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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
This paper describes the development and validation of the multi- Received 23 May 2022
dimensional Teacher Well-being Inventory underlined by a rational- ~ Accepted 6 November 2023

empirical approach using teacher samples from China. A 20-item KEYWORDS
multidimensional instrument on teacher well-being was estab- Teacher well-being; rational-
lished with good psychometric characteristics. The results yielded empirical approach; mixed
five dimensions, which comprises of physical, emotional/psycholo- method; instrument

gical, cognitive, social, and spiritual well-being. This concise mea- validation

surement targets assessing the most salient well-being scenarios of

teachers at work. This validated measurement can serve as a more

robust gauge for promoting well-being literacy and functioning of

individual teachers, students and schools in response to the OECD

2030 agenda of building the wellness society.

Introduction

Teacher well-being is crucial for society and schools (Zhang et al., 2023). The idea of the
‘wellness society’ is a ‘shared destination’ which incorporates constant change and
unprecedented uncertainties for a better world according to the OECD action on the
promotion of Learning Compass 2030 (The Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development, 2019b, p. 1). This Learning Compass blueprint highlights individual
and collective well-being so that ‘one is able to work with others for the common good’
(OECD, 2019b, p. 1). Teachers being one of the key change agents, their well-being is
essential not only for themselves and their schools, but also for the future society.
Grounded on the cascading effect (Ungar, 2021), it is known that the best way to foster
student well-being is to promote teacher well-being. In other words, if teachers keep well,
this will have a positive impact on their individual well-being but also on the collective
well-being of their surroundings (including student well-being) (Harding et al., 2019;
Ling et al., 2022). This will be beneficial for nurturing human capital and one step
forward for the ‘shared destination’ of a wellness society (OECD, 2019b).

When considering the organisational aspect, teacher well-being plays a vital role in
flourishing schools, particularly, teaching improvement, student outcomes, and school
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effectiveness (Cheng et al.,, 2021; Cherkowski & Walker, 2018; Hascher et al., 2021;
School Mental Health Group, 2019; Viac & Fraser, 2020). Fullan (2008) proposes the
first out of six secrets of successful leadership as loving the employees. He pointed to
Shackleton’s leadership (Morrell et al., 2001) that always put the well-being of the crew
first. In addition to its contribution to future societal and organisational needs, the nature
of the teaching job also puts teacher well-being in need (McCallum, 2020). Teaching is
generally considered a challenging profession due to professional complexities and
challenges including collegial competition, standardised performativity, increasing
accountability, and instant appraisal (Capone & Petrillo, 2020). It has long been taken
for granted that teachers, as professionals, should be able to look after their own well-
being, hence largely leaving teacher well-being neglected both in research and practice
(Tarrasch et al., 2020; Viac & Fraser, 2020). With increasing demands for academic
accountability and academic emphasis, scholars and stakeholders have been keener to dig
into what school teachers should give their priority to, such as improving teaching quality
and student outcomes, which is believed to sacrifice teacher well-being (Dreer & Gouasé,
2021; Hascher & Waber, 2021). Recent review studies on teacher well-being revealed that
teacher occupational well-being is at risk worldwide due to the high burden of the
teaching profession, increasing academic accountability, challenging societal demands
on teachers, and complex management mechanisms (Chen & Day, 2014; Cumming,
2017; Hascher & Waber, 2021). Promotion of teacher well-being therefore has become
one key solution to the retention of quality education, as well as to the sustainable
development of teachers, students, schools and even society through robust means
(Chen et al., 2020; OECD, 2019a).

Although understanding and enhancing teacher well-being has been considered to be
critical in some ways, the research has largely been neglected worldwide. Particularly, an
amorphous use of the instruments to measure teacher well-being is apparent and this
phenomenon seems prevalent. The majority of existing studies have simply adopted well-
being instruments developed from general populations, which may not best capture the
unique nature of teaching and essence of teacher well-being (Hascher & Waber, 2021) as
it is claimed that well-being ‘is something we all aim for, underpinned by positive
notions, yet is unique to each of us’ as it varies with ‘individual, family and community
beliefs, values, experiences, culture, opportunities and contexts across time and change’
(McCallum & Price, 2015, p. 17). Stiglitz et al. (2009) claimed that ‘what we measure
affects what we do; and if our measurements are flawed, decisions may be distorted’
(p. 7). Therefore, a robust measurement of teacher well-being that is specially designed
for assessing teacher well-being is needed (Hascher & Waber, 2021). To fill this gap, this
project aimed at developing and validating a multidimensional Teacher Well-being
Inventory (TWI) by adopting a theoretical-empirical approach using sequential empiri-
cal studies tested on samples from Chinese school teachers.

Theoretical framework
Conceptualizing well-being and teacher well-being

Well-being is an intriguing but elusive construct about which scholars have not
yet reached a consensus regarding its definition although investigations in the
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field commenced many years ago. Examining the literature, the definitions of
well-being vary across disciplines. For example, well-being refers to the pursuit
of bodily pleasure, human appetites, and self-interest (Kahneman et al., 1999).
Going beyond the positive state, the The World Health Organization (1946)
defined well-being as ‘a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being
and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity’ (p. 2). This definition not only
embraces a wider scope of well-being, but also implies a multidimensional view of
well-being, which then has been utilised for the mass testing of students and
teachers by The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(2020). This multidimensional approach promises a more precise assessment of
the relationships among well-being and other concepts than the ‘affect-only’
approach or other single domains for capturing the essence of teacher well-
being (OECD, 2020; Zacher & Schmitt, 2016).

Looking at the teacher well-being literature, four major observations are made.
First, classifications of teacher well-being are vague. Some studies have investi-
gated teacher well-being through a general perspective (e.g. Culshaw & Kurian,
2021; Fu et al,, 2021). Others have focused on a single perspective (e.g. mental
well-being by Sun et al., 2021; personal well-being by; Veronese et al., 2018a;
subjective well-being by; Soykan et al., 2019). A few scholars have adopted
a multidimensional perspective (e.g. physical, psychological, social, organisational
dimensions by Costa et al., 2021; physical and mental, cognitive, subjective, and
social domains by; Viac & Fraser, 2020). Second, components of teacher well-
being are ill-defined. Many studies measured teacher well-being indirectly via
other related constructs. For instance, burnout by Camacho et al. (2021); emo-
tional exhaustion by Chan et al. (2021); job satisfaction by Hilger et al. (2021); or
stress by Carroll et al. (2021). Third, correlates of teacher well-being are mixed.
Some studies may regard the constructs as one of the elements of teacher well-
being, whilst others consider they may be influential drivers or consequences of
teacher well-being. For example, one study (Cece et al., 2021a) uses burnout to
measure teacher well-being and regards work engagement as an outcome con-
struct. The other study considers these two constructs as teacher well-being (Cece
et al., 2021b). Furthermore, some studies regard job satisfaction as teacher well-
being (Hilger et al., 2021), but other studies separate teacher well-being and job
satisfaction (Dreer, 2021; Han, 2022). This vague conceptualisation on teacher
well-being leads to a blurred phenomenon in empirical investigations of drivers,
correlates and consequences of teacher well-being (to be addressed in detail in the
following sections). Fourth, the studies may not accurately represent teacher well-
being because the instruments used may not be as suitable as they claim. For
example, to derive theoretical claims outlining that teacher well-being is related to
the field of psychology’s notion of well-being, the questionnaire used was based
on an instrument that is typically used in health science (e.g. Kaur & Singh, 2019;
Veronese et al., 2018a). To address the above concerns and gaps, this project
adopts a multidimension approach to well-being to develop and validate a teacher
well-being instrument.
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Literature review: occupational well-being of teachers
Drivers and correlates of teacher well-being

Scholars have generally focused on identifying influential individual and organisational
drivers and correlates of teacher well-being with preference using quantitative methods
(Hascher & Waber, 2021).

