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ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION Multiple reports have indicated that the 
prevalence of work-related stress is increasing among 
academics. This has been attributed to the expanding 
number of students, the need for efficiency in providing 
higher quality education, accountability to multiple 
stakeholders, internal and external factors, and problems 
in management and workplace communication systems. 
In spite of the growing realization of the importance of 
work-related stress, little is known about the subject in Sub-
Saharan Africa. In this study, we investigated the prevalence 
of work-related stress and associated factors in colleges 
across Eritrea. 
METHODS This study was a cross-sectional study performed 
in 2019 in Eritrea. Sample size for this study was calculated 
using single population proportion formula and simple 
random sampling technique was used to acquire the study 
participants. A structured closed-ended questionnaire was 
subsequently used to collect sociodemographic and other 
occupation related data. The University and College Union 
model stress questionnaire was used to assess stress among 

the study participants. Statistical analysis was conducted 
using IBM SPSS Statistics version 23.
RESULTS Based on the UCU model stress questionnaire, the 
overall prevalence of stress among college faculty was found 
to be 49.2%. When assessing the stress related factors, 
Pearson’s correlation test showed participant’s stress score 
was moderately correlated with demand (r=0.37), control 
(r=0.36) and relations (r=0.32) scores. However weak, the 
stress score had a statistically significant positive correlation 
with role, change, and the support domain scores.
CONCLUSIONS Work-related stress among faculty members 
was prevalent in the study setting, as it was found to affect 
almost half of the study participants. The factors affecting 
stress can be categorized into three broader domains: 
uncertainty of career prospect, role confusion and lack of 
resources.

ABBREVIATIONS HSE: Health and Safety Executive; UCU: University and College 
Union; OCMHS: Orrotta College of Medicine & Health Sciences; HAC: Hamelmalo 
Agricultural College; COS: College of Sciences; COE: College of Engineering; CBSS: 
College of Business and Social Sciences; COE/TTI: College of Education (Teachers 
Training Institute)

INTRODUCTION
Stress is a psychological factor produced by a change in an 
environment that is perceived as challenging, threatening or 
damaging to a person’s wellbeing1. It can lead to a variety 
of psychological responses, the most common of which 
is anxiety. The term stress is commonly used to describe 
feelings of tensions or exhaustion usually associated with 

work overload or overly demanding work2. 
Stress was reported to be one of the ten leading causes of 

death in the world3. It can lead to the development of several 
physical and psychological problems. For instance, chronic 
stress is believed to affect the immune system by disrupting 
healthy immune responses, and it can also lead to depressive 
disorder4,5. Stress is so prevalent that it is estimated 74% of 
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people have felt so stressed that they were overwhelmed or 
unable to cope at some point in their life4.

Work-related stress can be defined as a harmful reaction 
to undue pressures and demands related to the job role6. 
Occupational stress is an inherent component of any work 
environment, which is sometimes necessary, but this 
does not justify its translation into any form of physical, 
psychological, or behavioral distress4,7. Occupational and 
organizational stress has been identified as a key risk factor 
for cardiovascular problems8. Occupational stress is also 
viewed as a chronic condition that requires an understanding 
of the condition, like its epidemiology, prior to exploring 
and setting protection, prevention, and intervention 
alternatives4,7. Circumstances that are believed to cause 
stress are events or conditions that are unpredictable or 
uncontrollable, uncertain, ambiguous or unfamiliar to 
the person, or situations involving conflict9. Occupational 
stress affects both the employee and the organization 
as a whole, as workers experiencing undue stress are 
prone to absenteeism, reduced job performance and poor 
communication7.  The impact of work related stress and 
job performance remains controversial. Many researchers 
found that the relation between occupational stress and job 
performance to be inversely related9,10,11. While some argue 
that the occupational stress can improve the performance 
of an employee and the outcome of work12. Nothing, of 
course, should be taken away from the type of work to be 
carried. However, when it comes to the impact of stress on 
human’s physical and mental wellbeing, it is hard to find 
disagreement13-15.  

