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Abstract: Education is essential for sustainable development. However, the social
and emotional dimensions of learning—fundamental for building resilience and foster-
ing prosocial behavior—are often overlooked. This study aims to examine the direct
and indirect effects of teacher resilience on prosocial behavior and feelings, mediated
by self-efficacy beliefs, in a sample of Chilean elementary school teachers (N = 1426;
average age = 41.5; 77.3% women). The proposed model fit the data well (χ2 = 7337.051,
CFI = 0.956, TLI = 0.954, RMSEA = 0.054, SRMR = 0.051). Results showed that, as modeled,
resilience had significant direct and indirect positive effects on prosocialness, mediated
by self-efficacy. These findings suggest that strengthening resilience and self-efficacy in
teachers is a key strategy for advancing socioemotional competencies and building inclu-
sive, collaborative, and sustainable educational environments aligned with the goals of
Education for Sustainable Development.

Keywords: sustainable education; prosocial behavior; prosocial actions; prosocial feelings;
self-efficacy; resilience; teachers; inclusive education; cooperative learning

1. Introduction
Humanity is currently faced with the unavoidable task of addressing an emergency

marked by several socio-environmental problems that have seriously endangered life on
Earth [1]. Mindful of this, in 2015, the United Nations implemented a “set of universal
and transformative goals and targets” to steer sustainable development [2] (p. 4). The
perspective adopted in its formulation has sought to gauge the scope, scale, and complexity
of the emergency following prior research recommendations to understand environmental
problems as an intricate system [3] that encompasses social, economic, environmental,
health, and ethical factors [4]. Within this framework, education holds a vital role in reach-
ing sustainability goals [5]. Consequently, the focus of the United Nations in this area has
been on “providing quality, inclusive, and equitable education at all levels” [2] (p. 7). Yet,
UNESCO has indicated that this target exhibits little explicit concern [6]. More specifically,
the integration of the social and affective dimensions of learning is notably absent, particu-
larly regarding students’ affect or emotional states [6] (p. 281). This touches on the purpose
of education in the contemporary age, a matter that has been insufficiently addressed in
discussions on learning in the 21st century [7].

This concern is significant, as sustainability requires a holistic perspective that in-
tegrates critical relational and socioemotional dimensions to address the complexity of
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contemporary challenges [8]. People require security and connection with others; when
applied to the educational environment, the satisfaction of these needs provides the neuro-
logical, emotional, and cognitive stability essential to student learning [9]. This means that,
in addition to curricular reform, it is necessary to question the cultural and theoretical as-
sumptions that underlie [10]. These foundations are particularly relevant when considering
the vision of education for 2050, which emphasizes the role of schools in promoting social
cohesion and sustainability [11]. One of the key elements of this vision is the development
of prosocial behavior, defined as voluntary actions and emotional dispositions that benefit
others [12].

Prosocialness contributes to the creation of supportive, inclusive, and sustainable
learning environments. It improves classroom climate [13], fosters empathy and self-
esteem [14,15], enhances motivation and academic performance [16,17], and reduces vio-
lence and exclusion [18,19]. Moreover, prosocial behaviors help address social inequality
and foster inclusion, especially in culturally diverse or vulnerable contexts [20,21]. Given
this, schools play a fundamental role in nurturing prosocial values, not only through instruc-
tion but also through lived experiences and institutional culture [22,23]. These behaviors,
based on mutual respect, reciprocity, and shared responsibility, reinforce the democratic
function of education [24]. Thus, sustainability education must promote emotional compe-
tencies such as empathy, compassion, and solidarity [25] while fostering cooperative and
inclusive learning environments [26].

