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AN ANALYSIS OF THE OCCUPATIONAL STRESS FACTORS IDENFIED BY
CERTIFIED TEACHERS
by
SUE ELLEN JOHANNSEN
(Under the Direction of Linda M. Arthur)
ABSTRACT
Teacher attrition is a serious issue facing school midtrators today. In order to
implement effective educational programs, schools ngeerenced teachers who are
equipped to deal with such challenges. In response to setteeork demands, and the
challenge of educating a diverse student population, machdes are leaving the field
of education, citing stress as a primary reason famrigaStress factors cited most often
include inadequate salaries, work overload, curriculum conségnaming from federal,
state and local mandates, lack of shared decision makohgnsatisfactory relationships
with stakeholders.

The researcher sought to compare the stress fagfmesenced by teachers to
determine if there is a link between gender, grade leughtayears of teaching
experience and teacher perceptions of the work fadtatsontribute to stress.
Understanding the specific factors that cause workeelstiress among each group of
certified teachers will provide appropriate direction lenming future professional
development and induction programs to best meet the néatlseachers.

Teacher responses to a survey regarding the factorsatinse or mitigate
occupational stress were analyzed. A correlation sulelytified no differences in stress

based upon years of teaching experience and an Independesit Shdwed no



differences in stress based on gender. An Analysi&dénce did detect a difference in

the degree of teacher stress based on grade level taught.

The researcher has concluded from this study thateemexhibit a moderate
degree of occupational stress. Stress is present aeexitets at all levels of experience,
though differences exist in stress levels based on lexigirvice or based on gender.
Differences in stress levels were identified based adgytevel taught, with elementary
school teachers exhibiting higher levels of stress tithmaldle school or high school

teachers.

INDEX WORDS: Teacher stress, Empowerment, CollagiaBtudent discipline and
motivation, Teacher salary, Workload
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

“Holding schools accountable for their performance depends on having people in
schools with the knowledge, skill, and judgment to make the improetimaivill
increase student performance.”

- Richard Elmore
Harvard scholar Richard Elmore, in writing about scHeatlership, suggests that school
reform is beset by the false perception that schobofaerform due to a lack of
commitment of teachers, administrators and studeotstr&y to this belief, EImore
indicates the problem isn’t getting stakeholders to workrdiher getting them to direct
their attention to the issues and tasks that bring ghmsitive change within a school.
Students can improve their motivation to succeed, teachergcorporate improved
instructional strategies and develop more effectivesglasm management techniques,
and school administrators can create a positive sdfiowte by promoting collegiality
and professionalism among staff members, encouragingieéfgarent and community
support and ensuring a safe and orderly school environmentdMarWaters, &
McNulty, 2005).

Several of these issues which can inhibit school effsemess can also be
attributed to causing work related stress among teaching pimfats. Stress can be
defined as “the experience by a teacher of unpleasadtive emotions, such as anger,
anxiety, tension, frustration or depression, resultinqyfsome aspect of their work as a
teacher” (Kyriacou, 2001, p. 28). Studies generally agréendgative perceptions of key
job factors such as administrative support, employee emmoent, collegiality among
staff members, relationships among stakeholders, worklaktysand student

motivation and discipline can cause work related stibgsh manifests itself in a
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variety of emotional and physical ways, frequently caus#achers to leave the
profession (Crute, 2004; Sumsion, 2003; Plash and Piotroks; Brown, Ralph, and
Brember, 2002; Reig, Paquette, and Chen, 2007).

While causes of occupational stress will not go awelypol systems can
examine sources of stress among certified employemsi@n to determine
commonalities and differences in order to provide mxifmal support which will meet
the needs of all teaching professionals, regardlesemfdtiucational path and
experience level.

Background of the Study

Teacher attrition historically has been a critisalie and continues to be one
facing public school administrators in the’2®ntury. In colonial times, teachers were
typically men who tutored the sons of wealthy farsiie the home, or who taught in
schools which charged a fee. Most used this experiencepsgboard to a more
prestigious career in law or the ministry (Bradley, 200By the mid to late 1800’s the
growth of public schools, especially in cities opened dé@mrgoung women to teach.
Teaching was considered to be a respectable job for a womaarto marriage. By 1870,
approximately two thirds of the nation’s teachers wepenen, and by 1900 that number
rose to about 75% (Bradley). Regulations prohibited maw@den from working;
consequently there was a constant turnover of teadReor pay deterred men from
entering the field of education because industrial jobsiged\vbetter pay and more
status. These two factors contributed to teacher shortiagesghout the first half of the

1900's. By the 1950’s rules were relaxed allowing marriecheoto retain their jobs in
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order to fill the increased need for teachers createdeébgost World War Il baby boom
(Bradley).

Today, it is still a challenge to keep teachers in puaucation. For example,
Hare and Heap (2001) found that approximately 50 % of newm¢eateave the
profession within the first five years. The Natio@@mmission of Teaching and
America’s Future ( NCTAF) report that 14 % of new teashesign after just one year
(Colgan, 2004) , and according to data gathered by Luekens, agteFox (2004) a
greater proportion of public school teachers left thégsmion in the 1999-2000 and
2000- 2001 school years than did between 1987 and 1992.

The cost to replace departing teachers is very expefiaese, 2004).
According to Chicago’s Association of Community Organaa for Reform Now, the
average cost to replace a teacher is $64,000 (Reese). dJdigg Department of Labor
formula, the Alliance for Excellent Education (2005) msties the cost of replacing
public school teachers who leave the profession at $2ighlkdollars annually.

Reasons for leaving the teaching profession in tflec@dtury are similar to those
of teachers over the past 100 years; poor pay, difficorkiwg conditions and lack of
public support (Bradley, 2000; Wilhelm, Dewhurst-Savellis, &g 2000). One
additional factor that contributes to teacher attnitis occupational stress. Individuals
enter the profession with expectations of making a ipeditifference in the lives of
children but are often unprepared for the demands of khe §tudies conducted from
1970 to 2007 focus on the causes of occupational stresemngand the impact of
those identified stress factors on teachers and the tezhadgprocess (Kyriacou, 2001).

Stress factors commonly cited include excessive workldhedsiemand of meeting
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federal and state mandates, lack of communication wattetidership team, lack of
resources, little input in decision making, maintainingaite relationships with
students, parents and other teachers and discipline (Brbal.; Alliance for Excellent
Education 2005; Anhorn, 2008; Smethem and Adey, 2005; Barmby 2006) .

While workloads cannot typically be lessened, and ressuare not always
readily available, developing effective relationships agnstakeholders and creating a
sense of empowerment can mitigate stress factom riditéin being a source of such
stress. According to Chan (2002), work related demands pagrservice teachers to
experience physical and emotional symptoms of stregsalSupport is found to
mitigate the symptoms, indicating the importance oegul relations for new teachers
(Chan). Jepson and Forrest (2006) conducted research whigésss that teachers who
are characterized as having a strong achievement oriantdten perceive a greater
degree of job stress. It is suggested that such informitiatal in determining why
teachers, facing similar work situations, react inediffg ways. Other studies
demonstrate the relationship between teacher personalis/dnd classroom success.
Evers, Brouwers, and Tomic (2002) conducted a study of tesadguired to implement
a new instructional plan. They found that those tegcléo are willing to learn and
implement new techniques, have a higher degree of skta@f and fewer feelings of
stress and consequently develop better proficiency in delyveanovative instructional
models, than do teachers who are reluctant to give upttieei and true methods of
direct instruction. Harris, Halpin, and Halpin (2001) eesbed the relationship between
student control, degree of authoritarian behavior ofeébhelter and level of teacher stress

experienced by teachers in Kansas, Michigan and Alabalney. donclude that teachers
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who embrace a more authoritarian style of classro@magement exhibit higher levels
of stress than do teachers who use a more humarpgticach with students. Yoon
(2002) conducted a study which illustrates the relationshipdagtweacher stress and
student relationships. Higher levels of stress causbdeato develop poor relationships
with students who exhibit negative behaviors, which in tnay affect the performance
level of those students.

Work related stress may become so burdensome thatpireaent teachers from
carrying out their job responsibilities, reducing job effemtess. Increased levels of
stress may result in anxiety, avoidance behaviors andased absenteeism. Stress
related ilinesses have been cited as a reason foetsadelking early retirement (Harris,
Halpin, & Halpin, 2001). Kelly and Colquhoun (2005) suggestithatthe responsibility
of school systems to provide institutional support to assigtioyees in managing work
stress in order to ensure effective operations of schools

Statement of the Problem

Teacher attrition is a serious issue facing schoolr@dtrators today. In order to
implement effective educational programs, schools ngeerienced teachers who are
equipped to deal with such challenges. In response to setteeork demands, and the
challenge of educating a diverse student population, machdes are leaving the field
of education, citing factors which cause stress such dednate salaries, work overload,
curriculum concerns stemming from federal, state aral lnandates, lack of shared
decision making and unsatisfactory relationships with &tzkers.

Lack of experience and training, low pay and difficult kitog conditions,

combined with stressors that are inherent in the teaghofgssion may cause teachers to
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perceive significant feelings of stress, which in tuaymender them less effective in the
classroom, or cause them to leave the teaching profesaltmugh the literature
addresses stress factors in general, it is less knowahstriess factors are related to
gender, grade level taught or years of experience. Therefa purpose of this study is
to identify the occupational stress factors of teachased on gender, grade level and
work experience to determine similarities and diffeesnin stress factors.
Research Questions

This study will address the following overarching resegrgdstion: To what
degree do teachers experience occupational stress? Blarfglsub questions will also
be considered:
1. What is the relationship between occupational stessachers and years of teaching
experience?
2: To what degree does the level of occupationalsteteachers vary based on grade
level taught?
3. To what degree does the level of occupational steegsdrased on gender?

Significance of the Study

The issue of occupational stress does not just affésidiial teachers, but also
impacts the efficient management of school systejob. related stress causes
ineffectiveness in job performance characterized by isfigetiory relationships with
students, an unwillingness to implement new instructistnategies, higher rates of
absenteeism and resignation of teaching positions. Tdaameher seeks to compare the
stress factors experienced by teachers to determineefitha link between gender,

grade level taught, years of teaching experience and tgaatoeptions of the work
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factors that contribute to stress. Understandingpleeific factors that cause work-
related stress among each group of certified teacherpranlide appropriate direction in
planning future professional development and induction progr@aimsst meet the needs
of all teachers.

The researcher hopes to gain a better understandihg different
stressors that affect teachers, in hopes that semoodystem administrators will take a
proactive approach in providing support to teachers. Ofeennbfficial task of
supporting and mentoring new teachers falls to veteran gdacaho in turn, increase
their workloads by providing assistance to inexperiencedaglies. Mentoring and
collaboration play an important role in the succdss school, however, school
administrators must be cognizant of variations indiagree of job stressors among all
teachers and the effect that may have on a teacality to carry out the required job
functions.