A recent study of academic employees found strong 
links between work intensity and long working hours 
with negative implications for work–life balance16. 
Research findings also demonstrate that the features that 
traditionally protected employees working in universities 
and colleges against work-related stress, such as job control 
and support, have gradually eroded, thus exacerbating the 
pressure experienced by employees17. The reasons for the 
increasing level of work-related stress among academics has 
been attributed to the expanding number of students, the 
need for efficiency in providing higher quality education, 
accountability to multiple stakeholders, internal and external 
factors, and problems in management and workplace 
communication systems18. 

A study conducted among academic staff in Gondar 
University, Ethiopia, found the prevalence of work-related 
stress to be 60.4%. This study also found smoking, high 
job demand, low job control and age as significant factors 
affecting stress19. Studies conducted in several universities of 
Nigeria have found very high stress levels among university 
lecturers20,21. Prevalence of stress among university lecturers 
in Zimbabwe was found be as high as 50%22 and a prevalence 
rate of 30.1% was reported from a study conducted in 
Tanzania23. The differences in the prevalence of stress across 
countries might relate to the different tools the studies 

used. Nonetheless, stress seems to be a major challenge to 
institutes of higher education in general. 

Several factors like workload, student-related issues, 
research and career development, interpersonal relationship 
and administrative-related issues were the main stressors 
identified in another study at a Nigerian university24. In 
addition, a Ghanaian study identified delay or irregularity 
in salary payment, workload, inadequate monetary reward, 
subject matter load and long working hours as the main 
sources of stress among university lecturers25. Study on 
occupational stress of academic staff in South African higher 
education institutions reported work overload and work–life 
balance as the main players in ill health of academics26. 

The magnitude of stress among the college instructors 
has never been studied in Eritrea. Hence, this study aims 
at assessing the prevalence of work-related stress among 
faculty members of the six colleges of the country. In 
addition, the study has attempted to identify the work-
environment related factors that are deemed to be important 
in causing stress in these colleges. 

METHODS
Study design
This cross-sectional study was conducted in all the six 
colleges in Eritrea: Orotta College of Medicine and Health 
Science (OCMHS), Hamelmalo College of Agricultural Science 
(HAC), College of Science (COS), College of Engineering 
(COE), College of Education (COE/TTI), and Adikeih College 
of Business and Social Sciences (CBSS), between February 
and March 2019. All the colleges are public institutions 
governed under the National Board of Higher Education and 
Research Institute. They are the only institutions of higher 
learning in the entire country. Four of the colleges are located 
in the central region and the remaining two colleges are 
located in Debub region (CBSS) and Anseba Region (HAC).  
The study population comprised college instructors who 
were on active duty at the time of the study. Permission to 
conduct the study was obtained from the Department of 
Nursing, Orotta College of Medicine and Health Sciences.  
Permission to conduct the study was sought from each 
person in-charge in all the colleges. Participants of the study 
were briefed about the purpose of the study, and written 
informed consent was obtained from each participant.  
Confidentiality of the data was maintained as data were 
collected anonymously.

Sample size and sampling method
Sample size for this study was calculated using single 
population proportion formula [n1=Z2 (p×q)/e2]. The 
following parameters were used to reach the initial sample 
size (n1): Z=1.96 for 95% CI, p (proportion)=0.5 (50%), 
q=1–0.5 (0.5) and e (margin of error)=0.05. Based on this, 
n1 was 384.16. In order to adjust this number to the actual 
population size, we used the correction factor, i.e. n2=(n1×N)/
(n1+N) where N (total population)=429. This gave a sample 
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size (n2) of 202. Finally, a 10% of the n2 was added to the 
sample, for assumed non-response, to get the final sample 
size of 222. This study employed simple random sampling 
technique to acquire the study participants. First, the 
sample size was allocated to each college proportionally to 
the total number of academic staff. Then, a sampling frame 
was developed in each college from which participants were 
selected by using simple random sampling technique. In case 
the selected instructor was not available during the data 
collection time, we used replacement from those not selected 
using the same technique. 