The majority of existing literature investigated how individual factors representing
personal traits and virtues and sense of self-judgement may relate to teacher well-being.
These influential factors consist of personality traits (emotional intelligence by Cece et al.,
2021a), optimism (Edara et al., 2021), resilience (Buri¢ et al., 2019), psychological capital
(Soykan et al., 2019), self-efficacy (Lee et al., 2022), work motivation (Hobson & Maxwell,
2017), coping strategies (coping strategies by Aulén et al., 2021); emotion regulation
(Carroll et al., 2022); emotional labour (Buri¢ et al., 2021), professional competence
(Capone & Petrillo, 2020), job satisfaction (Kumar, 2022), and organisational commit-
ment (Shoshani & Eldor, 2016). For example, with a large sample of Croatian teachers,
Buri¢ et al. (2021) identified the existence of six emotional labour profiles of teachers that
were characterised by different combinations of deep acting, hiding feelings, and faking
emotions related to their well-being measured by positive affects and job satisfaction.

Likewise, influential organisational drivers of teacher well-being have also been
examined by emphasising social relationships, school climate, and physical working
conditions, again with some inconsistent results (e.g. physical working conditions by
Chen & Lee, 2022). Firstly, there is a substantial amount of agreement that positive
relationships in school with colleagues, principals, and students are crucial (e.g. Veronese
et al,, 2018b). It seems that the support from these three main social groups is consistently
confirmed to be influential. Principals can provide supportive leadership and a positive
working atmosphere (Langford & Crawford, 2022); teachers can support each other,
work together, moderate stress and the demands of professional life, and help with
coping strategies (e.g. Camacho et al, 2021); and students can give meaning to the
teaching profession and reward teachers’ work (e.g. Aldrup et al., 2018). Secondly, the
supportive existence of a so-called soft work climate, represented through shared visions
and values, consistent policies, school culture, organisational justice, professional auton-
omy, is of considerable importance (e.g. Tsang et al., 2022). Studies found the impact of
a supportive learning or school climate on teacher well-being practically significant (e.g.
de Biagi et al.,, 2017). Thirdly, ‘hard’ working conditions also proved influential. For
example, the role of workload or extra duties requires closer analyses, as one study found
that workload is clearly negatively related to subjective well-being (Burns & Machin,
2013), but did not predict teacher well-being in general (Chen & Lee, 2022). Student
misbehaviour was also identified as a driver to shape teacher well-being mediated by
teacher-student relationships (Nunan & Ntombela, 2022).

Outcomes of teacher well-being

Comparatively, data about the outcomes of teacher well-being are rather scarce as not
many investigations considered teacher well-being as an outcome construct. Most inves-
tigations of teacher well-being have focused more on the relevance to teachers themselves
as an individual teacher, followed by their teaching and students. For example, teacher
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well-being was shown to influence meaning of work (Brunzell et al., 2018), social
relations (Tang et al., 2018), work contentment (Edara et al., 2021), lifelong learning
(Hidayat et al., 2022), burnout (Renshaw et al., 2015), work commitment (Hu et al.,
2022), and job performance (Kumar, 2022). Along with this impact of teacher well-being
on relevant constructs, the mediated influence of teacher well-being on other constructs
was also observed. Teacher well-being and basic needs were found to mediate between
perceived autonomy support and job satisfaction (Collie et al., 2016). Likewise, the
mediating role of teacher well-being between stress caused by students (as well as by
colleagues and parents) and depression was confirmed (Hung et al., 2016). In addition to
the impact on teachers themselves and teaching, a few studies have investigated how
teacher well-being affect students. For example, teacher well-being is proven to predict
how students perceive interpersonal teacher behaviour, which in turn predicts student
well-being (Van Petegem et al., 2007). To sum up, the literature evidence above has
served as evidence to develop the teacher well-being instrument in this project.

Measurements of teacher well-being

Examining the teacher well-being literature, the majority of current research adopted an
instrument developed from and for the general population (e.g. Ballantyne & Retell,
2020; Ergiin & Dewaele, 2021). Only seven instruments of teacher well-being have been
developed from and for teachers in particular.

Of these, three instruments were developed to measure one or two domains of teacher
well-being. The first one is the Teacher Well-being Scale developed by Rebolo and
Constantino (2020) in Brazil based on their previous team work (Rebolo & Bueno,
2014). The instrument measures the extent and level of teacher satisfaction pertaining
to the objective dimensions of the four labour items, specifically, infrastructural labour,
labour activity, relationship, and socioeconomic. The second one is the Teacher
Subjective Wellbeing Questionnaire (TSWQ) that was originally developed by Renshaw
and colleagues (Renshaw et al., 2015) in the US, designed to capture positive dimensions
of the psychological functioning of teachers at the workplace. The TSWQ is an eight-item
self-report behaviour rating scale for measuring two aspects of teacher well-being con-
sisting of school connectedness and teaching efficacy. The third one is the Teacher Well-
being Single Item Measures developed by von der Embse and Mankin (2021), also in the
US derived from a review of the literature to identify indicators of salient domains
intended to capture a comprehensive depiction of teacher wellness by measuring both
the positive and negative dimensions of the construct from a dual-factor model of mental
health (Greenspoon & Saklofske, 2001). Single item scales are representative of teaching
efficacy, school connectedness, and teacher stress, respectively. Most recently, Viac and
Fraser (2020) developed the Teachers’ Occupational Well-being Scale as a by-product of
a comprehensive conceptual framework to analyse indicators and consequences of
teacher well-being together with other instruments in the OECD context (2020). The
fundamental concept of the framework specifies teacher well-being as encompassing four
domains: physical and mental, cognitive, social, and subjective well-being.

The rest three instruments developed for groups of teachers or subjects. The fifth one
is the pan-Canadian Teacher Induction Survey (Kutsyuruba & Walker, 2017), which
examined Canadian early-career teachers’ perceptions of induction and mentorship
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programmes ranging from kindergarten to Grade 12. Kutsyuruba et al. (2019) pulled 14
well-being items from the survey to determine the concept of general well-being of early-
career teachers. It contains three factors, external well-being, school structure, and
internal well-being. The sixth one is the Subjective Well-being of Kindergarten Teachers
developed by Wei (2013) among Taiwanese kindergarten teachers based on previous
studies (Dulewicz & Higgs, 1999). This instrument evaluates teachers” subjective well-
being by identifying four dimensions of well-being, namely, autonomy and purpose in
life, control of financial and physical conditions, relationships with others, and job
satisfaction and personal growth. The seventh one is the Teacher Well-being
Questionnaire associated with ICT in particular by de Klerk et al. (2013) with 322
Spanish teachers. The instrument consists of 25 items which could be allocated into
values/projects, motivation, competences, satisfaction, emotions, and general well-being.

To sum up, the majority of these instruments have measured teacher well-being from
a general perspective. These instruments have significantly contributed to measuring
teacher well-being. However, some gaps are observed. First, some instruments only cover
one or two aspects of teacher well-being. For example, the Teacher Well-being Scale
(Rebolo & Constantino, 2020) for teacher satisfaction; Subjective Wellbeing
Questionnaire (Renshaw et al., 2015) for subjective well-being. This would narrow the
scope of our understanding of teacher well-being, which may not well represent and
capture the essence of teacher well-being (McCallum & Price, 2015). Second, some
instruments did not go through a robust validity procedure. For example, the Teacher
Well-being Single Item Measures (von der Embse & Mankin, 2021) and the Teachers’
Occupational Well-being Scale (Viac & Fraser, 2020) were based only on the existing
literature, not by a targeted sample of teachers from empirical evidence. The lack of
a robust validity procedure may lead to inaccurate measurement in future use (Clark &
Watson, 2019; Oosterveld et al., 2019). Third, some instruments were especially devel-
oped for a particular interest in teacher groups rather than for teachers in general. For
example, the pan-Canadian Teacher Induction Survey (Kutsyuruba & Walker, 2017) was
for examining well-being of Canadian early-career teachers and the Subjective Well-being
of Kindergarten Teachers (Wei, 2013) was for Kindergarten Teachers only. In essence,
none of them was developed from a multidimensional perspective, for teachers in
general, and with a robust validity procedure using a theoretical-empirical approach.
In response to these concerns, this project aims at developing an instrument that (1) stays
current with the teacher well-being literature; (2) is developed from and for school
teachers, (3) embeds multidimensions into an integrated well-being model; and (4)
uses a theoretical-empirical approach with a robust validity procedure.