Procedures

Research Design

A causal- comparative research design was used fatthig. Causal -
comparative research designs are typically used whese @and effect relationships
between a categorical independent variable and one @r siependent variables are
analyzed. Unlike experimental research however, thepemtent variable is not
manipulated (Gay & Airasian, 2003). Studying naturally ocogrgroups who differ in
terms of the grade level taught and gender will providegp®rtunity to determine
whether these groups also differ in type and degree of cooglestress. The key

advantage of a causal — comparative design is thabwsatihe researcher to explore
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causal relationships in situations that are not suitexperimental designs. One
primary disadvantage of causal — comparative desighatiparticipants are not
randomly assigned to groups, rather the groups were alpeadgstablished, and
therefore it is possible that extraneous variablesaoagunt for variation across groups
(Gay & Airasian).

Correlation research is useful in determining whethdrta what degree a
relationship exists between two or more variables. retation study was utilized to
examine whether a relationship exists between occupbastreas and the years of
teaching experience.

Population

This study compared stress factors among teachers tmasears of teaching
experience, gender and grade level taught. The target popudtparticipants was
teachers who are employed in a school districtensthuth.

Instrumentation

After being granted permission to gather data, a survaymsnt was
administered to certified teachers employed by a sahswict in the south during
regularly scheduled school faculty meetings The sum&tyument used in this study was
comprised of questions taken from two sources: The SchadIStaffing Survey which
is administered through The National Center for Edunati®tatistics and The Teacher
Stress inventory developed by Michael Fimian.. The 25 #ermey addressing teacher
stress was completed by individual teachers using a font pikert scale.

Data Analysis

Descriptive and inferential statistics were used toyaeaturvey data using SPSS
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Statistical software. The data was reported in ba#xt and tabular format.

Delimitations of the Study

This study was delimited to teachers who are employedsbi@ol system in the
state of Georgia and who have been either provisionaliylly certified to teach in the
state of Georgia.

Summary

Occupational stress can cause physical, mental andosralothanifestations that
contribute to teachers making the decision to leavéethehing profession (Crute, 2004).
Stress, as well as other factors such as increasedraability, heavy workloads,
challenging student populations and normal attrition duetiremegent has created teacher
shortages (Brown, Ralph, & Brember, 2002). A survey valadministered to the
teachers of a school system in Georgia to deterrhthere is a difference in stress
factors among teachers based on gender, years of tg&sipiaerience and grade level
taught. Analysis of stress factors among teacherspmmayde direction for future

induction and professional development programs.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION

The daily regimen of teaching is a challenge. Teaaneit produce lesson plans
that address mandated educational standards, participateymea of other school wide
duties and responsibilities and effectively communicatle parents, students, colleagues
and site level administrators. While research sugglestshere are many factors which
contribute to dissatisfaction with teaching, the keydextvhich are the focus of this
study include low levels of pay, heavy workload, curricutancerns, discipline issues,
unsatisfactory relationships with students and parentsplaollegiality among
teachers, limited opportunities for shared decision makidgasfessional development
((Butt et al. 2005; Travers and Cooper, 1996; Pithers and S&€68). When the
dissatisfaction outweighs the reward of teaching, mauogators leave the field, creating
shortages that can not always be filled by qualified edusat

Workload and Resources

Teachers must master multitasking to juggle all of Hreed demands that
accompany their jobs. Creating lesson plans, gradingresents, attending school wide
meetings, conferencing with parents and sponsoring extrawdarrclubs and athletics
mean that teachers frequently must use time outsitteeqdrescribed work day to
complete required tasks.

According to Smethem and Adey (2005) new teachers whe past of a
research study cited huge workloads that did not allom tivee to experiment with

differentiating instruction in an effort to improveetijuality of their instructional
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methods and that took a toll on their personal livesofthe interviewed teachers
expected to bring work home each evening, and most workedaynof each weekend.
In an extreme case, one teacher indicated she hatesglenhours of Christmas Day
grading papers. Teachers were concerned about developing sttationships with their
pupils and being equipped to effectively manage the classroom.

Anhorn (2008) conducted a qualitative study of first year exaabmployed in
central and western North Dakota to determine issuesnaien in an attempt to provide
recommendations that would help decrease the attrai@nof new teachers. Interview
participants indicated time spent on required extracuai@gsignments, committee
membership and meetings left little time during the scHaglfor instructional planning
and grading work. Consequently, new teachers reportedviaeyoften the last to leave
the school building at the end of the day and frequéntdyght work home to complete
on their personal time. Respondents in a study conductBdrinyby (2006) cited
excessive workload as not only a reason to not entéedloching profession, but in
response to a question regarding whether they weredeoimg) leaving the teaching
profession within the next ten years, approximately 27gueriadicated they were
considering leaving citing workload, and stress as twoeofdp four reasons. Surveyed
teachers were additionally asked to identify factors viaiould help to improve teacher
retention. Reduction of workload was among the top dd@1 responses (Barmby,
2006).

While a lighter workload would help decrease the feelingeong stressed,
increased academic demands make it seem unlikely that teadheee a reprieve in

volume of required work. Teachers may need to seek wwaaddress the inevitable
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stress they encounter due to extreme workloads rathejusiawish the stress away.
Austin, Shah, and Muncer (2005) examined the causes of wairk piress among high
school teachers, and further considered the copinggieatteachers use to reduce stress.
Among the 50 survey respondents, frequently identified cadstess were work

related issues such as excessive workload, preparatiohparslworked outside of
school. While purposeful problem solving was identified pesitive coping strategy

used most frequently to deal with stress, results oftidy could not ascertain whether
this worked to reduce stress levels. Non effective ¢pglirategies such as escape
avoidance, accepting responsibility and aggressive actigtieh as throwing things had
negative implications, as all were used by more highgssed teachers yet none of these
strategies appeared to help reduce stress.

Special Education teachers face additional pressurepsérve students who
receive a broad range of services to address diverse iedataieeds, all under the
scrutiny of local and federal government agencies. BilleygsCarlson, and Klein (2004)
sought to examine the working environment of early care@iamzlucation teachers,
focusing on the workplace conditions and induction support prdvitlee survey
responses of about 1150 early career special educatidetsaationwide indicated that
limited access to necessary materials and excesgpesvpark that interfered with
teaching were causes of stress.

Curriculum Concerns

Governmental reforms in education have been introducedunter concerns that

students are leaving school ill prepared to enter the workgRatber than working in

partnership with teachers to enact curricular changasdates are imposed, causing
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experienced teachers as well as novices to endure periograaxiety when
implementing new curriculum initiatives. Surveyed primangl secondary teachers
suggested that the Educational reform act of 1998 dictatedehamthe curriculum that
were not accompanied by sufficient professional devedopnadequate funding, and a
reasonable time frame in which to implement the cha(@exsvn et al ., 2002).

Curriculum changes have been accompanied by increased.tdst order to
document academic improvement, greater numbers of nudrarderion referenced tests
are being administered to students. Because many educdieve best results are a
reflection of their teaching ability, the emphasis to ioyerupon prior years’ test scores
and to outperform other schools and school districtscaase undue stress, particularly
to novice teachers (Reig, Paquette and Chen, 2007).

Hargrove, Bradford, Huber, Corrigan, and Moore (2004) suggdsaed
educational reform movements would meet with greatempéacee and success if
classroom teachers were afforded respect and trust tenmapt required changes.
Hargrove et al. (2004) theorized that reform mandatesfere the result of a lack of
trust in the classroom teacher’s ability to carry detdemands of his or her job.
Affording teachers respect to perform as professionajsaaase less anxiety over
implementing reform initiatives and empower teacherditze a greater variety of
instructional strategies while implementing such changes.

Relationships with Parents

Developing a rapport with parents is an integral pactediting a positive

learning environment. Fostering good communication with paregtsres time at the

beginning of the school year to initiate contact, answejuestions regarding academic



27

and behavioral expectations. Maintaining those relatipsshroughout the course of the
school year can be equally difficult. According to R&ggquette, and Chen (2007)
novice elementary school teachers cited parent intenscas a significant cause of
stress. Teachers indicated that the time spent demilingarents both at school open
houses and via phone calls left them with less than atketjoee for lesson planning and
preparation.

As stressful as it may be to take the time to estahlielationship between the
school and home, ignoring the relationship can create greater stress. Westergard
(2007) conducted a study to investigate whether teachers recognmpdaints from
parents, and if there is a relationship between tedgteneeptions of complaints from
parents and teacher stress. Teachers and parenigl@ftstaged nine to sixteen enrolled
in 20 schools in nine different municipalities were suegeyParents responded to
guestions regarding their disillusionment with schoold, teachers completed a
guestionnaire regarding their perception of parental complaiAccording to
Westergard, teachers’ and parents’ perspectives and psart different which can
cause unproductive relationships to develop. Parents advyoc#beir children, and in
communicating with teachers may appear single minded in pgrtue best educational
outcome for their child. Teachers must balance thdsekall students, prioritizing
instruction to ensure the best educational outcome éocl#ss as a whole. When the
priorities of the teacher and a parent do not matdantcause conflict and stress for both

parties
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Student Discipline and Motivation

Teachers are held accountable at the system, statedmndl level for students to
achieve academic mastery. Despite the greatest efféheopart of the teacher, if
students are not motivated to succeed and create disturliaticeslassroom, not only
do they prevent themselves from being successful, butalbeycreate an environment
in which other students are unable to learn. Liu and M&@f5) analyzed data from the
National Center for Education Statistics Schools aadfisg Survey and Teacher Follow
up Survey regarding teachers’ perceptions of their jhnsand Meyer specifically
sought to examine the reasons teachers choose to shayripositions, move to different
positions or leave the profession entirely. A leadingseaof teacher dissatisfaction
second only to low pay, was concern regarding student biigeipThe researchers also
examined differences in job satisfaction between teiaad public school teachers. The
data suggested that despite receiving lower pay, private delamblers were more
satisfied with their jobs. Liu and Meyer theorized thatate schools typically have
fewer and less severe student discipline issues. Psghtmls are able to screen
students during the admission process and have the abiéiypel troublesome students.
Better communication typically exists between parantsthe school thus addressing
student behavior issues more quickly. In contrast, inihgpablic schools that often
have significant student behavior problems experiencetbagther turnover despite the
fact that such schools often offer higher salaries tltother school districts.

While discipline issues can be challenging to veterachirs, they are often
overwhelming to new hires that lack the experience inageg difficult behaviors.