Instruments and data collection
A structured closed-ended questionnaire was used to collect 
sociodemographic and other occupation related data. The 
University and College Union model stress questionnaire27 
was used to assess stress among the study participants. 
The UCU model stress questionnaire is approved by the 
University and College Union in the UK. This is a self-
report survey instrument that has been developed by 
HSE to help employers measure the key hazards within 
their organizations and compare their performance with 
national standards. The HSE Indicator Tool comprises 63 
items within the six hazard categories each scoring 1–4. 
The reliability for this questionnaire is high as Cronbach’s 
alpha of each hazard is as follows: role clarity 0.834, 
demands 0.873, control 0.864, relationship stress 0.837, 
management of change 0.819, peer support 0.848, and 
managerial support 0.897. These six work-environment 
related domains assessed as factors causing stress that 
include: Demands (include workload, pace of work and 
working hours); Control (measures levels of autonomy over 
working methods, as well as pacing and timing); Managerial 
Support (reflects supportive behaviors from line managers 
and the organization itself, such as the availability of 
feedback and encouragement); Relationships (assess levels 
of interpersonal conflict within the workplace, including 
bullying behavior and harassment); Role (examines levels 
of role clarity and the extent to which employees believe 
that their work fits into the aims of the department and the 
organization in general); and Change (reflects how effectively 

organizational changes are managed and communicated)27.

Statistical analysis 
After data collection, each questionnaire was checked for 
completeness and a code was given before data entry. Data 
was analyzed using SPSS version 20. Descriptive statistics 
such as frequencies, percentages, as well as chi-squared 
test were used to analyze the data. Bivariate correlation 
analysis, using Pearson’s correlation was used to assess the 
association between the participants’ score on the stress 
and hazard domain scores. P values ≤0.05 were taken as 
statistically significant.

RESULTS
Demographic data  
A total of two hundred and twenty-two (222) questionnaires 
were distributed. Nine participants fail to return the 
questionnaire (response rate of 96%). Of the 213 
respondents, most (60%) were lecturers, followed by senior 
lecturers (27.23%). Most of the participants were permanent 
employees (63.4%), male (89.2%), and national staff (61%). 
Majority (38%) of the study subjects were aged 26–35 
years followed by 36–45 years (33.3%). The distribution 
of instructors according college home base was as follows: 
19.2% were from CBSS, 17.8% from OMCHS, 17.8% were 
from COS, 18.8% were from COE/TTI, 7.5% were from COE, 
and 18.8% were from HCAS. The work load of the participants 
was assessed in terms of number of hours they work per 
week. As such, most (28.2%) of the participants reported 
that they work between 36–40 hours per week, followed by 
41–45 hours per week (22.5%). Part-time instructors and 
national staff had statistically significant higher proportion 
of stress compared to their counterparts. In addition, college-
wise distribution of stress proportions had a statistically 
significant difference. However, the remaining variables 
showed no significant difference in stress proportion (Table 
1). The frequency of stress related symptoms the participants 
experienced while working was assessed as: never, 
sometimes, or often. Most of the participants reported that 
they have experienced feelings of irritation (70.4%), anger 
(69%), frustration (58.2%), helplessness (37.1%), anxiety 

Table 1. Chi-squared analysis between sociodemographic characteristics of the participants and stress, Eritrea, 
2019 (N=213)

Variables Prevalence of stress Total

n (%)

χ2

No
n (%)

Yes
n (%)

Total 108 (50.7) 105 (49.3) 213 (100)
Position/staff grade 
Lecturer 65 (50.8) 63 (49.2) 128 (60.0)

6.81*Part-timer lecturer 3 (20) 12 (80) 15 (7.04)
Senior lecturer 40 (57.1) 30 (42.9) 70 (27.23)

Continued



Research Paper| Population Medicine

Popul. Med. 2021;3(March):9
https://doi.org/10.18332/popmed/133815

4

(57.7%), depression (37.6%), inattention (47.5) and overtired 
(68.6%), to a varying degree (Table 2).