Methods

The aim of this study is to develop and validate a psychometrically grounded self-report,
namely, the Teacher Well-being Inventory (TWI), which will measure a variety of
theoretically and empirically relevant school teachers’ salient moments regarding their
well-being in relation to their working experiences in school settings in China. Four
stages are employed in this paper using existing literature and different independent
samples in four sequential empirical studies (e.g. Study 1 for Stage 1, Study 2 & Study 3
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for Stage 2, Study 3 (repeatedly used) for Stage 3, and Study 4 for Stage 4) in order to
verify content validity, construct validity, criterion validity and cross validity.

Stage 1. Establishing content validity

The aim of Stage I is to establish the content validity of the TWI which typically
consists of two steps. In the first step of instrument development, the nature, scope,
and items of the measurement were outlined using existing literature and theories.
The second step was to create item dimensions and pool those relating to teacher
well-being based on relevant literature and one empirical study using a sample of 25
school teachers (Study 1).

The literature review was conducted. The research team firstly defined content
domains from existing literature and theories relating to well-being (e.g. Bech, 2004;
Richardson et al., 2014) and teacher well-being (e.g. Kutsyuruba & Walker, 2017;
OECD, 2020; Renshaw et al., 2015; Viac & Fraser, 2020) and then generated items
for each domain. The two principles were especially utilised during the process. One
is the multidimensional nature of well-being (OECD, 2020; WHO, 2014). The TWI
tended to cover multiple dimensions of well-being that school teachers experience
in relation to their work. The other is that we tried to follow the seven conceptual
characteristics of well-being identified above. After a comprehensive review, six
dimensions of teacher well-being with 23 items, namely, physical (5 items), emo-
tional (3 items), psychological (3 items), cognitive (4 items), social (4 items), and
spiritual well-being (4 items), were identified. After the review, Study 1 was
conducted.

Study 1 then turned to generating new domains and new items for each domain by
interviewing 25 teachers from four primary schools in one district in China obtained
through professional connections.

Sample and procedure

The sample consisted of 18 females and 7 males with an average of 9years work
experience. Their ages ranged from 30 to 49 years with an average age of 36. An
individual semi-structured interview was conducted with the 25 participants. They
were asked to (1) share their views of the nature and categories of teacher well-being;
(2) share two scenarios in which they experienced the most salient teacher well-being
relating to their work (e.g. students, colleagues, and other professionals).

Results

The participants described a range of teacher well-being experienced from the afore-
mentioned six dimensions. In general, the results from interviews were consistent with
those in the literature. Teachers reported a total of 21 well-being items in six dimensions,
for instance, physical (3 items), emotional (4 items), psychological (3 items), cognitive (4
items), social (4 items), and spiritual well-being (3 items) in addition to the items from
the literature. As a result, a TWI with 44 items was generated to enable evaluation of each
content domain relating to teacher well-being. The TWI comprised six domains of well-
being with physical (8 items), emotional (7 items), psychological (6 items), cognitive (8
items), social (8 items), and spiritual well-being (7 items).
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Stage 2. Establishing construct validity

Phase 2 tested the construct validity of the TWI using two samples of teachers in two
sequential empirical studies (Study 2 and Study 3).

Study 2 aimed to demonstrate preliminary evidence on the factor structure, reduce the
items which did not fit well, and unveil the latent dimensions of the TWL

Sample and procedure

A sample of 340 primary teachers in a district in China was obtained through profes-
sional connections using an on-line survey. Among these participants, 255 (75%) were
females and 85 (25%) males with an average age of 40 years old and 18 years of work
experience. More than a third of these teachers (n=111) had less than ten years of work
experience of being a teacher, nearly half of the teachers (47.5%, n = 151) had ten to thirty
years, and 17.6% (n = 56) had greater than thirty years. The study employed a symmetric
agreement Likert scale with 6 points without a neutral point. Exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) was employed to generate the model.

Results
During this process, 12 items were dropped and a 32-item TWI with the same six factors
remained, namely, physical (5 items), emotional (5 items), psychological (5 items),
cognitive (6 items), social (6 items), and spiritual well-being (5 items).

Study 3 aimed to confirm the latent structure and test the psychometric features of the
TWI with a different sample of respondents.

Sample and procedure

A different sample of 537 primary teachers from schools in the same district in China
responded to our call. Among these participants, 131 (24.4%) were male and 406 (75.6%)
females with an average age of 40 years and 17 years of work experience. 37% (n = 183) of
these teachers had less than ten years of work experience, nearly half (47.5%, n = 235) of
them had ten to thirty years, and 15.5% (n=77) had greater than thirty years. The
exploratory model identified in Study 3 was then evaluated by confirmative factor
analysis (CFA). A multi-criteria approach for acceptable model fit was adapted (Marsh
et al., 2004).

Results

This section reports the CFA model, reliability, and internal construct validity. First, three
trimmed models, namely, Model 1 with one dimension, Model 2 with six dimensions, and
Model 3 with five dimensions, were identified and compared (Table 1). The 20-item
model with five dimensions was given the same analysis and demonstrated a better model

Table 1. Model fit comparison.

Chi-square (df) CFI TLI Gamma hat RMSEA 90% C.I. SRMR
Model 1 1729.90(170) 699 664 130 .125~.136 .100
Model 2 1120.25(237) 871 .850 .083 .078~.088 .062
Model 3 583.51(160) 918 .903 .070 .064~.076 .060

Note. Model 1= the model with one factor; Model 2= the model with six factors; Model 3= the model with five factors;
N=537.
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Table 2. Teacher well-being Inventory (TWI) factors, items, and factor loadings.

Factors and Items Factor Loading
F1. Physical Well-being
1. | feel exhausted at the end of working day. 74
2. | suffer from work-related illness. .62
3. | have trouble in sleeping. .66
4. | feel physical tension or discomfort at work. .80
F2. Emotional & Psychological Well-being
5.1 am passionate about being a teacher. 77
6. | look forward to going to work every day. .84
7. My work life has been filled with things that interest me. .62
8. | feel like a winner when my students make progress. 45
F3. Cognitive Well-being
9. | can deal with multiple work-related tasks at the same time. .54
10. | can engage in high-ordering thinking activities at work. .78
11. 1 can foresee the professional problems. .65
12. | can craft the teaching job to be manageable. .88
F4. Social Well-being
13. | get along well with my colleagues and students. 72
14. | feel supported by my colleagues and students. 72
15. | have a good professional network. 77
16. | enjoy being in new working situations that require me to coordinate with new partners. .76
F5. Spiritual Well-being
17. | have a purposeful and meaningful professional life. 92
18. My sense of ethics grounds me to deal with conflicting issues at work. A7
19. My sense of mission guides my professional directions. .87
20. | integrate my ‘inner’ self with my professional life. .50

Table 3. TWI descriptive statistics, Cronbach a, and factor inter-correlations.
Factor Inter-Correlations (r)

Resilience Scale M (SD) Cronbach (a) F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
F1. Physical 2.86 (1.15) 79 — 22%x A7 8% 20%*
F2. Emo & Psycho 4.88 (.90) 75 — 50%* 69%* 61%
F3. Cognitive 4.68 (.80) 78 — 60%* Ak
F4. Social 5.08 (.75) 83 — 68%*
F5. Spiritual 491 (.75) 77 —

Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

fit by combining emotional and psychological domains. Neither the original 6-dimension
model nor the one factor model was ideal in terms of model fit. As a result, five
dimensions namely physical, emotional/psychological, cognitive, social and spiritual
were kept for further analysis (Table 2). Second, internal reliability of each scale in the
TWI was tested. The conducted internal consistency analysis identified the values of
Cronbach’s alphas which had a range from .75 to .83 with an average value of .84,
indicating that each scale was sufficiently reliable such that the model could be mean-
ingfully used in further analysis (Table 3). Descriptive statistics also showed that the mean
score of social well-being (M = 5.08 out of 6) was the highest, followed by spiritual (M =
4.91; SD =.77), emotional and psychological (M =4.88; SD = .90), cognitive (M = 4.68;
SD = .80), and physical (M =2.86; SD =.79). Third, internal construct validity was also
examined using correlation coefficient. Table 3 demonstrated that the inter-correlations
between the five factors ranged from .17 to .71 with an average value of .46. Latent inter-
correlations between five dimensions also yielded the trend that physical well-being is
weakly associated with other dimensions whilst the other four dimensions associated
strongly with each other.
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Table 4. Correlations of the teacher well-being Inventory scales to the
flourishing and emotional exhaustion.