Gold and Batchelor (2001) sought to examine the issues tls¢ cavice teachers to
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experience burnout; a stress related syndrome thatnolage physical and emotional
exhaustion, negative self concept and attitude. Therawra conducted a study to
determine if factors such as age, sex, marital statlgrade level taught were
determinants in causing burnout among student teachers.af@Batchelor (2001) also
examined the role teacher education programs play inatirigyor increasing perceived
feelings of stress which can lead to burnout. This study foon@lationship between
sex, marital status or grade level taught and perceivédgs®f stress. The study did
suggest that student teachers who did not feel thein¢eaclucation courses had
adequately prepared them for the rigors of the classrogeneral and had not prepared
them to effectively manage discipline issues reportedgréavels of burnout than did
those respondents who felt well prepared as they embarkdwir practicum
experience. Similarly, respondents who felt well prepaeported greater personal
accomplishment than did those student teachers wheipedcthey were inadequately
prepared to handle the rigors of the classroom (Goldtlielor, 2001) .

Brown, Ralph, and Brember (2002) conducted qualitative reséavolving 100
teachers to determine the sources of stress for priama secondary school teachers.
Dealing with escalating student problems, poor motivatioredadk of discipline in the
classroom were cited as daily factors that contribtdgedrd feelings of stress.

It is not always disruptive student behavior that caimseeased levels of stress
in teachers, but rather the interaction between &iithents and teachers. Geving (2007)
sought to determine which types of student behavior causdtetesicess and which
types of teacher behaviors evoked unacceptable studentdish@vgualitative study

was conducted analyzing data from two separate surveysegarling stressful student
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behaviors and one regarding stress provoking teacher behaVibe data was combined
to form an analysis of the interaction of each $dtetvaviors. The data suggested that
while certain student behaviors such as hostility towandrst mistreatment of school
property, noisiness and breaking school rules did creagssthe greatest predictor of
teacher stress emanated from a lack of effort opahieof students. Geving suggested
that teachers may feel powerless to compel studentsrie tmclass prepared and to put
forth effort in the learning process. Lacking the conbnadr environmental issues can
cause greater feelings of stress. According to Gevindheeaoften base their self
efficacy on the performance of their students; theestmmotivated students who do not
meet expected performance goals could cause feelingess$ & the teacher.

Developing positive relationships with students is d step in creating a
supportive classroom environment which will motivate studenssicceed and serve to
decrease or eliminate many classroom disturbances. (PO02) investigated the
relationship between teacher stress and student —teatdt@rnships and suggests that
cyclical patterns develop when teachers become strdagseid unacceptable student
behavior, and provide mostly negative feedback to thosefispetcidents. The students
continue to demonstrate inappropriate behavior which indointinues to create
classroom disturbances and cause teachers to expeadditienal stress.

Teaching style also plays a role in creating classrdonate and can impact the
degree of stress perceived by teachers. Harris, HalpshHalpin (2001) examined the
relationship between pupil control orientation and teaskress. Pupil control orientation
or classroom management style can range from authanit@r humanistic. Harris et al.

(2001) characterize authoritarian type teachers as thlose@mphasize maintaining
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order, utilize a direct style of instruction with litinteraction encouraged between
teacher and students, exhibit a distrust of and display aiyeuattitude toward students.
In contrast, humanistic teachers are considered tguatid accepting of students’
abilities to be responsible in regard to their learningrisiat al. (2001) suggest that
teachers with a stronger authoritarian style experigneater stress than do more
humanistic teachers when managing group instruction. Beeautboritarian teachers
are more comfortable in highly structured settings, planie@ging activities to meet a
diverse range of learners and allowing students to be awtive learners is more stress
producing than it is for humanistic teachers who magifavmore interactive style of
instruction.

The teachers in a study conducted by Smethem and Adey (2665t@ncerned
about developing strong relationships with their pupils amgbeguipped to effectively
manage the classroom. Giving students some autonomy irnetigimg may help to
foster more positive interactions as the studentglieglhave input in the learning
process. When discipline issues do occur, teachersodeel they are supported by
school administrators. Survey respondents sugges thertceived lack of administrative
support with discipline exacerbates the issue of dise@End serves to increase stress
caused by unacceptable student behaviors (Barmby, 2006).

Salary

Individuals do not enter the field of education to becoigte It is commonly
accepted that teacher salaries are less than thpsefegsionals in business and industry,
however insufficient financial compensation in conjunctath other job concerns can

leave teachers feeling stressed. Frederick Herzberg ined@uiwvo factor theory in
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1959 to explain the role salary plays in job satisfacthmtording to the Motivation —
Hygiene theory, a large salary is not a key deternhiafjob satisfaction; other more
intrinsic factors such as opportunities for achievenreegnition for a job well done,
the work itself, being able to assume responsibilitied, g provided with
advancement and growth opportunities determine a sensarmdation with the work. A
low salary can however be a source of job dissatisia In order for workers to perform
more efficiently, they must believe they are astdseing paid a fair wage for their effort
(Owens, 2004). Several studies suggest that salary corazerngse of many issues that
contribute to work related stress in teaching. The NatiGoanmission on Teaching and
America’s Future suggested that a key reason that tedehgesthe field of education is
low pay (Leimann, Murdock, & Waller, 2008). Barmby (2006) conduetstudy
examining the issue of recruitment and retention ofliEimgmath and science teachers.
These subjects are considered high priority and oftantizacher shortages. Two
Hundred forty six teachers who taught these subjectsgiaka and Wales were
surveyed to examine the reasons for choosing to entemtaotcae leave the teaching
profession. All of the teachers surveyed had two yealesss of teaching experience.
Salary concerns, along with excessive workload and studeatioe were the most
common factors respondents cited for dissuading them dérering teaching. Wilhelm,
Dewhurst-Savellis and Parker (2000) conducted a fifteenlgegitudinal study between
1979 and 1994 and sought to identify the reasons teacherstahessin in the
profession or to leave. Of the 156 participants who coexgbligte study, 70 (45%)

individuals left the teaching field, and 52 (74%) resigned wittenfirst five years.
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Wilhelm et al. (2000) found that those who chose to leeaehing did so for a variety of
reasons including financial concerns.
Collegiality

Job related stress occurs not only due to excessive wadgkltess than
satisfactory financial compensation and concerns retatsthident behavior, but also due
to inadequate relationships with colleagues and admirassraSchlichte, Yssel, and
Merbler (2005) sought to identify the degree of collegial ahdimistrative support and
related stress factors experienced by first year spediadation teachers. Using data
obtained from a qualitative study, the researchersmeted that limited or poor
relationships with other school professionals lead tlinfge of isolationism that in turn
cause novice teachers to leave the profession. Oppaetutatnetwork with other
teaching professionals, continual interaction with heas at the building level, an
effective mentoring system, and consistent adminig&raupport were identified as
protective factors that help to alleviate workplace strssE&Schlichte et al.)

In a study of primary and secondary teachers, Browh €092) suggested that
breakdowns in working relations among teachers creatdigiastion in the workplace
and may lead to poor organizational health. Teachers whoipated in the study
specifically cited poor communication and interpersoratians with colleagues,
uneven distributions of workloads, lack of a sense ofreonity and insufficient support
of new staff members as direct causes of stress. partigipants cited not only
concerns between teachers, but also poor relationshipedreteachers and

administrators (Brown et al.)
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While limited communication among staff members can ihkittectiveness in a
school, developing strong interpersonal relationships grpesrs can serve as a
protective factor in reducing stress. Chan (2002) conductediy ahd sought to
determine the impact self-efficacy and social supportgolay reducing the degree of
occupational stress of pre-service and new teachersrdiagdo Chan, the issue of
teacher stress gained attention in the late 1990’s due mattbeuction of several
governmental based educational reforms. Upon completiariafr week student
teaching experience, 83 pre-service teachers completedoquestes assessing sources
of teacher stress, perceived degree of self efficacgeped social support from family
and friends, and experience of psychological sympt&esults suggest that while self
efficacy could be a protective factor that reduces feglofgvorkplace stress, social
support is a greater moderator in alleviating the symptdm®rk related stress. Chan
concluded that social support in schools played an imgax#nin reducing the negative
effects of stress experienced by teachers

New teachers have the same achievement requirerodutBlkas do veteran
educators, but do not have the same experience to mdneaday to day stressors related
to the position. Smethem and Adey (2005) conducted a qualisitidg comparing the
experiences of new teachers who had the benefi@ralated induction program which
was begun in 1999, with those who began teaching pritvetoxteption of the support
program. Teachers in both groups cited similar work amscdut their confidence in
their ability to be successful varied based upon the ded@ministrative support they
received. Both groups of teachers were worried about tfierpence of their students

on mandated tests. The emphasis on school improveméntcreased standards caused
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the teachers to worry about professional repercussishgdent performance failed to
match expectations (Smethem & Adey).

Differences occurred between the two gronpkeair perceived relationships with
colleagues. Those teachers who benefited from timelaibad induction program were
provided a mentor who was a senior level administratare aiowed the opportunity to
observe several veteran teachers, as well as bessgvelol several times themselves, and
took part in professional review meetings. In coniiéis teachers who did not have
access to such a program had inconsistent support whicl ¥f@ame school to school
(Smethem & Adey, 2005). The teachers taking part indhadl induction program
expressed greater ease in eliciting help from more expedecolleagues, implementing
new instructional strategies, and developing greatenfgebf competence due to
opportunities afforded them to observe others, recewdldack and reflect on their
professional development (Smethem & Adey) .

Anhorn (2008) underscored feelings of isolation that margheza face. Alone in
a closed classroom with students all day, study partitspadicated there were few
opportunities to interact with more experienced colleaguean informal basis. Coupled
with a reluctance to ask questions of veteran teachenainistrators for fear of
appearing incompetent or unprepared, many new teachergoftemp and leave rather
than seek out assistance that would enable them to gajpetence in their positions
(Anhorn).

Kelly and Colquhoun (2005) and Griffith, Steptoe, and @p[(1999)
researched the role social support can play in reducangftéct of stressors and their

impact on job satisfaction. A survey of 780 primary armbedary school teachers
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indicate that a lack of social support at work causede&zado cope by disengaging
themselves from the workplace.

Wilhelm, Dewhurst-Savellis and Parker (2000) conducted &fifiear
longitudinal study between 1979 and 1994, and sought to identifgdlsens teachers
chose to remain in the profession or to leave. ©fi6 participants who completed the
study, 70 (45%) individuals left the teaching field, and 52 (74%ipned within the first
five years. The authors found through analysis of suraagisanecdotal evidence that
many teachers who remained in the profession hadgstarial network at their
school, support from administrators and positive feedback students.

Billingsley et al. (2004) found in a national survey ofyeaareer special
education teachers that feelings of not being includéldein schools and dealing with
principals who did not understand what they do contributedbtdigsatisfaction and
stress. While 61 percent of those surveyed participatiedrimal mentoring programs,
many did not find them useful, partly because they wereeddgargeneral education
teachers, and did not address concerns specific to spdation. Informal support
provided by other teachers in the school was thought tadye beneficial.