The six hazard domains of the UCU model comprised 63 
items. However, the researchers tried to extract and present 
the items reported as ‘stressful’ by >20% of the participants 
and/or variables reported as ‘very stressful’ by >10% of the 
study participants. Accordingly, within the demand domain 
‘increased workload’ was mentioned as stressful and very 
stressful by 29.6% and 8.0% of the participants, respectively. 
Lack of funds or resources accounted for 27.7% stressful and 
14.6% very stressful in the domain of control. Within the 
relationship domain, bullying behavior from managers/staff/
students was stressful for 15.5% and very stressful 8%. From 
variables within the role domain, lack of career development 
opportunities was mentioned as stressful and very stressful 
by 22.5% and 20.2% of the participants, respectively. Within 

Table 2. Prevalence of stress symptoms among college 
instructors, Eritrea, 2019 (N=213)

Stress symptoms Never
n (%)

Sometimes
n (%)

Often
n (%)

Irritated 63 (29.6) 135 (63.4) 15 (7.0)

Angry 66 (31.0) 137 (64.3) 10 (4.7)

Frustrated 89 (41.8) 114 (53.5) 10 (4.7)

Helpless 134 (62.9) 65 (30.5) 14 (6.6)

Anxious 90 (42.3) 108 (50.7) 15 (7.0)

Depressed 133 (62.4) 73 (34.3) 7 (3.3)

Inattention 112 (52.6) 90 (42.3) 11 (5.2)

Overtired 67 (31.5) 113 (53.1) 33 (15.5)

Table 1. Continued

Variables Prevalence of stress Total

n (%)

χ2

No
n (%)

Yes
n (%)

Post type
Permanent 68 (50.4) 67 (49.6) 135 (63.4)

0.016
Temporary 49 (51.3) 38 (48.7) 78 (36.6)
Gender
Male 98 (51.6) 92 (52.5) 190 (89.2)

0.53
Female 10 (43.5) 13 (56.5) 23 (10.7)
Nationality
Expatriate 50 (60.2) 33 (39.8) 83 (38.9)

4.94*
National staff  58 (44.6) 72 (55.4) 130 (61.0)
Age (years)
≤35 49 (57) 37 (43) 86 (38.0)

4.47
36–45 35 (49.3) 36 (50.7) 71 (33.3)
46–55 10 (34.5) 19 (65.5) 29 (13.6)
≥56 14 (51.9) 13 (48.1) 27 (12.7)
Colleges
CBSS 32 (78) 9 (22) 41 (19.2)

26.07**

OCMHS 23 (34.2) 25 (65.8) 38 (17.8)
COS 17 (44.7) 21 (55.3) 38 (17.8)
COE/TTI 24 (60) 16 (40) 40 (18.8)
COE 10 (62.5) 6 (37.5) 16 (7.5)
HAC 12 (30) 28 (70) 40 (18.8)
Workload in hours/week (n=213)
30–35 24 (63.2) 14 (36.8) 38 (17.8)

7.27
36–40 34 (56.7) 26 (43.3) 60 (28.2)
41–45 24 (50.0) 24 (50.0) 48 (22.5)
46–50 15 (41.7) 21 (58.3) 36 (16.9)
≥51 11 (35.5) 20 (64.5) 1 (0.04)

* p<0.05, ** p<0.001.
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the change domain, ‘changes without consultation’ were a 
major stress factor; 24.4% and 9.9% of the participants 
responded as stressful and very stressful, respectively. 
From variables within the managerial support domain, ‘lack 
of information about what is going on’ was mentioned by 
27.2% and 15.5% of study participants as stressful and very 
stressful, respectively (Table 3).

Pearson’s correlation test was used to assess the 
correlation between participants stress score and their score 
in the six stress domains measured. Based on the results, 
participant’s stress score was moderately correlated with 
demand (r=0.37), control (r=0.36) and relations (r=0.32) 
scores. However weak, the stress score had statistically 
significant positive correlation with role, change and support 
domains scores (Table 4).