Teachers play a pivotal role in this process. Their practices, values, and emotions
are decisive in shaping classroom climates and school communities. Teachers’ daily work
involves helping [27], sharing [28], and caring [29]. The same applies to expressions of
empathy [30] and prosocial feeling, which for Caprara et al. [31], is a component of proso-
cialness in adulthood. These characteristics are associated with their own well-being [32,33],
professional commitment [34], job satisfaction [35], and professional development [36].
However, teaching is a demanding profession, often marked by psychosocial risks [37,38],
which highlights the importance of strengthening internal resources such as resilience—
understood as the capacity to adapt positively to adversity [39,40]—and a personal sense
of self-efficacy [41].

Resilience enables teachers to regulate their emotions and respond constructively to
challenging conditions [42,43], an essential requirement in the current context of insta-
bility [44]. Moreover, resilient individuals often show higher levels of prosocial behav-
ior [45,46], and resilience has been associated with improved inclusion and classroom
climate [47,48], as well as with teachers’ well-being [49,50]. From a systemic approach, it
has been proposed that educational resilience is nurtured not only individually but also
through institutional and relational supports [51,52]. Such supports include meaningful
interpersonal relationships, peer collaboration, and safe school environments [49,53]. In
this framework, the development of teacher resilience must be accompanied by strong
beliefs regarding self-efficacy.

Self-efficacy—understood as beliefs in one’s capacity to organize and execute courses
of action required to manage prospective situations [54]—is a key construct in educa-
tional psychology. It influences motivation, persistence, goal-setting, and emotional
regulation [54–56]. In teachers, it correlates with classroom management, instructional
practices, and student outcomes [57], and it is strengthened through mastery experiences,
vicarious learning, and social persuasion [58,59]. Additionally, it has been linked to proso-
ciality [60,61], resilience [62], and inclusive practices [63]. A recent study with Chilean
teachers showed that resilience predicts self-efficacy, and both predict prosocial behav-
ior [41], suggesting the existence of a mediating relationship between these constructs.
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Based on these theoretical foundations, this study aimed to model the direct and
indirect effects of resilience on prosocial behavior and feelings through the mediating role
of teacher self-efficacy. This approach places teachers at the center of the analysis, not only
as transmitters of prosocial values but as individuals whose own emotional resources shape
the possibility of building inclusive and sustainable classrooms. Accordingly, the proposed
model (Figure 1) tested two hypotheses: H1, that teacher resilience has a direct and positive
effect on prosocial behavior and prosocial feelings; and H2, that teacher self-efficacy beliefs
mediate the relationship between resilience and both components of prosocialness. These
hypotheses also guided the research questions: (1) how does teacher resilience influence
prosocial actions and feelings? and (2) to what extent does teacher self-efficacy mediate
this relationship?
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Figure 1. Theoretical model of influence pathways of resilience and self-efficacy beliefs on prosocial
actions and prosocial feelings.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

The study population included teachers working in primary education at public and
subsidized private schools in Chile (N = 85,298 teachers). A random sample was selected
using stratification based on region, residence (urban or rural), type of school, and gender.
The sampling method applied was a stratified multistage probability approach, maintaining
a 95% confidence level, a 2.5% margin of error, and a variance of p = q = 0.5 [64].

The final sample comprised 1426 teachers, representing 1.67% of the total population,
with ages ranging from 21 to 70 years (M = 41.5 years; SD = 10.8). Of these participants,
1103 (77.3%) were women, and 323 (22.7%) were men. The majority of schools (81.2%)
were located in urban areas, with 83.6% being public institutions and 16.4% subsidized
private schools. Teaching experience among participants ranged from less than one year to
48 years, with an average of 14.2 years (SD = 10.1).

Importantly, all sample participants were classroom teachers, not school administra-
tors, ensuring the results reflect insights from educators who maintain direct and consistent
interactions with students in the classroom environment.

2.2. Instruments and Variables

To measure the study variables, three of the following self-report instruments previ-
ously validated in the Chilean context were used:

Resilience was evaluated using the abbreviated version of the SV-RES60 scale [65],
consisting of 15 items grouped into three components, namely, “I am”, “I have”, and “I
can”, based on Grotberg’s conceptual model [66]. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale.
This version has shown excellent psychometric properties in studies with Chilean adults,
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including schoolteachers [67]. Internal consistency in the present study was high (α = 0.927;
ω = 0.958).