Empowerment

Teacher empowerment, allowing educators the opportunglyare in the
educational decision making process, may be a predicjob shtisfaction (Hoy &
Miskel, 2001). According to Marks and Louis (1997), studies achezaempowerment
suggest that empowerment increases teacher self esteejob satisfaction, improves
job productivity fosters collegiality among staff mensand increases teachers’ content

area knowledge. Research conducted by Barmby (2006) indibateshild oriented
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motivations and intrinsic rewards are more importhahtextrinsic rewards and job
flexibility in the decision to enter the field of educatioApproximately 97 percent of
teachers surveyed indicated helping children succeed wasptheason for teaching,
while about 91 percent cited sharing knowledge with childrenagproximately 95
percent suggested having job satisfaction and being involveemally stimulating
work were key reasons for teaching (Barmby).

Zembylas and Papanastasiou (2005) examined the relationshigehdeacher
job satisfaction and empowerment among 449 teachers andsstluggeprofessional
growth, status, decision making opportunities and promotitenpial are key
determinants in the correlation between empowermenjoaénshtisfaction. Teachers
who were satisfied with professional growth opportungiisrded to them believed that
they were asked to provide input based on their expentigeh in turn increased their
perceived status among co workers and contributed torastrsense of empowerment.

Inman and Marlow (2004) surveyed beginning teachers, thoseenityears or
less of experience, to examine current attitudes abeue#ching profession, and to
identify perceived positive attributes of teaching which esagourage better teacher
retention. The researchers administered the Profedskititude Survey to a random
sample of 500 teachers in the state of Georgia. Thitel® survey measures responses
to questions regarding teacher background, job satisfeatibmeasons for remaining in
the teaching profession (Inman & Marlow). Job satistactvas analyzed based on a
combination of extrinsic factors, employment factord expected professional prestige.
Professional prestige was identified as worse than &gy approximately 52 percent

of those surveyed. Many factors contributed to this pereptcluding the manner in
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which education is portrayed in the media, a perceivéddasupport from parents and
other community stakeholders, and a lack of autonomy wikigirschool setting.
Professionals in private industry are usually affordedfigortunity to organize their
time, be self directed in their work and participaténie decision making process. In a
school setting however, teaching professionals frequemit sign in and or out of the
workplace, are assigned to duties with little input, aakeHittle time to confer with
colleagues (Inman & Marlow, 2004).

Kelly and Colquhoun (2005) analyzed the responsibilitystim®ol system
administration bears in helping teachers maintain mal physical and mental health.
School systems respond to changes in educational pdetidsrth by governmental
agencies by restructuring curriculum and teaching practicespiitess of
implementing such changes often induces greater feelfrejgegs among teaching
professionals. While school administrators can hotieate the causes of workplace
stress, Kelly and Colquhoun raised the question of vdsgtonsibility school
administrators have in helping teachers develop greatkeefficacy. The more
empowered teachers are in the workplace, the bettetrayleshould be to manage the
stressors of the workplace, and in turn contribute to gresahool wide effectiveness.
The researchers suggested school based administradatd plovide opportunities for
teachers to come together in small teams to work tege#wvelop positive interactions
and build self esteem among employees (Kelly & Colguhoun

According to Evans (2003) the management style embracschogl|
administrators and department heads is a predictor oéeledistress among site staff

members. Based on an inquiry of the effectivenessraiualeadership styles, teachers
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working in ambiguous or autocratic environments perceived higlels of stress than
did those teachers who enjoy collegial relations waithinistrators. Ambiguous
environments were characterized as being disorganized Wwighalegree of conflict.
Teachers were unsure of their role within the schodldepartment while those in
authority did not effectively facilitate the decisiomkmg process; consequently, little
was accomplished. At the other end of the spectrum, mtkwenvironments were
considered equally stressful. Teachers working in suclrtegrats or schools felt
undervalued, as though their opinions were of no consequanuantrast to these
findings, Evans indicated that teachers who work iroeensollegial or subjective
environment believe their opinions matter, and thereforeepeed their stress levels to
be lower. Evans suggested that subjective environments fadhe avellbeing and
beliefs of teachers, while collegial settings encouthgecollaboration among and
empowerment of employees to achieve desired goals.

Teacher empowerment may also help mitigate streseadnysnot only the work
environment but also due to individual characteristics. afepsd Forrest (2006)
conducted research to identify the role that individaeldrs contribute to work related
stress. Factors examined included length of teacher segvadte level taught and
achievement orientation, which the researchers defindedtendency to work hard to
achieve goals “(Jepson & Forrest, p. 187). The resultseaf study suggest that length of
service and grade level were not strong predictors of [ebssthowever there is a
correlation between achievement striving and stressachiees who have a strong
achievement orientation and high degree of occupationahdoment often perceive a

greater degree of job stress when confronted by situatio@svironmental stressors
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which they have no control over. It is suggested thelt sxformation is vital in
determining why teachers, facing similar work situatioeact in differing ways.
Understanding the differing ways individuals react tosstitd situations has implications
for human resource managers in job selection andignosiiocation. Such information
is also useful in ensuring that adequate support is provideddbetes based upon
individual characteristics and needs (Jepson & Forrest, 2006).

According to a study done by Evers, Brouwers, and To2@i04) teachers’ self
efficacy beliefs are related to their level of strasd also determine the degree to which
they are willing to implement new instructional stragsgi The researchers surveyed
approximately 500 secondary teachers who were in the niideptementing a new and
innovative study home instructional program. The reseasctought to determine the
role self efficacy played in the reduction of teacsteess and in turn the successful
implementation of the new program. Because of a faigram implementation, in
service training and instruction were very limited, yetheas were expected to
incorporate new and differentiated teaching strategieslittithsupport. Evers,
Brouwers, and Tomic (2002) indicate that those teachéhsahigh degree of self
efficacy were more willing and able to embrace a newuntsbnal method and did so
with less degree of stress than did those teachdnsawatwer degree of self efficacy.

This study also highlighted the importance of collabonawithin the workplace.
According to Evers, Brouwers, and Tomic (2002) teachewsdidh not embrace the
program changes may have demonstrated greater negdtieitty a lack of collaborative
planning. The required changes were seen as an adminestraindate, and teachers

who were not comfortable varying their teaching styleewaore resistant to the
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implementation, and either experienced greater sites$o the required changes, or
avoided such stress by not introducing the innovation wkémd the closed doors of
the classroom.

Resiliency, or the ability to adapt to changing situatisan important attribute
for teachers to possess. Managing student behavior amstiagjplanned lessons to meet
the needs of the class requires flexibility. Patter&milins, and Abbott (2004) sought to
identify the attributes of resiliency present among ss&fcéurban school teachers and
administrators. Through a qualitative study, the reseas compiled a list of commonly
employed strategies that enabled the educational prafedsito produce high levels of
student achievement despite adverse economic and envirahe@mditions. According
to Patterson et al. (2004) commonalities that supporteesyiinclude teachers placing a
high priority on professional development, and seekingsvwaybtain additional
learning. The teachers surveyed identified themselves beprsolvers who were
interested in exploring new instructional methods toebesttipport student learning, and
who also consistently sought and provided mentoring to teéhehers. Research
participants also stressed the importance of garneriatieictual and emotional support
from colleagues and friends.

Hargrove, Bradford, Huber, Corrigan, and Moore (2004) suggdsaed
educational reform movements would meet with greatempéacee and success if
classroom teachers were afforded respect and trust tenmapt required changes, which
in turn would reduce teacher stress. Hargrove et alrieebthat reform mandates are
often the result of a lack of trust in the classroeather’s ability to carry out the

demands of his or her job. Affording teachers resfeperform as professionals may
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cause less anxiety over implementing reform initiataved empower teachers to utilize a
greater variety of instructional strategies while impd@bmg such changes.
Teacher Attrition Issues

The school based concerns which cause teacher stagsielated stressors,
professional distress, student discipline and motivatimhprofessional investment can
become so unmanageable that teachers leave the profesiog with normal attrition
from teacher retirement, the nation’s schools aredawith a retention crisis. Hare and
Heap (2001) found that approximately 50 % of new teachers teay@ofession within
the first five years. The National Commission o&dleing and America’s Future
(NCTAF) report that 14 % of new teachers resign aitstr gne year (Colgan, 2004) , and
according to data gathered by Luekens, Lyter, and Fox (20§4gger proportion of
public school teachers left the profession in the 1999-200Q@0@ 2001 school years
than did between 1987 and 1992. A 2003 survey published by the N&dzation
Association indicated that 30 percent of suburban tesa@me 50 percent of urban
teachers will leave within three years of enteringté@aehing profession (Patton, 2007).
In order to meet increasing student enroliments and taaepleparting teachers, staffing
needs in U.S. public schools is approximately 1.7 to 2. Tomiteachers (Patton, 2007).
The need for special education teachers continuestagisvell. It is estimated that
there will be a need for over 600,000 special educatiainéea by the year 2010;
however the annual attrition is approximately thirteencgat, with about six percent of
special education teachers leaving the field compledely,about seven percent
transferring to general education positions (Plash &®&egki, 2006). The cost to

replace departing teachers is very expensive (Reese, 280ehrding to Chicago’s
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Association of Community Organizations for Reform Nole average cost to replace a
teacher is $64,000 (Reese). Using a U.S. Department of f@imula, the Alliance for
Excellent Education (2005) estimates the cost of replamidjc school teachers who
leave the profession at $2.2 billion dollars annually.

Not calculated into this equation is the cost of raptateachers who are
“voluntary movers”; individuals who typically have enéd teaching as a career change
and are willing to take the initiative to leave unsatigj teaching positions to find jobs
in schools that provide a more positive work environni@olhnson & Birkeland, 2003).
The authors cite cases of teachers who, dissatisitadca lack of collaboration,
unsatisfactory school culture and ineffective leaderdlyips sought and obtained
positions in schools that better met their needs apdatations. While this transition
does not impact district wide retention, it does crgaies within the schools that
experience frequent teacher turnover. Johnson akél&md suggest that many study
participants indicated a desire to leave schools in iepsived areas, not because of
difficulty in dealing with the students, but rather toksgeproved working conditions.
Difficulties cited included teaching subjects out of fiefthnaging unreasonable
workloads, lacking administrative support in discipliriess and lacking a sense of
collegiality among staff members.

Ingersoll (2001) conducted an analysis of the issueaahier shortages and
concluded that it is neither a result of an increagkarstudent population nor due to a
vast number of teachers reaching retirement age, Iharrata result of teacher
dissatisfaction caused by both individual teacher chenatits and institutional

deficiencies. Individual factors which account for turnowefude subject area taught
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and years of teaching experience. Using data from therdhtCouncil of Educational
Statistics’ School and Staff Survey, Ingersoll sugge$tatspecial education, math and
science are fields that have traditionally encounterell leigls of turnover. Another
finding from this data indicates that the decision tedethe teaching profession also
relates to age or experience. Younger or less experiegaelgers have a high rate of
attrition, which tends to decline for teachers who reaaelmidpoint of their careers. The
level then rises again as teachers approach retireager({ingersoll). Institutional causes
of attrition include lack of administrative support, studdistipline problems, lack of
shared decision making and low salary (Ingersoll).