Table 3. Factors causing stress among college instructors, Eritrea, 2019 (N=213)

Variables Not applicable

n (%)

Occasionally 
stressful

n (%)

Stressful

n (%)

Very stressful

n (%)
Demand 
Larger classes 59 (27.7) 97 (45.5) 46 (21.6) 11 (5.2)
Teaching new courses 45 (21.1) 99 (46.5) 61 (28.6) 8 (3.8)
Administration  60 (28.2) 78 (36.6) 48 (22.5) 27 (12.7)
Increased workload 36 (16.9) 97 (45.5) 63 (29.6) 17 (8.0)
Traveling time 64 (30.0) 80 (37.6) 45 (21.2) 24 (11.3)
Control 
Lack of funds/resources 45 (21.1) 78 (36.6) 59 (27.7) 31 (14.6)
Given responsibility without the authority to take 
decisions 

62 (29.1) 74 (34.7) 52 (24.4) 25 (11.7)

Insufficient time for scholarship and/or research 58 (27.2) 69 (32.4) 50 (23.5) 36 (16.9)
Relationship 
Bullying behavior from managers/staff/students 100 (46.9) 63 (29.6) 33 (15.5) 17 (8.0)
Dealing with conflict situations 66 (31.0) 101 (47.4) 32 (15.0) 14 (6.6)
Lack of line management support 69 (32.4) 96 (45.1) 33 (15.5) 15 (7.0)
Role 
Unclear job description 103 (48.4) 50 (23.5) 34 (16.0) 26 (12.2)
Lack of promotion prospects 39 (18.3) 83 (39.0) 47 (22.1) 44 (20.7)
Lack of career development opportunities 59 (27.7) 63 (29.6) 48 (22.5) 43 (20.2)
Poor pay prospects 83 (39.0) 42 (19.7) 46 (21.6) 42 (19.7)
Change 
High degree of uncertainty due to restructuring and 
redundancies 

72 (33.8) 77 (36.2) 40 (18.8) 24 (11.3)

Changes without consultation 49 (23.0) 91 (42.7) 52 (24.4) 21 (9.9)
Lack of participation in decision making  56 (26.3) 88 (41.3) 48 (22.5) 21 (9.9)
Managerial support 
Lack of information about what is going on 46 (21.6) 76 (35.7) 58 (27.2) 33 (15.5)
Insufficient admin support 42 (19.7) 88 (41.3) 60 (28.2) 23 (10.8)
Lack of funds/resources to do the job  49 (23.0) 85 (39.9) 48 (22.5) 31 (14.6)
Lack of facilities 45 (21.1) 84 (39.4) 48 (22.5) 36 (16.9)

Table 4. Correlations of the stress score with UCU 
domain scores among college instructors, Eritrea, 2019 
(N=213)

Variables Mean ± SD r
Stress score 39.67±6.33
Demand score 33.00±7.31 0.373**
Control score 18.21±4.71 0.368**
Relation score 16.58±5.11 0.323**
Role score 16.69±5.09 0.256**
Change score 19.20±5.52 0.235**
Support score 19.56±5.51 0.254**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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DISCUSSION
This study aimed at assessing the prevalence of stress and 
factors influencing it among faculty of higher education 
institutions of Eritrea. Based on the UCU model stress 
questionnaire, the overall prevalence of stress among college 
faculty was found to be 49.2%. This finding is much higher 
than reports from Malaysia 21.7%15 and Tanzania 30.1%23. 
However, higher prevalence rate (54.06%) was reported 
from a study of teachers at a national key comprehensive 
university in China28. The difference in prevalence of stress 
among these studies could be due to the inherent difference 
in the nature of the settings or the instrument used to 
assess stress. For instance, we used the UCU model stress 
questionnaire while the Chinese study used the 10-item 
Kessler Psychological Distress Scale28. The extent of stress 
observed in this study is alarming as it affects the instructors’ 
performance and the teaching and learning process of the 
colleges29,30  and can compromise the quality of education. On 
the other hand, there is evidence that the increment in stress 
level of the participants at work had direct relation with the 
increment in their job performance12.