Teacher Well-being Inventory Flourishing Emotional Exhaustion
F1. Physical Well-being 24%% —73%*
F2. Emo & Psycho Well-being T3%* —.27**
F3. Cognitive Wellbeing 64%* —.12%*
F4. Social Well-being J9** —21**
F5. Spiritual Well-being T2%* —21%*

Note. N =537; **p < .001.

Stage 3. Establishing criterion validity

This phase tested the criterion validity (e.g. convergent validity) between TWI dimen-
sions and the other two measures (the Flourishing scale and the Emotional Exhaustion
Scale) using the sample of Study 3.

Procedure

The Flourishing Scale consists of four items adopted from the scale developed by Diener
et al. (2010). This scale explains crucial facets of human functioning which range from
having and maintaining positive relationships, to having competent feelings, to having
meaning, and a purpose in one’s life. Moreover, the 4-item Maslach Burnout Inventory
(MBI on emotional exhaustion by Enzmann & Kleiber, 1989) was used. All items are
phrased in a positive direction by using a 6-point agreement Likert scale.

Results

It is expected that all dimensions from the TWT are positively related to the Flourishing
scale (r ranged from [.24| to |.79]) and negatively associated with the Emotional
Exhaustion scale (r ranged from [.12| to |.73|) (Table 4). Hence, there are significant
and meaningful relationships between espoused teacher well-being, and flourishing, and
emotional exhaustion. These associations explain at best a moderate amount of variance
at the levels of endorsement of their flourishing and a low amount of variance with
emotional exhaustion.

Stage 4. Establishing cross validity

Stage 4 aimed at establishing the cross-validity of the TWI in Study 4. It is expected the
generalisability of the TWI will be confirmed by fitting on two cross-validation samples.

Study 4 aimed at establishing the cross validity of TWT using two independent samples
from two different educational sectors, primary and secondary schools.

Sample and procedure

It needs to be noted that the primary sample (n=537) in Study 3 was used. The
secondary sample was a separate sample (n =545) collected from the same district
situated in China. 336 (61.7%) of the participants were females and 209 of them
(38.3%) were males. Their average age was 41 years old (SD=9.5), and they had
18 years teaching experience (SD=10.5) as a teacher. 27.7% (n=138) of these
participating teachers had under 10 years of relevant teaching work practice. This
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Table 5. Fit statistics and invariance results for two models.
Model Chi-square CFl TLI Grammar hat RMSEA SRMR ACFI

Primary (537) X2 =583.51 918 903 .070 .060 -
df =160
p<.001

Secondary (545) X2 =562.26 919 .903 .068 .053 -
df =159
p<.001

Configural X2 =1169.78 916 901 .070 .057 -
df =320
p<.001

Metric X2=1211.03 914 902 .070 064 .002
df =335
p<.001

Scalar X2 =1237.86 913 905 .068 .066 .001
df =350
p<.001

procedure involves inspecting (1) a configural invariance model which assumes
that the same item is associated with the same factor in each group, (2) a metric
invariance model that additionally assumes equivalence of item factor loadings,
and (3) a scalar invariance model that additionally assumes equality of item
intercepts (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; van de Schoot et al., 2012). Hence, the
nested models (i.e. configural, metric, and scalar) with increasingly constrained
parameters were tested for model equivalency across teacher samples from two
different educational levels. It is recommended that ACFI < .01 be used as the
preferred cut-off criterion for accepting measurement invariance between nested
models since they are independent of both sample size and model complexity.
ACFI is lower than .01, indicating the compared models are invariant. Otherwise,
the compared models are equivalent.

Results

The two models (as shown in Table 5) showed there was a good fit. Overall, the
configural invariance models had an acceptable fit and the changes of CFI (ACFI)
were greater than .01 for equivalent regression weights, factor invariance, and
metric invariance, indicating that models can be assumed to be equivalent across
the two educational sectors. As such, it can be concluded that the TWI with two
samples from both primary and secondary schools measures an equivalent set of
latent variables. Hence, the TWI can be used across primary and secondary
educational sectors in the China context and other educational sectors through
the adoption procedure.

Discussion

This section outlines the major findings of the Teacher Well-being Inventory and validity
procedures. The major results on the development and validation of the instrument are
discussed by intertwining with existing literature in this section.
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The teacher well-being inventory

The TWI embodies a general picture of salient well-being experience at work as a teacher
from a multidimensional perspective, namely physical, emotional/psychological, cogni-
tive, social and spiritual well-being. This instrument entails an extended view of teacher
well-being which encompasses not only individual well-being literacy and sense-making
of the teacher role, but also the broader context of school, culture, and education (Carroll
et al., 2022; Hascher & Waber, 2021; Hascher et al., 2021). In other words, these salient
five domains of well-being not only demonstrate the well-being experience of teachers at
work but also support the multidimensional views of teacher well-being (Viac & Fraser,
2020). This five-domain constitution of teacher well-being serves as a theory- and
conception-driven taxonomy to categorise teacher well-being and to map dimension
boundaries. The final TWI captures the most salient well-being experience of school
teachers namely physical, emotional/psychological, cognitive, social and spiritual resi-
lience. Note that emotional and psychological dimensions were expected to be separate
but the teachers in this project selected to combine them after comparing three models
consisting of the one-factor solution and six-factor solution. It is possible that the items
in the emotional and psychological dimensions share similarities based on the content
meaning and inter-correlations. The final five dimensions are associated with job nature,
well-being literacy, students, colleagues, school and a wider context.

These teachers gave the highest ranking to social well-being, followed by spiritual,
emotional/psychological, cognitive, and physical well-being. It is interesting that
although these participants ranked their physical well-being as the lowest, they endorsed
a higher level of well-being to other dimensions of well-being. This aligns with the results
from international literature on physical conditions of teachers (Carroll et al., 2022; Chen
et al., 2020; Kotowskia et al., 2022). When looking at the inter-relationships between
physical well-being and other dimensions, physical well-being is weakly associated with
other dimensions whilst the other four dimensions associate strongly with each other.
Although physical dimension stands along, but the evidence still supports the arguments
on the nature of teacher well-being as being multidimensional (OECD, 2020; Viac &
Fraser, 2020).

The validation of the teacher well-being inventory

The TWI has gone through a robust validation procedure under the guidelines of
the theoretical-empirical approach of test construction (Clark & Watson, 2019;
Oosterveld et al., 2019). The TWI demonstrated strong psychometric properties
with reliability, content validity, construct validity, criterion, and cross validity with
different sets of principal samples. First, the TWI in this project confirmed a good
content validity procedure. Six domains with concise items on principal well-being
were identified and validated using the existing literature and responses of targeted
groups, authentically covering relevant items and content domains in the TWI. This
approach guarantees a greater content validity than those solely generated from
existing literature or target respondents (Ruscio, 2015). Second, the TWI also
verified a good construct validity mechanism. All item loadings in the TWI were
greater than .45 and all factor reliabilities were acceptable to excellent ranging from
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.75 to .83. The CFA and multiple group analysis procedures also revealed more
detailed information on the construct validity of the different models of the TWI.
Specifically, we tested various models and three models including one-factor solu-
tion, five-factor solution, and six-factor solution were constructed. Through CFA
analysis, the five-factor solution with five separate latent variables were proven to be
valid and sound based on the statistics and the current theories of teacher well-
being. This trimmed model demonstrated a better sense in terms of the model fit
and theoretical framework. As such, the TWI is clearly suitable for assessing five
dimensions as distinct constructs of teacher well-being but from a multidimensional
perspective. Third, the criterion validation provided evidence that the TWI shows
a good external validity with two related constructs, namely, flourishing (positive)
and emotional exhaustion (negative), by using convergent validity. As expected, all
five dimensions of teacher well-being may be positively associated with the flour-
ishing, whilst negatively related to emotional exhaustion. In addition, weak correla-
tions of the physical domain with the other four domains but strong correlations
between the rest of the four dimensions of teacher well-being warrant a clear
conceptual separation of these five types of well-being as experienced by school
teachers in this project. Fourth, cross validity was tested using a different sample of
secondary school teachers. Through invariance analysis, the model with two samples
(e.g. primary vs secondary) demonstrated a good fit with equivalent regression
weights, factor invariance, and metric invariance (Clark & Watson, 2019;
Oosterveld et al.,, 2019). As such, it can be concluded that the TWI with two
samples from primary and secondary schools measures an equivalent set of latent
variables. Hence, the TWI can be used across primary and secondary educational
sectors in the China context and in other relevant contexts through a robust
adoption procedure as well.