Teacher attrition creates not only a financial buytei also impacts educational
achievement. High turnover can be an indicator ofratetlying problem in the day to
day operations of a school, and can disrupt the efeswdss of school performance
(Ingersoll, 2001).

Summary

In this chapter, the researcher has presented a revige literature pertaining to
teacher stress due to the following sources: (a) sdl@rworkload and resources, (c)
curricular concerns, (d) relationships with parentss{edent discipline and motivation,
(P collegiality, and (g) empowerment.

The review of the literature has shown that stresemigtimpacts individual
teachers, but also affects the efficient operatiothefschool. Teachers who experience
stress due to extrinsic factors such as low salaryagssive workload must find coping
strategies or see the benefit of intrinsic factof$eaching to offset the causes of stress.

Developing positive relationships with parents, teachedsaaministrators can provide a
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sense of community that not only encourages excellensaching but also helps to
mitigate the feelings of stress. Alternatively, a tedi sense of collegiality among
colleagues, and unsatisfactory relationships with parmi students can contribute to
further job dissatisfaction and stress. Feeling empedvie the workplace may provide
the needed sense of purpose and value that can also allbeiateessors of the job, or at
least make teacher contributions seem to outweighebative aspects of the work.

The cited causes of work stress are often the regdoss by teachers for either
leaving their current positions in favor of other teachisgignments, or leaving the field
of education altogether. Research has shown tisavéry costly to replace such teachers
and there is not an unlimited supply of qualified teachesetee as replacements. .

While there has been a great deal of research conduct®drk related stress
among teachers, there has been little focus on Higoreship between work experience
and degree of teacher stress, and possible differenseess based on gender and
grade level taught. Understanding the issues that seats for each category of teacher
may provide information that will be useful for schoolteyss when considering

professional development opportunities, induction or ma@mggrograms for teachers.
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CHAPTER I
METHODS
INTRODUCTION
Educational professionals today face a variety of ehgts that test them

mentally, emotionally and physically. In addition te ghroblems of poor pay and lack of
recognition by the public, teachers now face increaseduataioility due to high stakes
testing at the local, state and federal level. Educalsosmust balance the need to
complete required tasks associated with the daily routitiethe ability to foster
productive relationships with stakeholders and colleaguasy(blve, Bradford, Huber,
Corrigan, & Moore, 2004). The resulting pressures fronetdesnands are causing
higher levels of stress in teachers which can manttedf in a variety of emotional and
physical ways, which in many cases cause teachers ®tleayprofession (Crute, 2004).
While causes of occupational stress will not go awayadystems can examine
sources of stress among certified employees in codgetermine commonalities and
differences in order to provide professional support whidhmeéet the needs of all

teaching professionals, regardless of their educatiotialgoal experience level.

Research Questions
This study addressed the following overarching research gne$¥t what degree
do teachers experience occupational stress? The fodasuib questions were also
considered:
1: To what degree does the level of occupationalstieteachers vary based on years

of teaching experience?
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2. To what degree does the level of occupationalsteteachers vary based on grade
level taught?

3: To what degree does the level of occupational stfésschers vary based on gender?

Research Design

A causal- comparative research design was usehisadescriptive quantitative study.
Causal -comparative research designs are typically used egduse and effect
relationships between a categorical independent vamabl@ne or more dependent
variables are analyzed. Unlike experimental researclev@ywthe independent variable
is not manipulated (Gay & Airasian, 2003). The independeardhblas were gender and
grade level, which was defined as elementary, middlegdr $ehool. Studying naturally
occurring groups who differ in terms of the grade levetwdients taught, and gender
provided the opportunity to determine whether these groupsiéftsed in type and
degree of occupational stress. The key advantage of al cacemparative design was
that it allowed the researcher to explore causalioglships in situations that are not
suited to experimental designs. One primary disadvawofaggisal — comparative
designs was that participants were not randomly assigng@tps, rather the groups
were already pre- established, and therefore it is degbiit extraneous variables may
have accounted for variation across groups (Gay andi@dmas

Population
“Alpha” is a school district in the Southeasteggion of the United States. In

2009, 12, 759 students were enrolled in nine elementary schmaisniddle schools and

two high schools within this district (First District RES2010). Of those enrolled,
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approximately 49 % qualified for free and or reduced lunch. @ypprately 54% of the
students are Caucasian, 36 % black, 7% Hispanic, 1 % Asiamuliitacial and less
than 1 % Native American. The population for this studg ti approximately 1000
certified teachers employed by the district, 18 % obmtare male and 82 % of whom
are female. Approximately 15 % are black and 85 % are Cand&s@rgia Department
of Education, 2007).
Sample

Based on demographic information obtained from the saneesandom sampling
procedure was employed among teachers who are emplogkehentary, middle and
high schools (De Vaus, 2002). Based on a population of 100@etsaan adequate
sample size of 238 provided a confidence interval of 5 & aconfidence level of 95 %
(National Statistical Service, 2008).

Instrumentation
The survey instrument used in this study was dpedloising questions from The

Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), (National CenteEftucational Statistics, 2007)
and the Teacher Stress Inventory (Fimian, 2000). Tlénatisurvey instrument utilized
guestions derived from three sources; the SASS, A Wod&EBtress Survey
(Association of Colleges and Trade Unions of the Natidomt Forum, 2009) and a
survey created by the Staffordshire County Council.

A field test of the survey was administered in Jayp2@d 1 to determine if the
survey directions and questions were understandable, antetoote if the survey
could be completed in a timely manner. Validity and beliiy of the survey items were

examined as well. The survey instrument was admingter25 elementary, middle and
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high school teachers, for a combined total of 75 particgpadcording to De Vaus
(2004) too few respondents may yield unreliable results duentoesponse and
variation; therefore an adequate pilot test consistetfeen 75 and 100 participants.

The survey instrument consisted of a total of 24 questiinkjkert scale items
related to occupational stress factors and three demogritgghs. The item scores
ranged from a one strongly disagree to a four, stronggeadihe questions related to
stress were divided into three scales; work relatedssha¢ cause stress; concerns
related to student discipline and motivation, and fadteasmitigate stress. Question
number two, five, six, eight, eleven, thirteen, anct&h comprised the factors of the
work related scale. This scale had a Chronbach’s alpféiacent of .4960. When
guestion five was removed, Chronbach’s alpha increasé@d ®2. According to De
Vaus (2004) a score above .70 indicates reliability. Questime, four, seven, nine, ten,
sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, agtywne comprised the scale of
factors that mitigated stress. Chronbach’s AlphdHsrscale was .7765. Only two
guestions, three and fourteen addressed the issues of stisdgrline and motivation,
and produced a Chronbach’s Alpha of -.0943, indicating tleaé thvas no reliability. Too
few items in a scale will not provide adequate informatexarding the variable being
examined (De Vaus, 2004).

Based upon the results of the pilot study, the questiannais revised to better
address the variables being examined. Questions threanfivevelve were eliminated.
Remaining items were developed from questions from the SchadlStaffing Survey,
(SASS). The SASS, administered by The National Cdotdtducational Statistics

provides questions related to parent support, collaborationgateanohers and
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administrative support. The School and Staffing survepmsucted to examine issues
regarding teacher demand and shortages, teacher andsddatiire characteristics,
school programs and general school conditions among ppbliate, Bureau of Indian
Affairs and public charter schools. The most recent S& 8%y used data obtained from
the 2003-2004 school year. Validity was established using ayssaveple derived from
the 2001-2002 Common Core of data; a file that includes aletdtates’ elementary
and secondary schools (National Center for Educat®taaistics, 2007). The SASS was
first administered during the 1987-1988 school year, and hasabeanistered four
subsequent times. Prior to the first test administratiqaretest was distributed by mail
to 2300 teachers in 220 public schools in 10 states. A systesaatple of 127 teachers
was selected for telephone re-interviews by U. S. @eBsireau field representatives to
determine any recommendations for survey improvementaiindtCenter for

Educational Statistics, 2007). Prior to the 1990-1991 test adratios, a field test was
issued to 420 public school teachers and 480 private schobéteg with a response rate
of 96 % for both sectors. Test items were revised, addddleted based upon the results
of the field test (National Center for EducationaltiStes). Prior to the 1999-2000 test,
cognitive interviews were conducted with 20 teachers at/tBe Census Bureau
cognitive laboratory. The teachers differed in teackxgeriences and work settings.
Fifteen were trained through traditional education prograhile were alternatively
certified. Based upon these interviews, test formattisges were addressed as well as

changes made to test instructions (National Centdfdoicational Statistics).

Four questions addressing student discipline and motivaticsnadeled to the

survey instrument. The questions were taken from ThehEe&tress Inventory. Michael
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Fimian (2000) provided detailed support for the validity ahidb#ity of the TSI. Fimian
(2000) researched and found 135 sources and manifestationssfastdecategorized
them into 13 different factors.

The test was distributed to 365 special educatiohéesin Connecticut, and a
second survey was distributed to special education and regatdrers in Vermont.
Validity was determined in a variety of ways. Firstacher TSI scores were correlated
with ratings made independently by a person who knew tobdeavell. Second, total
TSI scores were correlated with the presence of ogpaasonal and professional
characteristics which were hypothesized to correlate litHdeywith the TSI score. Third,
TSI scores were correlated with measures of variousgdbgstal, psychological and
organizational samples of 3401 teachers (Fimian, 2000). fhrewiata obtained, 7
factors resulted in 70% of strength and 64% of frequenagn@e associated with item
inter-relationships. Twelve items were added to theofaavhose reliability estimates
proved lower, for a total of 42 items. Based on latedli@ck from 226 stress experts,
one additional factor with 8 items relating to time @gement was added. This resulted
in a 49 item survey which is currently in use (Fimian, 2000).