Teacher self-efficacy was assessed using the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
(TSES) [68], which measures teachers’ perceived efficacy in the three following domains:
student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management. The one-factor
version validated in Chile [69] was used, with 12 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale. It
demonstrated strong reliability in this study (α = 0.971; ω = 0.974).

Prosocialness was measured using the Adult Prosocialness Behavior Scale (APBS) [31],
which was adapted and validated in the Chilean context [70,71]. The 16-item version
includes two subdimensions analyzed in this study: prosocial actions (e.g., helping, sharing,
caring) and prosocial feelings (e.g., empathic concern, emotional sensitivity). Items were
rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “never/almost never” to “always/almost
always”. In this study, the prosocial actions subscale showed good internal consistency
(α = 0.906) and high construct reliability (ω = 0.940), while the prosocial feelings subscale
showed adequate internal consistency (α = 0.804) and construct reliability (ω = 0.864).

2.3. Procedure

The study was approved by the Scientific Ethics Committee of Universidad de La Frontera
(Protocol No. 053_21) and conducted in accordance with the ethical principles of the Declaration
of Helsinki. School authorities were contacted through formal institutional channels. Once
approval was granted, the research team coordinated the distribution of the survey invitation to
teachers in public and subsidized private schools across various regions of the country.

Participants were informed of the study objectives and conditions of voluntary partici-
pation. Informed consent was requested digitally before accessing the instruments through
a secure online platform QuestionPro, which ensured privacy and controlled access. Teach-
ers completed the instruments independently, without time constraints and outside their
working hours.

All participants were assured that their responses would remain anonymous and
confidential. Although the use of self-report measures may involve potential social desir-
ability bias, this risk was addressed through the following strategies: clarity of purpose,
emphasis on voluntariness, assurance of confidentiality, and formal ethical approval [72,73].
The design also avoided any intervention by school authorities in the completion process,
reducing possible pressure or influence on participants.

2.4. Analytical Approach

A structural equation modeling (SEM) approach was used to test the proposed model,
with analysis conducted in Mplus version 8.4 [74]. This method allows for the analysis of
complex relationships between observed and latent variables and is particularly suited to
examining mediation effects between constructs.

Given that the study variables were measured on Likert-type ordinal scales, the
Weighted Least Squares Mean and Variance (WLSMV) adjusted estimator was used. This
estimator is recommended when the assumption of multivariate normality is not met, and
it is robust for categorical or ordinal data [75]. Prior to the main analysis, the data were
evaluated for univariate normality based on skewness and kurtosis, using thresholds of <2
and <7, respectively [76].

To assess the model’s fit, the following indices were considered: the Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) and the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), with values greater than or equal to
0.90 considered acceptable; and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), with values less than or equal
to 0.08 indicating good fit [77–79]. The inclusion of SRMR was especially relevant due to
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the ordinal nature of the indicators used in the model [77]. The analysis also included the
estimation of direct and indirect effects between the variables, following the hypothesized
mediation structure presented in Figure 1.

3. Results
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the items grouped by construct. Overall,

the average scores were high across all variables: resilience (M = 4.374, SD = 0.588), self-
efficacy (M = 4.070, SD = 0.650), prosocial actions (M = 4.173, SD = 0.624), and prosocial
feelings (M = 4.104, SD = 0.710). The skewness and kurtosis values were within acceptable
ranges, supporting the assumption of univariate normality.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics organized by scale items.