Opverall, the TWT unveils that teachers experience a sense of well-being at work derived
from the values of purpose, passion, interaction, connection, self-growth and accom-
plishment, which are salient for these participants as school teachers (Chen, 2017). Their
sense of well-being seems strongly related to the notion of balance between work and life,
intrapersonal and interpersonal, individual and context, which helps them address
potential stress and ill-being (Camacho et al., 2021; Langford & Crawford, 2022).
These closely align with the well-being experience of teachers in other contexts (Edara
et al., 2021 from the Philippines; Kotowskia et al., 2022 from the US; Worth & Faulkner-
Ellis, 2021 from the UK). Particularly, teachers demonstrated beliefs that the quality of
schools, in terms of individual and organisational development and success, closely
attaches to their well-being (Chen & Cowie, 2016; Kumar, 2022). Moreover, the role of
a teacher was also reinforced, as these participants mentioned, by the meaning of the
work (Brunzell et al., 2018). The TWI also posed related drivers including individual
factors such as personal traits, coping, motivation, commitment, organisational factors
such as social relationships, school climate, and physical working conditions. These
partially align with their counterparts from other contexts (Chan et al., 2021 from the
United States; Langford & Crawford, 2022 from England; Sokal et al., 2020 from Canada).
These findings may indicate that a strengths-based, positive approach to teaching
professionals offers an alternative perspective for supporting and encouraging teacher
well-being at work (Chen & Cheng, 2022; McCallum, 2021).
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Implications

This project will make theoretical, methodological, and practical contributions.
First, the project will contribute to the advancement of knowledge production of
teacher well-being. It seems that teacher well-being literature has increased in
recent decades and blossomed after the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic
(Hascher & Waber, 2021; Worth & Faulkner-Ellis, 2021). Based on the literature
review on teacher well-being aforementioned, the ill-defined conceptualisation of
teacher well-being has led to a messy picture of knowledge construction of teacher
well-being and inaccurate representation of teacher well-being. The birth of this
multidimensional TWI outlines clear components of a teacher well-being con-
struct, which will promote greater scientific efforts on teacher well-being, which
will largely advance the maturity of knowledge production in the field
(Edmondson & McManus, 2007) in a robust manner.

Second, the TWI has established salient dimensions of teacher well-being at
work, which can fill in the gaps revealed in the previous literature review.
Particularly, the majority of existing quantitative investigations on teacher well-
being have adopted instruments designed for general populations rather than for
teachers. Under the guidelines of the rational-empirical approach (Ruscio, 2015),
the TWI is embedded in a continuum of drivers, nature, and consequences of
teacher well-being. The TWI will provide a concise multidimensional instrument
developed from and for school teacher for future research through a robust
validation procedure. For example, the research aims at discovering the nature
of teacher well-being as an independent construct and its relationships with other
related constructs (e.g. performance of teachers, achievement of students and their
well-being, and school climate). Moreover, the TWI could be used to establish test
—retest reliability in future studies to examine responsiveness to change over time
or with different targeted participants. Hence, the emergence of the TWI will
encourage more authentic investigations of teacher well-being for future
directions.

Thirdly, this project is critical and timely so that the path for achieving quality
education will not be at the expense of teacher well-being. This will be especially true
in the post-pandemic period. This project will be informative for teacher preparation and
development at the initial teacher education stage and the in-service stage. Teacher
preparation programmes and courses in universities and continuous training pro-
grammes might consider including the element of teacher well-being extracted from
empirical evidences in the proposed project. Particularly, professional development
programmes can be developed to promote well-being literacy especially awareness and
coping strategies of prospective and in-service teachers. The incorporation of well-being
literacy should be regarded as an ongoing component of teacher professional develop-
ment and teacher selection. Moreover, it is expected that this project will make policy-
makers, researchers, school principals and teachers be aware of the importance of teacher
well-being literacy in the evaluation. The standards for school teachers might include
a teacher well-being component as one of the professional capitals for developing teacher
capacity and an evaluation mechanism as a key change agent (Hascher & Waber, 2021;
McCallum, 2021).
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Limitations

Despite its significance, two major limitations of this project are outlined. First, the four
samples of participating principals were convenience samples obtained through profes-
sional networks from one district in China. This non-random approach may cause some
sampling bias (Gravetter & Forzano, 2011). Consequently, the results may not be gen-
eralisable to other samples of principals. To lessen these potential sampling bias, future
studies should test and re-test the TWI using random and weighted sampling techniques
involving more diverse teacher samples (Renshaw et al., 2015) in other regions and
different school levels. Second, it is acknowledged that the measure used was the sub-
jective experiences of teacher well-being, although self-report is a widely accepted
standard of measurement (Thomas et al., 2019). Such retrospective judgements may
not reflect the ‘true scores’ of well-being experiences of teachers, but be influenced by
their personal beliefs about their experience in various work situations. Future studies
may consider involving more diverse methods to access teacher well-being such as
observation or shadow interview to boost the authenticity of the construct of teacher
well-being.

To sum up, rather than covering discrete constructs, the current project developed and
validated a multidimensional instrument. Rather than creating an exhaustive measure
which aims to evaluate all possible occupational well-being of school teachers, the TWI is
claimed as a concise and parsimonious instrument aiming at assessing most salient
domains of teacher well-being at work. Within this scope, we produced a theoretically
and empirically validated measure that can serve as a more robust means for gauging
comprehensive understanding of teacher well-being. Therefore, we hope that future
research will pick up where this project leaves off, further validating and adopting the
TWTI as both a basic research instrument and means of promoting well-being literacy and
functioning of an individual teacher, students, schools, and ultimately a wellness society.
All in all, we will be on the way to not sacrificing teacher well-being for quality education.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Junjun Chen (%) http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1549-7991
Zi Yan (1) http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9305-884X

References

Aldrup, K., Klusmann, U., Ladtke, O., Gollner, R., & Trautwein, U. (2018). Student misbehaviour
and teacher well-being: testing the mediating role of the teacher-student relationship. Learning
and Instruction, 58, 126-136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.05.006

Aulén, A. M,, Pakarinen, E.,, Feldt, T., & Lerkkanen, M. K. (2021). Teacher coping profiles in
relation to teacher well-being: A mixed method approach. Teaching and Teacher Education, 102,
103323. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103323


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103323

16 (&) J.CHENETAL.

