagement and its three dimensions. P1 had the
highest estimated overall engagement and scored significantly higher than P4. P2 scored
significantly lower than all other profiles on each outcome. Taken together, these findings
support considering school belonging, teaching self-efficacy, domain-specific occupational
stress, and work engagement jointly when assessing teachers” support needs. Universi-
ties could use confidential consultations to identify teachers” main stress concerns and
support requests.
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