Scale Min Max M SD g1 g2

Resilience 1 5 4.374 0.588 −2.078 7.290
Self-Efficacy 1 5 4.070 0.650 −0.621 0.151
Prosocial actions 1 5 4.173 0.624 −1.288 2.771
Prosocial feelings 1 5 4.104 0.710 −0.996 1.219

Notes: Min (minimum), Max (maximum), mean (M), standard deviation (SD), skewness (g1), kurtosis (g2).

The structural equation model showed a good fit to the data: χ2(1424) = 7337.051,
p < 0.001; χ2/df = 5.152; CFI = 0.956; TLI = 0.954; RMSEA = 0.054, 90% CI [0.053–0.055];
SRMR = 0.051. All factor loadings were statistically significant and positive, confirming
the adequacy of the measurement model (Table 2). The model explained a substantial
proportion of variance in the outcome variables: 23% for prosocial actions, 20.6% for
prosocial feelings, and 12% for teacher self-efficacy (all p < 0.0001).

Table 2. Standardized factor loadings of observed variables onto latent constructs.

Latent
Construct

Observed
Variable Factor Loading Latent Construct Observed

Variable Factor Loading

Resilience Item 1 0.797 Self-Efficacy Item 1 0.734
Item 2 0.707 Item 2 0.737
Item 3 0.794 Item 3 0.784
Item 4 0.761 Item 4 0.856
Item 5 0.789 Item 5 0.851

Item 21 0.745 Item 6 0.878
Item 22 0.684 Item 7 0.813
Item 23 0.794 Item 8 0.856
Item 24 0.817 Item 9 0.889
Item 25 0.861 Item 10 0.873
Item 41 0.699 Item 11 0.860
Item 42 0.786 Item 12 0.839
Item 43 0.699 Item 13 0.855
Item 44 0.806 Item 14 0.837
Item 45 0.865 Item 15 0.845

Prosocial
actions Item 1 0.756 Item 16 0.885

Item 2 0.731 Item 17 0.852
Item 3 0.822 Item 18 0.805
Item 4 0.690 Item 19 0.802
Item 6 0.781 Item 20 0.845
Item 7 0.758 Item 21 0.814
Item 9 0.816 Item 22 0.732

Item 10 0.771 Item 23 0.863
Item 11 0.529 Item 24 0.856

Item 13 0.853 Prosocial feelings Item 5 0.865
Item 14 0.740 Item 8 0.700
Item 15 0.756 Item 12 0.816

Item 16 0.745
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Figure 2 displays the standardized path coefficients of the SEM. As hypothesized,
resilience was a significant positive predictor of both prosocial actions (β = 0.28, p < 0.001)
and prosocial feelings (β = 0.25, p < 0.001), providing support for Hypothesis 1. Moreover,
resilience also had a significant indirect effect on both dimensions of prosocialness via
teacher self-efficacy beliefs (Hypothesis 2).
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Figure 2. Empirical paths of influence of resilience and self-efficacy beliefs on prosocial actions and
prosocial feelings. Significant paths are indicated with asterisks, * p < 0.001.

Teacher self-efficacy, in turn, had direct positive effects on both prosocial actions
(β = 0.31, p < 0.001) and prosocial feelings (β = 0.30, p < 0.001). These results are summarized
in Table 3, which presents the direct, indirect, and total effects for each path.

Table 3. Standardized direct, indirect, and total effects of the resilience and teacher self-efficacy on
prosocial behavior.

Prosocial Actions Prosocial Feelings

Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total
Resilience 0.28 * 0.11 * 0.39 * 0.25 * 0.11 * 0.36 *
Teacher self-efficacy 0.31 * - 0.31 * 0.30 * -

* p < 0.05.

4. Discussion
The present study aimed to assess the impact of resilience on prosocialness, consid-

ering teacher self-efficacy beliefs as a mediating variable in a sample of Chilean primary
school teachers. This objective responds to the need for evidence-based approaches that
support the inclusion of socioemotional education as a central component of education for
sustainable development [7,9,24,25]. Given the complexity and global nature of environ-
mental challenges [1], education is considered a key factor in transforming the prevailing
cultural and economic paradigms toward sustainability [2–5,10]. However, the persistent
lack of attention to the social and emotional dimensions of learning casts doubt on the
effectiveness of sustainability education as it is currently conceived [6].