Ballantyne, J., & Retell, J. (2020). Teaching careers: Exploring links between well-being, burnout,
self-efficacy and praxis shock. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 2255. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.
2019.02255

Bech, P. (2004). Measuring the dimension of psychological general well-being by the WHO-5.
Quality of Life Newsletter, 15-16. https://doi.org/10.1159/000376585

Brunzell, T., Stokes, H., & Waters, L. (2018). Why do you work with struggling students? Teacher
perceptions of meaningful work in trauma-impacted classrooms. Australian Journal of Teacher
Education, 43(2), 116-142. https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2018v43n2.7

Buri¢, I, Kim, L. E., & Hodis, F. (2021). Emotional labour profiles among teachers: Associations
with positive affective, motivational, and well-being factors. Journal of Educational Psychology,
113(6), 1227-1243. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000654

Buri¢, I, Sliskovic, A., & Penezic, Z. (2019). Understanding teacher well-being: A cross-lagged
analysis of burnout, negative student-related emotions, psychopathological symptoms, and
resilience. Educational Psychology, 39(9), 1136-1155. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2019.
1577952

Burns, R. A., & Machin, M. A. (2013). Employee and workplace well-being: A multi-level analysis
of teacher personality and organizational climate in Norwegian teachers from rural, urban and
city schools. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 57(3), 309-324. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00313831.2012.656281

Camacho, D. A., Hoover, S. A., & Rosete, H. S. (2021). Burnout in urban teachers: The predictive
role of supports and situational responses. Psychology in the Schools, 58(9), 1816-1831. https://
doi.org/10.1002/pits.22561

Capone, V., & Petrillo, G. (2020). Mental health in teachers: Relationships with job satisfaction,
efficacy beliefs, burnout and depression. Current Psychology, 39(6), 1757-1766. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s12144-018-9878-7

Carroll, A., Forrest, K., Sanders O’Connor, E., Flynn, L., Bower, J. M., Fynes-Clinton, S., York, A.,
& Ziaei, M. (2022). Teacher stress and burnout in Australia: Examining the role of intrapersonal
and environmental factors. Social Psychology of Education, 25(2-3), 441-469. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11218-022-09686-7

Carroll, A., York, A., Fynes-Clinton, S., Sanders O’Connor, E., Flynn, L., Bower, J. M., Forrest, K.,
& Ziaei, M. (2021). The downstream effects of teacher well-being programmes: Improvements
in teachers’ stress, cognition and well-being benefit their students. Frontiers in Psychology, 12,
689628. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.689628

Cece, V., Guillet-Descas, E., & Lentillon-Kaestner, V. (2021a). The longitudinal trajectories of
teacher burnout and vigour across the scholar year: The predictive role of emotional
intelligence. Psychology in the Schools, 59(3), 589-606. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22633

Cece, V., Guillet-Descas, E., & Lentillon-Kaestner, V. (2021b). Teacher well-being and perceived
school climate during COVID-19 school closure: The case of physical education in Switzerland.
The Teacher Educator, 57(1), 45-60. https://doi.org/10.1080/08878730.2021.1991540

Chan, M. K,, Sharkey, J. D., Lawrie, S. L., Arch, D. A., & Nylund-Gibson, K. (2021). Elementary
school teacher well-being and supportive measures amid COVID-19: An exploratory study.
School Psychology, 36(6), 533-545. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000441

Chen, J. (2017). Exploring primary teacher emotions in Hong Kong and Mainland China:
A qualitative perspective. Educational Practice and Theory, 39(2), 17-37. https://doi.org/10.
7459/ept/39.2.03

Chen, J., & Cheng, T. J. (2022). Review of research on teacher emotion during 1985-2019:
A descriptive quantitative analysis of knowledge production trends. European Journal of
Psychology of Education, 37(2), 417-438. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-021-00537-1

Chen, J., & Cowie, B. (2016). Chinese preservice teachers’ beliefs about assessment. Educational
Practice and Theory, 38(2), 77-93. https://doi.org/10.7459/ept/38.2.05

Chen, J., & Day, C. (2014). Tensions and dilemmas for Chinese teachers in responding to system
wide change: New ideas, old models. In Q. Gu (Ed.), The work and lives of teachers in China (pp.
3-21). Routledge.


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02255
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02255
https://doi.org/10.1159/000376585
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2018v43n2.7
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000654
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2019.1577952
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2019.1577952
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2012.656281
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2012.656281
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22561
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22561
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-018-9878-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-018-9878-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-022-09686-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-022-09686-7
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.689628
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22633
https://doi.org/10.1080/08878730.2021.1991540
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000441
https://doi.org/10.7459/ept/39.2.03
https://doi.org/10.7459/ept/39.2.03
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-021-00537-1
https://doi.org/10.7459/ept/38.2.05

TEACHERS AND TEACHING (&) 17

Cheng, T. J., Chen, J., & Bryant, D. (2021). Teacher leaders’ emotions mirror teacher profession-
alism via collegial trust. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 30(4), 361-373. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s40299-021-00551-3

Chen, J., & Lee, J. C.-K. (2022). Teacher resilience matters: A buffering and boosting effect between
job driving factors and their well-being and job performance. Teachers ¢ Teaching Theory ¢
Practice, 28(7), 890-907. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2022.2116574

Chen, J., Lee, J. C.-K,, & Dong, J. (2020). Emotional trajectory at different career stages: Two
excellent teachers’ stories. Frontiers in Psychology, 11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01034

Chen, J., Yin, H., & Frenzel, A. C. (2020). Editorial: Teacher emotions matter—nature, antece-
dents, and effects. Frontiers in Psychology, 11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.605389

Cherkowski, S., & Walker, K. D. (2018). Teacher wellbeing: Noticing nurturing, sustaining and
flourishing in schools. Word & Deed Publishing.

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing measure-
ment invariance. Structural Equation Modelling, 9(2), 233-255. https://doi.org/10.1207/
$15328007SEM0902_5

Clark, L. A., & Watson, D. (2019). Constructing validity: New developments in creating objective
measuring instruments. Psychological Assessment, 31(12), 1412-1427. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pas0000626

Collie, R. J., Shapka, J. D., Perry, N. E., & Martin, A. J. (2016). Teachers’ psychological functioning
in the workplace: Exploring the roles of contextual beliefs, need satisfaction, and personal
characteristics. Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(6), 788-799. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu0000088

Costa, B. C., Park, N., & Kira, M. (2021). #armmewith: Resources for teacher well-being.
International Journal of Well-Being, 11(2), 20-37. https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v11i2.1365

Culshaw, S., & Kurian, N. (2021). Love as the lifeblood of being-well: A call for care for teachers in
England’s schools. Pastoral Care in Education, 39(3), 269-290. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02643944.2021.1938647

Cumming, T. (2017). Early childhood educators’ well-being: An updated review of the literature.
Early Childhood Education Journal, 45(5), 583-593. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-016-0818-6

de Biagi, N. B, Celeri, E. H., & Renshaw, T. L. (2017). Technical adequacy of the teacher subjective
wellbeing questionnaire with Brazilian educators. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 36
(8), 850-855. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282917714904

de Klerk, W., Temane, Q. M., & Nienaber, A. W. (2013). The prevalence of well-being on teachers
in afri twin schools as well as non afri twin schools. Journal of Psychology in Africa, 23(3),
419-424. https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2013.10820646

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, D. W, Oishi, S., & Biswas-Diener, R. (2010).
New well-being measures: Short scales to assess flourishing and positive and negative feelings.
Social Indicators Research, 97(2), 143-156. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-009-9493-y

Dreer, B. (2021). Teachers’ well-being and job satisfaction: The important role of positive emotions
in the workplace. Educational Studies, 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2021.1940872

Dreer, B., & Gouasé, N. (2021). Interventions fostering well-being of schoolteachers: A review of
research. Oxford Review of Education, 48(5), 587-605. https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2021.
2002290

Dulewicz, V., & Higgs, M. (1999). Can emotional intelligence be measured and developed?
Leadership ¢ Organization Development Journal, 20(5), 242-253. https://doi.org/10.1108/
01437739910287117

Edara, I. R,, Del Castillo, F., Ching, G. S., & Del Castillo, C. D. (2021). Religiosity and contentment
among teachers in the Philippines during COVID-19 pandemic: Mediating effects of resilience,
optimism, and well-being. Religions, 12(10), 879. https://doi.org/10.3390/rel12100879

Edmondson, A. C., & McManus, S. E. (2007). Methodological fit in management field research.
Academy of Management Review, 32(4), 1246-1264. https://doi.org/10.2307/20159361

Enzmann, D., & Kleiber, D. (1989). Helfer-leiden: Stress und burnout in psychosozialen berufen
[helper ordeals: Stress and burnout in the human services]. Asanger-Verlag.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-021-00551-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-021-00551-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2022.2116574
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01034
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.605389
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000626
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000626
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000088
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000088
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v11i2.1365
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2021.1938647
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2021.1938647
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-016-0818-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282917714904
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2013.10820646
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-009-9493-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2021.1940872
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2021.2002290
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2021.2002290
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437739910287117
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437739910287117
https://doi.org/10.3390/rel12100879
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159361

18 (&) J. CHENETAL.