Data Collection
Approval to conduct this study was granted by the Superintenfi&chools of
the surveyed district and the Georgia Southern Uniyelrsdtitutional Review Board
prior to implementation. The survey was administereckttified teachers at regularly
scheduled faculty meetings. Participants were givervardetter explaining the purpose
of the survey and assurance of confidentiality. Survesre woded based on grade level,

elementary, middle and high school. The researchégesignee was present to
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administer the survey, and upon completion, surveys placed in an envelope. The
survey took approximately ten minutes to complete.
Data Analysis
Data analysis was conducted using the Statistical Padkatee Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 18.0. The analysis began with descripgasunes. Separate analyses
were then conducted assessing the effect of the indeptevatt@&able on each of the
dependent variables using an alpha level of .05. For oésqaestion 1, the stress scores
within the sample were analyzed by calculating a catiosl between scale scores and
years of teaching experience. For research questionfalysis of Variance was used
to determine if there was a difference in stress lemeisng teachers based upon the
dependent variable, grade level taught. An Analysis olaviae can detect differences
among two or more means through the use of one testh alawvs the alpha level to
remain constant (Sprinthall, 2003). A significance ldoethis study was an alpha of .05.
For research question 3, a T Test was used to deterntiverefwas a variance in stress
levels among teachers based on grade level taught. Foveharching research question,
a correlation was used to analyze the degree of occupbsivass factors (administrative
support, collegiality, empowerment, discipline, relatlops with parents and students,
workload, salary, student motivation, professional dgarakent opportunities, and testing
concerns)
Reporting the Data
Upon completion of the analysis, data was reported l®ares question. For

research question 1 the results were reported in bgtlahd graphic format, using a
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scatter plot. For questions 2 and 3 the results were reporbedh text and tabular
format.

Summary

In this chapter, the researcher presented the resgabhdesign and
methodology. The researcher’s intent was to provideealataining the impact of
specific work related stress factors that may impaeeffectiveness of classroom
teachers. The data provided insights into causes of wadsdhat decision makers at
the school or system level may use to better plafepsional development opportunities
to assist teachers in managing job stress and maximiayagiaational effectiveness.

The researcher administered a survey and the resdhia was analyzed
according to the different categories of stress foundeimattiew of literature. Using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPB&Ydta was analyzed using

descriptive and inferential statistical methods.
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CHAPTER IV
REPORTING THE DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS
INTRODUCTION
Work stress is often the reason given by teachersittogr leaving their current

positions in favor of other teaching assignments, or leatadield of education
altogether. Research has shown that it is veryyctusteplace such teachers and there is
not an unlimited supply of qualified teachers to servepmcements. Research has also
shown that stress factors can impede the perforn@teachers in the classroom.

The researcher’s intent was to obtain data exaitine effect of specific work
related stress factors that may impact the effeatisgenf classroom teachers. The data
provided insights into causes of work stress that decisakers at the school or system
level may use to better plan professional developrmppbrtunities to assist teachers in
managing job stress and maximizing organizational effecss&n

The researcher administered a survey and the repdhiia was analyzed and
compared to the different categories of teacher stoesslfin the review of literature.
Using the Statistical Package for the Social Scie(8ESS), the data was analyzed using
descriptive and inferential statistical methods.

Research Questions

This study addressed the following overarching research gne$¥t what degree
do teachers experience occupational stress? The fodasub questions were also
considered:

1: To what degree does the level of occupationalstieteachers vary based on years

of teaching experience?
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2. To what degree does the level of occupationalsteteachers vary based on grade
level taught?
3: To what degree does the level of occupational stfésschers vary based on gender?
Research Design
A causal- comparative research design was used for gusigkeve quantitative study.
The independent variables were years of teaching experigander and grade level,
which was defined as elementary, middle or high sch8tldying naturally occurring
groups who differ in terms of job experience, the gradgellof students taught, and
gender provided the opportunity to determine whether these gataapdiffered in type
and degree of occupational stress. The key advantageaasal — comparative design
was that it allowed the researcher to explore caesationships in situations that are not
suited to experimental designs. One primary disadvaotfaggusal — comparative
designs was that participants were not randomly assigng@tps, rather the groups
were already pre- established, and therefore it is degbiit extraneous variables may
have accounted for variation across groups (Gay andi@dmas
Findings

This study was designed to provide the researcherdattn regarding the factors
that cause or mitigate the degree of stress experiendeaddiyers. Responses to a survey
administered to public school teachers were used tluaeathe sources of stress and

were analyzed based upon the research questions.
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Demographic Profile of Respondents

The respondents of this study consisted of 239 public s¢bachers employed
by a school district in the southeastern region of Wimted States. There were 55
respondents or 23 percent who were male and 184 respormleritspercent who were
female. Table one illustrates the frequencies of respisidhy gender.
Table 1

Gender of Respondents

Gender Frequency Percent

Male 55 23.0
Female 184 77.0
Total 239 100.0

The respondents to this survey are employed at elememtaalgle and high
schools. Of the 239 respondents, 75 or 31.4 percent teatdnaentary schools, 94, or
39.3 percent are educators at middle schools, and 70, or 28ehipef the respondents

teach at high schools. Table two illustrates the fregjesrof respondents by grade level

taught.

Table 2

Grade Level Taught of Respondents
Grade level FrequengyPercent
Elementary 75 31.4
Middle Schoolf 94 39.3
High School 70 29.3
Total 239 100.0

The respondents to this survey vary based on yearsadfibg experience. There
were 22 respondents or 9.2 percent who have zero to tbaeg gf teaching experience,

while 31 respondents or 13.0 percent have taught for foleviensyears. There were 48
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respondents or 20.1 percent who have eight to elevea géteaching experience, while
46 respondents or 19.2 percent have taught for twelve terfiffears. There were 25
respondents or 10.5 percent who have sixteen to ninetees ofe@aching experience,
and sixty seven respondents or 28.0 percent who have taugitenty or more years.
Table 3 illustrates the frequencies of respondents basgelos of teaching experience.

Table 3

Years of Experience of Respondents

Experience  FrequencyPercent

0-3 Years 22 9.2
4-7 Years 31 13.0
8-11 Years 48 20.1
12-15 Years 46 19.2
16-19 Years 25 10.5
20 + Years 67 28.0
Total 239 100.0

Overall Degree of Teacher Stress

The overarching research question was this: To what dedoedeachers
experience work related stress? The researcher souglateéomine this by analyzing
responses to a survey regarding sources of stress dodsfdtat help mitigate stress.
Total stress scores were determined by adding the factagssof each of the four scales
on the administered survey; empowerment, workload, saland student
discipline/motivation and dividing by the number of iteimgach scale. The scale scores
for workload, salary and student discipline/motivationrevehen combined and
subtracted from the empowerment scale score for astoéss score.

Calculated descriptive statistics indicated a rangeaff, with a minimum stress

score of 1.75 and a maximum score of 3.65. The mean stress for respondents was
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2.8002, with median score of 2.54 and a standard deviation of .259GHske 4 illustrates
the descriptive statistics of total stress scores.
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics of Total Stress Scores of Respondents

N  Range Minimum Maximum Mean Median Standard
Deviation

Stress 239 1.90 1.75 3.65 2.80022.54 .25052
Scores

Research Question 1: To What Degree Does the Level cfigatonal Stress of

Teachers Vary Based on Years of Experience?

The researcher sought to determine if there was @oredaip between the degree
of occupational stress experienced by surveyed teacheth@mdimber of years of job
related experience. Years of teaching experience werediwto six equal intervals; O-
3 years, 4-7 years, 8-11 years, 12-15 years, 16-19 years andr@@eoyears. Years of
experience were recorded as intervals ranging from tonsix. The calculated
descriptive statistics produced a mean total stress s@fo28002 with a standard
deviation of .25052 and a mean of years of experience of 3.9&89awstandard
deviation of 1.66752. Table 5 shows the descriptive statistidsgree of stress and years
of teaching experience.

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics of Stress and Years of Experience

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Total Stress Score 232.8002 .25052
Years of Experience239 3.9289 1.66752
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The researcher used inferential statistics to catleuh Pearson Correlation to
determine if there was a relationship between the degreecapational stress among
teachers and years of job related experience. Ta&dssscores were determined by
adding the factor scores of each of the four scalesthenadministered survey;
empowerment, workload, salary and student discipline/madivaand dividing by the
number of items in each scale. The scale scores fokloeal, salary and student
discipline/motivation were then combined and subtractech fthe empowerment scale
score for a total stress score. Years of teaching exmper were divided into six equal
intervals; 0-3 years, 4-7 years, 8-11 years, 12-15 years, 1Gi®9amd 20 or more years.
The calculation indicated that there was no coraatalietween the independent variable
years of experience and the dependent variable teackss sthen R .046, p <.05. The
researcher’s findings are illustrated in Table 6.

Table 6

Correlation between stress and years of work experience

Total Stress Years of Experience

Total Stress Pearson Correlatioh .046
Sig. (2 tailed) A75
N 239 239
Years of Experience Pearson Correlation.046 1
Sig. (2 tailed) A75
N 239 239

A scatter plot illustrated the relationship between tliependent variable years
of experience and the dependent variable teacher stressonigation existed, but

rather, teachers experienced a range of stresslewellh of experience.
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Table 7 shows the mean scores of each category of gle@xperience according
to the four scales of empowerment, workload, student diiseimotivation and salary.
Table 7

Mean Scale Scores by Years of Experience

Empowerment Workload Discipline/Motivation Salary

0-3 Years of Experience 2.8306 2.89091 2.9318 2.909
4-7 Years of Experience 2.8035 2.5677 2.9358 2.5161
8-11 Years of Experience  2.8939 2.8667 3.0417 2.3542
12-15 Years of Experience2.9032 2.8348 2.8804 2.711
16-19 Years of Experience2.8836 2.7120 2.7502 2.560

20 Years or More 2.8915 2.6866 2.9701 2.4776

The researcher sought to determine if there was @oredaip between the degree
of empowerment perceived by surveyed teachers and the nompears of job related
experience. The calculated descriptive statistics prodacettan total empowerment
score of 3.0088 with a standard deviation of .48930 and a meeausf of experience of
3.9289 with a standard deviation of 1.66752. Table 8 shows thapdieecstatistics of
degree of empowerment and years of teaching experience.

Table 8

Descriptive Statistics of Empowerment and Experience

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Empowerment Score239 3.0088 .48930
Years of Experience 2393.9289 1.66752
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The researcher used inferential statistics to catleuh Pearson Correlation to
determine if there was a relationship between the degre@mpowerment experienced by
teachers and years of job related experience. Thalaabn indicated that there was no
correlation between the independent variable yearsxpéreence and the dependent
variable teacher empowerment whers R32, p < .05. The researcher’s findings are
illustrated in Table 9.

Table 9

Correlation between Empowerment and Years of Work Experience

Empowerment Years of Experience

Empowerment Pearson Correlatiofh .032
Sig. (2 tailed) .620
N 239 239
Years of Experience  Pearson Correlatiof32 1
Sig. (2 tailed) .620
N 239 239

The researcher sought to determine if there was @oredaip between the degree
of stress caused by work requirements and the number isf @b related experience.
The calculated descriptive statistics produced a meaniot&load score of 2.7498 with
a standard deviation of .58682 and a mean of years of exper@n3.9289 with a
standard deviation of 1.66752. Table 10 shows the descriptilgissabf degree of work
load and years of teaching experience.