The study’s findings confirm the hypothesized relationship between resilience and
prosocialness. The direct effects of resilience on prosocial actions (β = 0.28; p < 0.001) and
prosocial feelings (β = 0.25; p < 0.001) support the theoretical association between these
constructs [40,41,65]. According to this perspective, resilience is not merely a personal
trait but a developmental process rooted in external support systems, such as role models,
trust-based relationships, and contextual stability [66]. These supports contribute to the in-
ternalization of identity and capabilities [40,66], enabling individuals to engage in prosocial
behaviors such as empathy, altruism, and emotional expression [65,66]. These results are
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also consistent with previous empirical studies confirming the positive association between
resilience and prosocial behavior [41,45,46].

Secondly, the findings have important educational implications. Human beings are not
autonomous entities isolated from their surroundings; rather, the values that guide behav-
ior are shaped through dynamic social processes [54,58]. In this sense, prosocialness and
resilience are not mutually exclusive but mutually reinforcing. When education promotes
cooperative values and shared responsibility, it facilitates the development of both con-
structs. This dual strengthening is particularly relevant given the current efforts to rethink
primary and secondary education to meet the demands of sustainable development [2,6,10].
Such transformation requires a redefinition of educational purposes [7], with a renewed
focus on fostering resilience [44], inclusion [9,21,44,63], and collaboration [34,35].

From this perspective, the present results align with proposals that emphasize insti-
tutional and collective dimensions as essential to strengthening resilience [51,52], rather
than focusing solely on individual traits. Interpreting the findings this way brings two con-
siderations to light. First, overemphasizing personal resilience risks placing the burden of
structural shortcomings on teachers [52]. Second, in the context of sustainable development
goals, which call for an integrated relationship between ecology and culture, a systemic
approach is essential [3,4,22]. This implies that educational policies should recognize the
school not only as a space for instruction, but as a social and cultural institution with the
power to shape communal values and prosocial behavior.

Thirdly, the study highlights the mediating role of teacher self-efficacy in the relation-
ship between resilience and prosocial actions and feelings. The positive effect of resilience
on self-efficacy (β = 0.35; p < 0.001) is consistent with prior studies that suggest resilience
acts as a psychological buffer in the face of adversity [40,42,43], reinforcing teachers’ percep-
tions of their ability to manage challenging situations [62]. From an educational standpoint,
these findings support the importance of creating professional contexts that promote teach-
ers’ confidence in their own capabilities. Doing so not only protects them from psychosocial
risks associated with teaching [37,38], but also strengthens socioemotional competencies
aligned with the goals of sustainability education [6,8]. In this regard, investing in the qual-
ity of teacher training and support mechanisms is essential for enhancing both emotional
resilience and instructional effectiveness [6,49,53].

A fourth relevant finding refers to the effect of teacher self-efficacy on prosocialness.
The data confirm that higher levels of self-efficacy predict greater prosocial actions (β = 0.31;
p < 0.001) and prosocial feelings (β = 0.30; p < 0.001). These results align with Bandura’s
conceptualization of self-efficacy as the most powerful mechanism of human agency [56,57].
When interpreted in the context of teaching, this construct is particularly relevant, as it
connects the perceived ability to act with the emotional and behavioral demands placed on
educators. Research has shown that teacher efficacy in areas such as instructional strategies,
classroom management, and student engagement [68] is positively related to the expression
of prosocial behaviors, including helping [27], sharing [28], caring [29], and demonstrating
empathy [30]. Nevertheless, aspects of teacher–student interaction remain understudied,
particularly those related to emotional dynamics in classroom management [55]. This gap
limits the implementation of collaborative teaching methodologies needed to foster inclu-
sive and effective educational experiences. Future studies should address how classroom
interactions, student autonomy, and peer collaboration contribute to the development of a
prosocial climate [23].