Ergiin, A. L. P., & Dewaele, J. M. (2021). Do well-being and resilience predict the foreign language
teaching enjoyment of teachers of Italian? System, 99, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.
2021.102506

Fullan, M. (2008). The six secrets of change: What the best leaders do to help their organizations
survive and thrive (1st ed.). Jossey-Bass.

Fu, W., Wang, C., Tang, W., Lu, S., & Wang, Y. (2021). Emotional intelligence and well-being of
special education teachers in China: The mediating role of work-engagement. Frontiers in
Psychology, 12, 696561. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.696561

Gravetter, F. J., & Forzano, L. B. (2011). Research methods for the behavioural sciences (5th ed.).
Cengage Learning.

Greenspoon, P. J., & Saklofske, D. H. (2001). Toward an integration of subjective well-being and
psychopathology. Social Indicators Research, 54(1), 81-108. https://doi.org/10.1023/
A:1007219227883

Han, W. (2022). Chinese English as a foreign language teachers’ job satisfaction, resilience, and
their psychological well-being. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 800417. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2021.800417

Harding, S., Morris, R., Gunnell, D., Ford, T., Hollingworth, W., Tilling, K., & Kidger, J. (2019). Is
teachers’ mental health and wellbeing associated with students’ mental health and wellbeing?
Journal of Affective Disorders, 242, 180-187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.08.080

Hascher, T., Beltman, S., & Mansfield, C. (2021). Teacher wellbeing and resilience: Towards an
integrative model. Educational Research, 63(4), 416-439. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.
2021.1980416

Hascher, T., & Waber, J. (2021). Teacher well-being: A systematic review of the research literature
from the year 2000-2019. Educational Research Review, 34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.
2021.100411

Hidayat, R., Moosavi, Z., Hermandra, Z., & Hadisaputra, P. (2022). Achievement goals, well-being
and lifelong learning: A mediational analysis. International Journal of Instruction, 15(1), 89-112.
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2022.1516a

Hilger, K. J. E., Scheibe, S., Frenzel, A. C., & Keller, M. M. (2021). Exceptional circumstances:
Changes in teachers’ work characteristics and well-being during COVID-19 lockdown. School
Psychology, 36(6), 516-532. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000457

Hobson, A. J., & Maxwell, B. (2017). Supporting and inhibiting the well-being of early career
secondary school teachers: Extending self-determination theory. British Educational Research
Journal, 43(1), 168-191. https://doi.org/10.1002/ber;j.3261

Hung, C. H., Lin, C. W., & Yu, M. N. (2016). Reduction of the depression caused by work stress for
teachers: Subjective well-being as a mediator. International Journal of Research Studies in
Psychology, 5(3), 25-35. https://doi.org/10.5861/IJRSP.2016.1461

Hu, D., Zhou, T., Zhou, K., & Deng, F. (2022). The relationship between psychological capital and
teacher career commitment in ethnic areas of China: The mediating effects of gratitude and
career well-being. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 818274. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.
818274

Kahneman, E., Diener, E., & Schwarz, N. (Eds.). (1999). Well-being: The foundations of hedonic
psychology. Russell Sage Foundation.

Kaur, M., & Singh, B. (2019). Teachers’ well-being: An overlooked aspect of teacher development.
Education and Self Development (E&Sd), 14(3), 25-33. https://doi.org/10.26907/esd14.3.03

Kotowskia, S. E., Davisb, K. G., Barrattc, C. L., Davis, K., & Kotowski, S. (2022). Teachers feeling
the burden of COVID-19: Impact on well-being, stress, and burnout. Work, 71(2), 407-415.
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-210994

Kumar, S. P. (2022). Influence of university teachers’ job satisfaction on subjective well-being and
job performance. Journal of Engineering Education Transformations, 35(1), 160-167. https://doi.
org/10.16920/jeet/2022/v35is1/22023

Kutsyuruba, B., Godden, L., & Bosica, J. (2019). The impact of mentoring on the Canadian early
career teachers’ well-being. International Journal of Mentoring & Coaching in Education, 8(4),
285-309. https://doi.org/10.1108/]JMCE-02-2019-0035


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102506
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.696561
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007219227883
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007219227883
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.800417
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.800417
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.08.080
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2021.1980416
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2021.1980416
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100411
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100411
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2022.1516a
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2022.1516a
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000457
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3261
https://doi.org/10.5861/IJRSP.2016.1461
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.818274
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.818274
https://doi.org/10.26907/esd14.3.03
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-210994
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-210994
https://doi.org/10.16920/jeet/2022/v35is1/22023
https://doi.org/10.16920/jeet/2022/v35is1/22023
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJMCE-02-2019-0035

TEACHERS AND TEACHING (&) 19

Kutsyuruba, B., & Walker, K. (2017). Introduction: Exploring the pan-Canadian terrain of early
career teaching. In B. Kutsyuruba & K. D. Walker (Eds.), The bliss and blisters of early career
teaching: A Pan-Canadian perspective, word and deed, Burlington (pp. 1-17). Word & Deed
Publishing Incorporated.

Langford, S., & Crawford, M. (2022). Walking with teachers: A study to explore the importance of
teacher well-being and their careers. Management in Education. https://doi.org/10.1177/
08920206221075750

Lee, K. C, Chang, I. H, Wang, L. L., & Chen, R. S. (2022). Effects of knowledge sharing on
sustainable happiness of preschool teachers: The mediating roles of self-efficacy and helping
behaviour. Current Psychology, 42(16), 13648-13657. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-
02725-8

Ling, X., Chen, J., Chow, D. H. K., Xu, W., & Li, Y. (2022). The “trade-off” of student well-being
and academic achievement: A perspective of multidimensional student well-being. Frontiers in
Psychology, 13. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.772653

Marsh, H. W., Hau, K. & Wen, Z. (2004). In search of golden rules: Comment on hypothesis-
testing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dangers in overgeneralizing hu and
Bentler’s findings. Structural Equation Modeling, 11, 320-341. https://doi.org/10.1207/
$15328007sem1103_2

McCallum, F. (2020). The changing nature of teachers’ work and its impact on well-being. In
M. A. White & F. McCallum (Eds.), Critical perspectives on teaching, learning and leadership:
Enhancing educational outcomes (pp. 17-44). Springer.

McCallum, F. (2021). Teachers’ well-being during times of change and disruption. In M. A. White
& F. McCallum (Eds.), Wellbeing and resilience education: COVID-19 and its impact on
education (pp. 183-209). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003134190.

McCallum, F., & Price, D. (2015). Nurturing well-being development in education: From little
things, big things grow. Routledge.

Morrell, M., Lambert, T., & Capparell, S. (2001). Shackleton’s way: Leadership lessons from the great
Antarctic explorer. Nicholas Brealey.

Nunan, J. S. R., & Ntombela, S. (2022). Students’ challenging behavior in Phoenix primary schools,
South Africa: Impact on teachers. Education and Urban Society, 54(3), 312-329. https://doi.org/
10.1177/00131245211012355

Oosterveld, P., Vorst, H. C. M., & Smits, N. (2019). Methods for questionnaire design: A taxonomy
linking procedures to test goals. Quality of Life Research: An International Journal of Quality-Of-
Life Aspects of Treatment Care & Rehabilitation, 28(9), 2501-2512. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11136-019-02209-6

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2019a). Future of Education and
skills 2030: Thought leader written statement. Retrieved March 6, 2022, from https://www.oecd.
org/education/2030project/teaching-and-learning/learning/learningcompass2030/Thought_lea
der_written_Gardner.pdf

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2019b). Learning Compass 2030
towards collective well-being. Retrieved March 6, 2022, from https://www.oecd.org/education/
2030-project/teaching-and-learning/learning/

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2020). How’s life: Measuring
well-being. OECD Publishing, Retrieved March 6, 2022, from https://doi.org/10.1787/9870c393-
en

Rebolo, F., & Bueno, B. O. (2014). O bem-estar docente: limites e possibilidades para a felicidade
do professor no trabalho. Revista Acta Scientiarum - Education (EDUEM), Maringd, 36(2),
323-331. https://doi.org/10.4025/actascieduc.v36i2.21222