Table 10
Descriptive Statistics of Workload and Experience
Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Workload Score 2392.7498 .58682
Years of Experience239 3.9289 1.66752
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The researcher calculated a Pearson Correlatiodetermine if there was a
relationship between the degree of stress caused by wqukements experienced by
teachers and years of job related experience. Thalaabn indicated that there was no
correlation between the independent variable yearsxpéreence and the dependent
variable workload when®R-.033, p <.05. The researcher’s findings are illustrate
Table 11

Correlation between Workload and Years of Work Experience

Workload Years of Experience

Workload Pearson Correlation 1 -.033
Sig. (2 tailed) .613
N 239 239
Years of Experience Pearson Correlation-.033 1
Sig. (2 tailed) .613
N 239 239

The researcher sought to determine if there was @oredaip between the degree
of stress caused by student discipline and motivationgszné the number of years of
job related experience. The calculated descriptive statigiroduced a mean total
discipline and motivation score of 2.9362 with a standard dewiati .50767 and a mean
of years of experience of 3.9289 with a standard deviatidnGi752. Table 12 shows
the descriptive statistics of degree of stress causedubgratdiscipline and motivation
concerns and years of teaching experience.

Table 12

Descriptive Statistics of Discipline/Motivation and Experience

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Discipline/Motivation Score 239 2.9362 .50767
Years of Experience 2393.9289 1.66752
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The researcher calculated a Pearson Correlatiodetermine if there was a
relationship between the degree of stress caused by stdidemline and motivation
experienced by teachers and years of job related experiehhe calculation indicated
that there was no correlation between the independgeigble years of experience and
the dependent variable student discipline and motivatiomviRre-.024, p < .05. The

researcher’s findings are illustrated in Table 13.

Table 13
Correlation between Discipline/Motivation and Years of Work Experience
Discipline/Motivation Years of
Experience
Discipline/Motivation Pearson 1 -.024
Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed) 712
N 239 239
Years of Experience  Pearson -.024 1
Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed) 712
N 239 239

The researcher sought to determine if there was &oredhip between salary
concerns and the number of years of job related experidrhe calculated descriptive
statistics produced a mean total salary score of 2.5504 avétandard deviation of
73747 and a mean of years of experience of 3.9289 with @astbdeviation of 1.66752.
Table 14 shows the descriptive statistics of degree e$straused by salary concerns and
years of teaching experience.

Table 14

Descriptive Statistics of Salary Concerns and Experience

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Salary Score 2392.5504 .73747
Years of Experience239 3.9289 1.66752
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The researcher calculated a Pearson Correlatiodetermine if there was a
relationship between the degree of stress caused by salargrns of teachers and years
of job related experience. The calculation indicabed there was no correlation between
the independent variable years of experience and the depesmdiable salary when=R-
.074, p <.05. The researcher’s findings are illustrated leTEb.

Table 15

Correlation between Salary Concerns and Years of Experience

Salary Years of Experience

Salary Pearson Correlation 1  -.074
Sig. (2 tailed) .255
N 239 239
Years of Experience Pearson Correlation-.074 1
Sig. (2 tailed) .255
N 239 239

Research Question 2: To What Degree Does the OccupaBitness Experienced by

Teachers Vary Based on Grade Level Taught?

The researcher analyzed the effect of grade level tangbtms of the degree of
occupational stress experienced by teachers and the iofpgretde level on factors that
contribute to or mitigate the sources of stress. Anlysma of Variance (ANOVA) was
conducted to determine the effect of grade level on percdexgds of stress. For
purposes of identifying each group, a one represented elemetgachers, two
represented middle school teachers and three denoted tiglol steachers. The
calculated descriptive statistics found a mean stres® dor 75 elementary teachers of
2.1412, with a standard deviation of .41649. The mean stressfec®4 middle school

teachers was 2.0828, with a standard deviation of .32992. Tée stress score for 70
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high school teachers was 1.9601 with a standard deviatidd®72. Table 16 illustrates
the descriptive statistics of data of total stress sctoe elementary, middle and high

school teachers.

Table 16

Descriptive Statistics of Stress by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.1412.41649

Middle 94  2.0828 .32992

High School 70  1.9601 .33503

Total 239 2.0652 .36633

The researcher used inferential statistics and eaéxilan Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) to detect any significant differences at a 95%ftence interval of stress
based on grade level taught. The mean stress scorenoémhry teachers (M=2.1412)
produced a significant difference from that of middlecsd teachers (M= 2.0828) and

high school teachers (M= 1.9601). The researcher’s fiscang presented in Table 17.
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Table 17

Analysis of Variance of Stress Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 1.236 .618 4.750
Within Groups 236 30.704 .130

Total 238 31.940

F (2,236) = 4.750, p< .05

M1=2.1412, M2=2.0828,M3=1.9601

Table 18 shows the mean scores for each category of gnaglédught according

to the four scales of empowerment, workload, student diiseimotivation and salary.

Table 18

Mean Scale Scores by Grade Level Taught

Empowerment Workload Discipline/Motivation Salary

Elementary School2.9333 2.8347 2.6633 2.7867
Middle School 2.9120 2.7915 3.1489 2.3763
High School 2.7675 2.6029 2.9429 2.5286

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level tauggitms of the degree of
empowerment identified by teachers. An Analysis of Mfare (ANOVA) was conducted

to determine the effect of grade level on the identifeckls of empowerment. The
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calculated descriptive statistics found a mean empowérseare for 75 elementary
teachers of 2.9697, with a standard deviation of .38608. The mgamwemment score
for 94 middle school teachers was 2.9120, with a standard deviati.25832. The
mean empowerment score for 70 high school teachers2w#&¥5 with a standard
deviation of .29311. Table 19 illustrates the descriptivassita of data of empowerment

scores for elementary, middle and high school teachers

Table 19

Descriptive Statistics of Empowerment by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.9697.38608

Middle 94  2.9120 .25832

High School 70 2.7675 .29311

Total 239 2.8878 .32238

The researcher calculated an Analysis of VarianrBdQVA) to detect any
significant differences at a 95% confidence intervakofpowerment based on grade
level taught. The mean empowerment score of high schesthers (M=2.7675)
produced a significant difference from that of elemgntmhool teachers (M= 2.9697)
and middle school teachers (M= 2.9120). The researchediags are presented in Table

20.
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Table 20

Analysis of Variance of Empowerment Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 1571 .785 8.001
Within Groups 236 23.164 .098

Total 238 39.380

F (2,236) = 8.001, p< .05

M1=2.967, M?2=2.9120,M3=2.7675

Eleven factors comprised the empowerment scale  ohe t survey
administered to teachers. The researcher calculatefinalysis of Variance for each
factor and identified seven which produced significant diffiees at the 95 % confidence
interval. Table 21 illustrates the descriptive statsstid data for the responses to the
guestion,| receive support from parents for the work that | @be mean score for 75
elementary teachers was 2.0400, with a standard devidti66658. The mean score for
94 middle school respondents was 2.3830, with a standard devidti®5757. The
mean score for 70 high school respondents was 2.1714, vegtandard deviation of

.65875.
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Table 21

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 4 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.0400 .66658

Middle 94  2.38307 .65757

High School 70 2.1714 .65874

Total 239 2.2134 .67400

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffegsnin survey question
four based upon grade level taught. The mean empowernmet gicelementary school
teachers (M=2.0400) produced a significant difference from ¢hamiddle school
teachers (M= 2.3830) at the 95 % confidence interval. Theareher’s findings are

presented in Table 22.

Table 22

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 4 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 5.082 2.541 5.820
Within Groups 236 103.036 437

Total 238 108.117

F (2,236) = 5.820 p< .05
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M1=2.0400, M2=2.3830,M3=2.1714

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses
to survey question 9n this school, staff members are seldom recognized for a job well
done.The mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 3.000a wtandard deviation of
.77110. The mean score for 94 middle school respondents W&g62 with a standard
deviation of .72073. The mean score for 70 high school rdsptswas 2.5571, with a
standard deviation of .84503. Table 23 illustrates the cadzlildéscriptive statistics of

the data.

Table 23

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 9 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 3.000 .7710

Middle 94 2.7766 .72073

High School 70 2.5571 .84503

Total 239 2.7824 .79040

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffegenin survey question
nine based upon grade level taught. The mean empowermenb$edeenentary school
teachers (M=3.000) produced a significant difference fraah di high school teachers
(M= 2.5571) at the 95 % confidence interval. The researchirdggs are presented in

Table 24.
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Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 9 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 7.106 3.553 5.923
Within Groups 236 141.580 .600

Total 238 148.686

F (2,236) = 5.923 p< .05

M1=3.000, M2=2.7766,M3=2.5571
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The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses

to survey question 16,am dissatisfied with the amount of training available to me at my

job. The mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.933% witindard deviation of

.62240 The mean score for 94 middle school respondents was 3wli#9@, standard

deviation of .62945. The mean score for 70 high school rdsptswas 2.7714, with a

standard deviation of .66314. Table 25 illustrates the cadzliidéscriptive statistics of

the data.
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Table 25

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 16 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.9333.62240

Middle 94  3.1290 .62945

High School 70 2.7714 .66314

Total 239 2.9622 .65171

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenc survey question 16
based upon grade level taught. The mean empowerment $aorédée school teachers
(M=3.1290) produced a significant difference from that of hsghool teachers (M=
2.7714) at the 95 % confidence interval. The researchedmfs are presented in Table

26.
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Table 26

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 16 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 5.199 2.599 6.399
Within Groups 235 95.461 .406

Total 237 100.660

F (2,235) = 6.399 p< .05

M1=2.9333, M2=3.1290,M3=2.7714

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level tanglktrms of the responses to
survey question 18, would like more input regarding decisions made at my scAdw.
mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.400 witdmdastl deviation of .73521 The
mean score for 94 middle school respondents was 2.7766awihndard deviation of
.57087. The mean score for 70 high school respondents was 2W8b%3 standard

deviation of .62654. Table 27 illustrates the calculated deserigtatistics of the data.
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Table 27

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 18 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.4000.73521

Middle 94 2.7766 .57087

High School 70 2.8857 .62654

Total 239 2.6904 .67078

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenc survey question 18
based upon grade level taught. The mean empowerment st@ementary school
teachers (M=2.400) produced a significant difference fromahmiddle school teachers
(M= 2.7766) and high school teachers (M= 2.8857) at the 95 %demat interval. The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 28.
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Table 28

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 18 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 9.694 4.847 11.745
Within Groups 236 97.394 413

Total 238 107.088

F (2,236) = 11.745 p< .05

M1=2.400, M2=2.7766,M3=2.8857

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses

to survey question 19, am satisfied with the amount of professional development

opportunities available to me at workhe mean score for 75 elementary teachers was

3.0133 with a standard deviation of .50653 The mean score for @dlemschool
respondents was 2.9255, with a standard deviation of .57248. &#e soore for 70
high school respondents was 2.7429, with a standard deviatios?®83. Table 29

illustrates the calculated descriptive statistics efdhta.
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Table 29

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 19 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 3.0133.50653

Middle 94  2.9255 .57248

High School 70 2.7429 .62983

Total 239 2.8996 .57828

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenc survey question 19
based upon grade level taught. The mean empowerment st@ementary school
teachers (M=3.0133) produced a significant difference fromahhigh school teachers
(M= 2.7429) at the 95 % confidence interval. The researchirdggs are presented in

Table 30.
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Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 19 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squarellean Square F
Between Groups 2 2.753 1.377 4.228
Within Groups 236 76.837 .326

Total 238 79.590

F (2,236) = 4.228 p< .05

M1=3.0133, M2=2.9255,M3=2.7429

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses

to survey question 20,feel frustrated when my authority is rejected by students@nd /

administration.The mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.8583awsitandard

deviation of .56217 The mean score for 94 middle school rdsptsiwas 3.1915, with a

standard deviation of .60954. The mean score for 70 high scaspbndents was

2.9143, with a standard deviation of .65370. Table 31 illustratesaloulated descriptive

statistics of the data.