Most (70.4%) of the participants reported that they 
have experienced feelings of irritation. This finding was 
slightly higher than the results reported from a study done 
in West Visayas State University, Philippines, where feelings 
of irritability were reported by 58% of the participants27. 
In this study, almost two-thirds of the college instructors 
reported to have experienced frustration, and feeling of 
anger was reported by 69% of the participants. Frustration 
with the work environment, as stressor, was reported by 
20% of participants in the Philippines31. Helplessness was 
reported by 37.1% of study participants while anxiety was 
reported by 57.7% of the teachers. In the Tanzanian study, 
where participants were drawn from two public and two 
private universities, 12.9% of the respondents were reported 
to have experienced helplessness23. Feelings of depression 
were prevalent as 37.6% of the participants reported to 
have experienced it while working. Higher rate (58.9%) of 
depression was reported by a Chinese university teachers’ 
study, which used a Chinese version of the Center for 
Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale32. Inattention while 
working affected 47.5% of the study participants and, 68.6% 
of the study group reported to be overtired. Similar findings 
were reported from a study conducted in Solusi University, 
Zimbabwe, where lack of concentration and exhaustion were 
found to affect 62.5% and 83.3% of the study participants22. 
All these findings show that stress symptoms are prevalent 
among instructors in higher learning institutes and mainly 
indicate the existence of psychological problems33. Hence, 
this calls for immediate intervention to alleviate and manage 
work-related stress among college faculty, as unattended 
chronic stress will affect the overall health of the body34.

The factors presumed to cause stress among college 
faculty members, according to UCU, are categorized into six 
domains. Each domain contains several variables however; 

we selected the variables found to have higher proportions 
in each domain as significant for discussion. In the ‘demand’ 
domain, which assesses areas like workload, pace of 
work and working hours, five variables were identified as 
important stressors in this setting. These include teaching 
larger classes, teaching new courses, administration, 
increased workload, and traveling time. In the current study, 
faculty members stress score was found to be moderately 
positively correlated with demand domain score. A study 
conducted in India regarding stress among college teachers 
revealed similar findings with 47.5% of the respondents 
reporting feeling stressed due to organizational environment 
stress35. These findings indicate that the amount of time a 
staff member is required to spend on job related activities, 
in or out of the college, creates more stress.

The control domain assessed the levels of autonomy 
the faculty members have over work methods. Bivariate 
correlation analysis has shown a statistically significant 
correlation between stress and control domain scores. The 
variables identified as significant stressors in the current 
study setting were: given responsibility without authority 
to make decisions, lack of funds or resources, insufficient 
time for scholarship and/or research. This was steady with 
the research done in Zimbabwe: lack of funds and support 
to do the job, given responsibility without the authority to 
take decisions, and insufficient time for scholarship and/or 
research proved to be the stressors to the respondents22. A 
study conducted among university teachers in India reported 
that 27.8% of the teachers did not have full autonomy over 
their work environment and further explained that they are 
not even involved in decision-making affecting their job36. 

The levels of interpersonal conflict within the workplace, 
including bullying behavior and harassment, as causes 
of stress were assessed in the ‘relationship’ domain. The 
current study showed that bullying behavior from managers, 
staff or students, dealing with conflict situations and lack 
of line management support as important stressors. In 
addition, participants score in the relationship domain 
was significantly correlated with their stress score. Several 
studies have reported the relationship between problem 
in workplace interpersonal relationships and work-related 
stress symptoms11,37,38. Naima et al.39 found a positive 
correlation between bullying and work stress symptoms. 