Rebolo, F., & Constantino, M. (2020). Escala De Bem-estar Docente (ebed): Desenvolvimento
E Validagao. Cadernos de Pesquisa, 50(176), 444-460. https://doi.org/10.1590/198053146531

Renshaw, T. L., Long, A. C., & Cook, C. R. (2015). Assessing teachers’ positive psychological
functioning at work: Development and validation of the teacher subjective wellbeing question-
naire. School Psychology Quarterly, 30(2), 289-306. https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000112


https://doi.org/10.1177/08920206221075750
https://doi.org/10.1177/08920206221075750
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02725-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02725-8
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.772653
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003134190
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131245211012355
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131245211012355
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-019-02209-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-019-02209-6
https://www.oecd.org/education/2030project/teaching-and-learning/learning/learningcompass2030/Thought_leader_written_Gardner.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/education/2030project/teaching-and-learning/learning/learningcompass2030/Thought_leader_written_Gardner.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/education/2030project/teaching-and-learning/learning/learningcompass2030/Thought_leader_written_Gardner.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/education/2030-project/teaching-and-learning/learning/
https://www.oecd.org/education/2030-project/teaching-and-learning/learning/
https://doi.org/10.1787/9870c393-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9870c393-en
https://doi.org/10.4025/actascieduc.v36i2.21222
https://doi.org/10.1590/198053146531
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000112

20 (&) J. CHENETAL.

Richardson, J., Iezzi, A., Khan, M. A., & Maxwell, A. (2014). Validity and reliability of the
assessment of quality of life (AQoL)-8D multi-attribute utility instrument. The Patient-
Patient-Cantered Outcomes Research, 7(1), 85-96. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40271-013-0036-x

Ruscio, J. (2015). Rational-theoretical approach to test construction. The Encyclopaedia of Clinical
Psychology, 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118625392.wbecp454

School Mental Health Group. (2019). Teachers’ lack of wellbeing and mental ill-health in schools.
Retrieved March 6, 2022, from https://teachwellallliance.com/research-teachers-and-wellbeing .

Shoshani, A., & Eldor, L. (2016). The informal learning of teachers: Learning climate, job
satisfaction and teachers’ and students’ motivation and well-being. International Journal of
Educational Research, 79, 52-63. https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijer.2016.06.007

Sokal, L., Trudel, L. E., & Babb, J. (2020). Canadian teachers’ attitudes toward change, efficacy, and
burnout during the COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Educational Research Open,
1(1), 100016. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2020.100016

Soykan, A., Gardner, D., & Edwards, T. (2019). Subjective well-being in New Zealand teachers: An
examination of the role of psychological capital. Journal of Psychologists and Counsellors in
Schools, 29(2), 130-138. https://doi.org/10.1017/jgc.2019.14

Stiglitz, J. E., Sen, A., Fitoussi, J. P., & others. (2009). Report by the commission on the measurement
of economic performance and social progress. Citeseer.

Sun, G., Khaskheli, A., Raza, S. A, Khan, K. A., & Hakim, F. (2021). Teachers’ self-efficacy, mental
well-being and continuance commitment of using learning management system during
COVID-19 pandemic: A comparative study of Pakistan and Malaysia. Interactive Learning
Environments. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.1978503

Tang, Y., He, W,, Liu, L., & Li, Q. (2018). Beyond the paycheck: Chinese rural teacher well-being
and the impact of professional learning and local community engagement. Teachers & Teaching,
24(7), 825-839. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2018.1470972

Tarrasch, R., Berger, R., & Grossman, D. (2020). Mindfulness and compassion as key factors in
improving teacher’s well-being. Mindfulness, 11(4), 1049-1061. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-
020-01304-x

Thomas, H. ., Scott, J. G., Coates, J. M., & Connor, J. P. (2019). Development and validation of the
bullying and cyberbullying scale for adolescents: A multi-dimensional measurement model.
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(1), 75-94. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12223

Tsang, K. K., Wang, G., & Bai, H. (2022). Enabling school bureaucracy, psychological empower-
ment, and teacher burnout: A mediation analysis. Sustainability, 14(4), 2047. https://doi.org/10.
3390/5u14042047

Ungar, M. (2021). Modelling multisystemic resilience connecting biological, psychological, social,
and ecological adaptation in contexts of adversity. In M. Ungar (Ed.), Multisystemic resilience:
Adaptation and transformation in contexts of change (pp. 6-34). Oxford University Press.

van de Schoot, R., Lugtig, P., & Hox, J. (2012). A checklist for testing measurement invariance.
European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 9(4), 486-492. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17405629.2012.686740

Van Petegem, K., Aelterman, A., Rosseel, Y., & Creemers, B. (2007). Student perception as
moderator for student wellbeing. Social Indicators Research, 83(3), 447-463. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11205-006-9055-5

Veronese, G., Pepe, A., Dagdukee, J., & Yaghi, S. (2018a). Social capital, affect balance and personal
well-being among teachers in Israel and Palestine. Teachers & Teaching, 24(8), 951-964. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2018.1508431

Veronese, G., Pepe, A., Dagdukee, J., & Yaghi, S. (2018b). Teaching in conflict settings:
Dimensions of subjective wellbeing in Arab teachers living in Israel and Palestine.
International Journal of Educational Development, 61, 16-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedu
dev.2017.11.009

Viac, C., & Fraser, P. (2020). Teachers” well-being: A framework for data collection and analysis.
OECD: Education working papers No. 213. OECD. https://doi.org/10.1787/c36fc9d3-en.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s40271-013-0036-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118625392.wbecp454
https://teachwellallliance.com/research-teachers-and-wellbeing
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2016.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2020.100016
https://doi.org/10.1017/jgc.2019.14
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.1978503
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2018.1470972
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01304-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01304-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12223
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14042047
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14042047
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2012.686740
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2012.686740
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-006-9055-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-006-9055-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2018.1508431
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2018.1508431
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1787/c36fc9d3-en

TEACHERS AND TEACHING (&) 21

von der Embse, N., & Mankin, A. (2021). Changes in teacher stress and wellbeing throughout the
academic year. Journal of Applied School Psychology, 37(2), 165-184. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15377903.2020.1804031

Wei, M. H. (2013). Multiple abilities and subjective well-being of Taiwanese kindergarten teachers.
Social Behaviour and Personality: An International Journal, 41(1), 7-16. https://doi.org/10.2224/
sbp.2013.41.1.7

The World Health Organization. (1946). Preamble, constitution of the world health organization
(as adopted by the international health conference, New York,19-22 June,1946; signed on
22 July 1946 by the representatives of 61 states). Official Records of the World Health
Organization.

The World Health Organization. (2014). Global status report on alcohol and health. Available
online: https://www.who.int/substance_abuse/publications/global_alcohol_report/en/.

Worth, J., & Faulkner-Ellis, H. (2021). Teacher labour market in England annual report 2021.
National Foundation for Research in Education.

Zacher, H., & Schmitt, A. (2016). Work characteristics and occupational well-being: The role of
age. Frontiers in Psychology, 7. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01411

Zhang, L., Chen, ], Li, X., & Zhan, Y. (2023). A scope review of the teacher well-being research
between 1968 and 2021. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-
023-00717-1


https://doi.org/10.1080/15377903.2020.1804031
https://doi.org/10.1080/15377903.2020.1804031
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2013.41.1.7
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2013.41.1.7
https://www.who.int/substance_abuse/publications/global_alcohol_report/en/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01411
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-023-00717-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-023-00717-1

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Conceptualizing well-being and teacher well-being

	Literature review: occupational well-being of teachers
	Drivers and correlates of teacher well-being
	Outcomes of teacher well-being
	Measurements of teacher well-being

	Methods
	Stage 1. Establishing content validity
	Sample and procedure
	Results

	Stage 2. Establishing construct validity
	Sample and procedure
	Results
	Sample and procedure
	Results

	Stage 3. Establishing criterion validity
	Procedure
	Results

	Stage 4. Establishing cross validity
	Sample and procedure
	Results


	Discussion
	The teacher well-being inventory
	The validation of the teacher well-being inventory

	Implications
	Limitations
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