Fifth, the emphasis on prosocial behavior provides relevant insights for educational
policy, particularly in relation to schools’ contribution to sustainable development. Pro-
moting prosocialness at the institutional level not only benefits students [13–19] and teach-
ers [32–36], but also extends its impact to the broader society [20]. The school, as a socializ-
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ing agent, is in a unique position to shape communal values and interpersonal dynamics
through shared experiences and ethical guidance. In this regard, the link between lived
social experiences and value formation becomes essential. While not necessarily causal,
this relationship highlights the need to consider whether collective experiences in schools
are conducive to prosocial priorities. Addressing this question invites us to explore the
ethical and emotional infrastructure of school life. Institutional frameworks should aim
to cultivate critical nodes of social-emotional learning—such as role modeling, vicarious
learning, and cooperative practices—that foster sustainable, inclusive, and emotionally
responsive environments.

Sixth, this study presents several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, the
use of self-report instruments may have introduced bias related to memory and social
desirability, despite assurances of anonymity [72,73]. Although these data provide valu-
able insights, future research should complement them with multimethod approaches to
strengthen construct validity and triangulate findings [20]. Second, the cross-sectional de-
sign prevents drawing causal conclusions; while the model proposes directional paths, it is
possible that prosocialness also influences resilience, as suggested in the discussion. Third,
this study focused on elementary school teachers in Chile, which defines the scope and
population to which the findings can be directly applied. While this was a deliberate design
decision aligned with the research objectives, future studies could examine whether similar
patterns emerge across other educational levels or national contexts. Fourth, gender was
considered only as a dichotomous variable. Future studies should explore the expression
of prosocialness across diverse gender identities and how these intersect with classroom
practices. Finally, it was not feasible to perform invariance analyses by years of teaching
experience due to the absence of an objective criterion to define meaningful subgroups.
Future research should examine how professional experience moderates prosocial behavior
and extend this line of inquiry to other Latin American countries through measurement
invariance frameworks.

5. Conclusions
This study examined the direct and indirect effects of teacher resilience on prosocial

actions and feelings in Chilean elementary school teachers, with self-efficacy beliefs as a
mediating factor. The results confirmed both proposed hypotheses: H1, that resilience
directly and positively influences prosocialness; and H2, that self-efficacy partially mediates
this relationship. These findings contribute to the understanding of socioemotional factors
that sustain educational practices aligned with the goals of sustainable development.

The confirmation of a significant link between resilience and prosocialness reinforces
the theoretical view that personal strengths are developed through interaction with others.
Trusting relationships, role models, and supportive environments foster the formation of
resilience, which, in turn, enables the expression of empathy, affection, and altruism. These
results are consistent with previous empirical research and highlight the importance of
educational processes that cultivate prosocial values.

The mediating role of teacher self-efficacy underscores its relevance as both a protective
and enabling factor in educational settings. Strengthening self-efficacy not only supports
teachers’ capacity to manage adversity but also enhances their willingness to engage in
prosocial behaviors. These findings emphasize the need to design educational environments
that nurture resilience and self-efficacy in an integrated and systemic way.

Given the evidence, public policies should consider prosocialness as a strategic compo-
nent of teacher development and school climate. Initiatives such as socioemotional training
modules, peer mentoring, and reflective practices can reinforce both the individual and
collective capacities required for inclusive and sustainable education. Promoting prosocial-
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ness in schools benefits students, teachers, and society, contributing to the broader aims of
the 2030 Agenda.

Future research should explore the shared social experiences that contribute to proso-
cial development in school contexts and investigate how professional trajectories and
institutional cultures shape these dynamics. Understanding and enhancing these processes
is key to advancing education as a transformative force for sustainable development.
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