The role domain assessed the levels of role clarity the 
faculty members have and the extent to which they believe 
that their work fits into the aims of the institution in which 
they are working. Unclear job descriptions, lack of promotion 
prospect, lack of carrier development opportunities and poor 
pay prospects were the key stressors identified in the current 
study. Role ambiguity is reported to be one of the causes of 
stress among Pakistan university teachers40.  A study done 
in India identified issues of role and personal development 
as organizational stressors among working women41.  
Furthermore, Michie9 identified role ambiguity and problems 
in career development, like lack of job security, as stressors 
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intrinsic to the job. In our study, having higher scores in the 
role domain was associated with higher stress scores.

Within the ‘change’ domain, which reflects how effectively 
organizational changes are managed and communicated, 
high degree of uncertainty due to restructuring and 
redundancies, changes without consultation, and lack 
of participation in decision-making were deemed to be 
highly stressful. Similarly, the correlation analysis showed 
a statistically significant positive correlation between 
stress and change domain scores. Similar findings were 
reported in a study conducted in Russia where instability 
and uncertainty of organizational changes were identified 
as causes of stress, innovation fatigue, and emotional 
burnout42. Likewise, a study on Hong Kong teachers revealed 
employees experience stress during an acknowledged 
period of organizational uncertainty43. The significance of 
teachers’ participation on decision making, for enhancing 
their organizational roles as professional decision makers, 
has been emphasized as lack of participation, is expected to 
result in negative outcomes including stress44.

Managerial support was the last domain assessed in 
this study and lack of information about what is going 
on, insufficient administration support, lack of funds or 
resources to do the job and lack of facilities, were found to 
be significant factors causing stress in the study participants. 
The participants score in this domain was weakly positive but 
there was statistically significant correlation with their stress 
score. Insufficient funding and resources were identified as a 
work-related stressor in a qualitative study of 178 academic 
and general staff from 15 Australian universities45. A study 
conducted by Crosby46 found a strong relationship between 
administrative support and staff burnout, and recommended 
maintaining strong school-level administrative support.

Strengths and limitations
This study is the first of its kind to assess the level of stress 
among instructors of higher learning institutions and the 
factors influencing it in Eritrea. Hence, it will have theoretical 
implications for researchers interested in this area, and 
practical implications for decision makers. The fact that 
this study included faculty members from all institutions 
of higher education in the country is one of its strengths. 
In addition, the use of UCU model to assess the work-
related stressors was another significant strength as it was 
comprehensive in covering a wide range of stressors in the 
work environment. However, this study has some limitations. 
First, it only assessed the work-related factors, but personal 
factors, which might be important in determining the 
person’s reaction to stressors, were not assessed. Second, 
the factors identified are presumptive, as they were assessed 
objectively as reported by the study participants. The effect 
of stress on the instructors’ health, performance and impact 
on the job, were not investigated. Therefore, the results 
of this study should be taken as general indicators of the 
current situation.

CONCLUSIONS
Work-related stress is prevalent in this study setting, as it 
was found to affect almost half of the study participants. 
This high prevalence can be in part attributed to the fact 
that the study was undertaken during a time of massive 
organizational changes in the institutions of higher learning 
of the country. Nonetheless, the responsible bodies should 
take a step to further understand and manage the situation, 
as this might affect the quality of education given in these 
colleges.  Most of the factors found to have affected the 
college instructors are related to the organizational setting, 
mainly related to lack of conducive environment for the 
faculty to carry out their job without difficulty. The factors 
affecting stress in this study setting can be categorized into 
three broader domains: uncertainty of career prospects, role 
confusion, and lack of resources. 

This study has found the work conditions in these colleges 
as stressful, which is in line with the theoretical stands that 
identify institutes of higher learning as a source occupational 
stress. Further rigorous quantitative and qualitative research 
is needed to investigate the determinants of stress and its 
impact on the faculty performance, however. Furthermore, 
the magnitude of stress observed in this study calls for 
action to curb the effects of stress both on the faculty 
and the quality of education they provide. This requires 
organizational adjustments, by involving the faculty, to make 
the work environment more conducive to better academic 
performance. In addition, the implementation of early 
screening tests to detect the stress level of instructors at 
college level could help in tackling the problem.
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