81

Table 31

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 20 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.8533.56217

Middle 94  3.1915 .60954

High School 70 2.9143 .65370

Total 239 3.0042 .62509

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenc survey question 20
based upon grade level taught. The mean factor score diflenschool teachers
(M=3.1915) produced a significant difference from that of hsghool teachers (M=
2.7429) and elementary school teachers (M=2.8533) at the 9%fideswe interval. The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 32.
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Table 32

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 20 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 5.570 2.785 7.518
Within Groups 236 87.426 370

Total 238 92.996

F (2,236) = 7.518 p< .05

M1=2.8533, M2=3.1915,M3=2.9143

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses
to survey question 21,am satisfied with my involvement in important decisions made at
my school.The mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.9867awstndard
deviation of .50653 The mean score for 94 middle school resptsiwas 2.6452, with a
standard deviation of .71696. The mean score for 70 high scaspbndents was
2.5143, with a standard deviation of .68304. Table 33 illustratesaloulated descriptive

statistics of the data.
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Table 33

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 21 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.9867.50653

Middle 94  2.6452 .71696

High School 70 2.5143 .71714

Total 239 2.7143 .68304

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenic survey question 21
based upon grade level taught. The mean factor score rokmtigry school teachers
(M=2.9867) produced a significant difference from that of meidsthool teachers (M=
2.6452) and high school teachers (M=2.5143) at the 95 % confidatereal. The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 34.
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Table 34

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 21 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squarellean Square F
Between Groups 2 8.809 4.404 10.171
Within Groups 235 101.763 433

Total 237 110.571

F (2,235) = 10.171 p< .05

M1=2.9867, M?2=2.6452,M3=2.5413

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses
to survey question 10There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the staff
members at my schoahnd question 1There are not enough opportunities for my
colleagues and me to assist and support one anotliner.mean score for 75 elementary
teachers was 2.9800 with a standard deviation of .48935 The soesnfor 94 middle
school respondents was 2.8830, with a standard deviation of .53h@0mean score for
70 high school respondents was 2.8571, with a standard devidtios3268. No

significant difference in collegiality was detecteddshen grade level.

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level tauggitms of the degree of
stress caused by workload. An Analysis of Variance QM) was conducted to
determine the effect of grade level on the workload scdlee calculated descriptive
statistics found a mean workload score for 75 elemgrachers of 2.8347, with a
standard deviation of .59400. The mean workload score for 94 engdthool teachers

was 2.7915, with a standard deviation of .54074. The mean \vadrkloore for 70 high
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school teachers was 2.6029 with a standard deviation of .6180#% 35 illustrates the
descriptive statistics of data of workload scores fementary, middle and high school

teachers.

Table 35

Descriptive Statistics of Workload by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.8347.59400

Middle 94  2.7915 .54074

High School 70 2.6029 .61902

Total 239 2.7498 .58682

The researcher used inferential statistics and edénilan Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) to detect any significant differencdsa 95% confidence interval of
stress caused by workload based on grade level taught. The steess score of
elementary teachers (M=2.8347) produced a significant differdémon that of high

school teachers (M= 2.6029). The researcher’s findirgprsented in Table 36
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Table 36

Analysis of Variance of Workload Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squarellean Square F
Between Groups 2 2.215 1.108 3.278
Within Groups 236 79.742 .338

Total 238 81.957

F (2,236) = 3.278, p< .05

M1=2.8347, M?2=2.7915,M3=2.6029

Five factors comprised the workload scale on the suadeyinistered to teachers.
The researcher calculated an Analysis of Varianceeémh factor and identified three
which produced significant differences at the 95 % confideinterval. Table 37
illustrates the descriptive statistics of data for tbsponses to the questioRputine
duties and paperwork interfere with my job of teachiige mean score for 75
elementary teachers was 3.000, with a standard deviati@i%3. The mean score for 94
middle school respondents was 3.0426 with a standard dev@itid0208. The mean

score for 70 high school respondents was 2.6667, with dasthdeviation of .83431.
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Table 37

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 6 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 3.000 .91533

Middle 94  3.0426 .80208

High School 70 2.6667 .83431

Total 239 2.9202 .80649

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect difleesrin survey question 6
based upon grade level taught. The mean factor score diflenschool teachers
(M=3.0426) produced a significant difference from that of hsghool teachers (M=
2.6667) at the 95 % confidence interval. The researchedmfs are presented in Table

38.
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Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 6 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 6.320 3.160 4.390
Within Groups 235 169.163 .720

Total 237 175.483

F (2,235) = 4.390 p< .05

M1=3.000, M2=3.0426,M3=2.6667
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The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses

to survey question 15taff or district content assessments have had a positive influence

on my satisfaction with teachinghe mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.5493

with a standard deviation of .73268 The mean score for 94lengidthool respondents

was 2.8370, with a standard deviation of .63380. The mean frov® high school

respondents was 2.9492, with a standard deviation of .68036. Tabllis3tates the

calculated descriptive statistics of the data.
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Table 39

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 11 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.5493.73268

Middle 94  2.8370 .63380

High School 70 2.9492 .68036

Total 239 2.7748 .69497

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffeesnn survey question 11 based
upon grade level taught. The mean factor score of elamergchool teachers
(M=2.5493) produced a significant difference from that of meidsthool teachers (M=
2.8370) and high school teachers (M= 2.9492) at the 95 % confidetecgal. The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 40.
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Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 11 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 5.759 2.880 6.245
Within Groups 235 100.979 461

Total 237 106.739

F (2,235) = 6.245 p< .05

M1=2.5493, M2=2.8370,M3=2.9492

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses

to survey question 13,often must bring work home to completelite mean score for

75 elementary teachers was 3.3867 with a standard deviati@h458 The mean score

for 94 middle school respondents was 2.9894, with a standaratidevof .93320. The

mean score for 70 high school respondents was 3.1286, vetandard deviation of

.94672. Table 41 illustrates the calculated descriptive tatataf the data.

Table 41

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 15 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 3.3867 .71458

Middle 94 2.9894 .93320

High School 70 3.1286 .94672
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The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenc survey question 15
based upon grade level taught. The mean factor score rokmtiary school teachers
(M=3.3867) produced a significant difference from that of meidsthool teachers (M=
2.9804) at the 95 % confidence interval. The researchedmfs are presented in Table

42.

Table 42

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 15 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 6.653 327 4.347
Within Groups 235 180.619 .765

Total 237 187.272

F (2,235) = 4.347 p< .05

M1=3.3867, M?=2.9894,M3=3.1286

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level tauggitms of the degree of
stress caused by student discipline/motivation concerns. Akalysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was conducted to determine the effect of grade llewea the
discipline/motivation scale. The calculated descrestatistics found a mean discipline
score for 75 elementary teachers of 2.6633, with a stamttandtion of .44927. The
mean discipline score for 94 middle school teachers w4489, with a standard
deviation of .47564. The mean discipline score for 70 highddleachers was 2.9429
with a standard deviation of .47429. Table 43 illustrates therightive statistics of data

of student discipline/motivation scores for elementarigdle and high school teachers.
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Table 43

Descriptive Statistics of discipline/ motivation by Gradedle

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 3.3867.71458

Middle 94  2.9894 .93320

High School 70 3.1286 .94672

Total 239 3.1548 .88705

The researcher calculated an Analysis of VarianrBdQVA) to detect any
significant differences at a 95% confidence intervadtodss caused by student discipline
and motivation concerns based on grade level taughtmBan discipline/ motivation
score of middle school teachers (M=3.1489) produced a signifidifference from that
of elementary school teachers (M= 2.6633) and middle $¢bachers (M2.9429). The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 44.
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Table 44

Analysis of Variance of Discipline/Motivation Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 9.8451 4.921 22.550
Within Groups 236 51.498 .218

Total 238 61.339

F (2,236) = 22.550, p< .05

M1=2.6633, M2=3.1489,M3=2.9429

Four factors comprised the student discipline/motivascale on the
survey administered to teachers. The researcher asdun Analysis of Variance for
each factor and identified three which produced significhifierences at the 95 %
confidence interval. Table 45 illustrates the descripgtegistics of data for the responses
to survey question threkfeel frustrated because of discipline problems in my classroom.
The mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.5200 wgitéindard deviation of
.79458. The mean score for 94 middle school respondents AE363with a standard
deviation of .78281. The mean score for 70 high school resptmdas 2.6812 with a

standard deviation cause of .1.0072.
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Table 45

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question3 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.6633.44927

Middle 94  3.1489 .47564

High School 70 2.9429 .47429

Total 239 2.9362 .50767

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffegs in survey
guestion 3 based upon grade level taught. The mean factor ascongdle school
teachers (M=3.0106) produced a significant difference froah ofi elementary school
teachers (M= 2.5200) and high school teachers (M=2.6812) a®3h# confidence

interval. The researcher’s findings are presented in Hdble
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Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 3 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 10.654 5.327 7.249
Within Groups 235 172.695 .735

Total 237 183.349

F (2,235) = 7.249 p< .05

M1=2.5200, M2=3.0106,M3=2.6812

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses

to survey question 13, feel frustrated because some students would do better if they

tried. The mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.306@ stiimdard deviation of

92959 The mean score for 94 middle school respondents was 3wlil64, standard

deviation of .97791. The mean score for 70 high school rdsptswas 2.6857, with a

standard deviation of 1.07059. Table 47 illustrates the eaémibescriptive statistics of

the data.
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Table 47

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 12 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.3067.92959

Middle 94 3.1064 .97791

High School 70 2.6857 1.07059

Total 239 2.7322 1.04291

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenic survey question 12
based upon grade level taught. The mean factor score diflenschool teachers
(M=3.1064) produced a significant difference from that ofmeletary school teachers
(M= 2.3067) and high school teachers (M=2.6857) at the 95 %dewae interval. The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 48.
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Table 48

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 12 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 26.893 13.447 13.680
Within Groups 235 231.969 .983

Total 237 258.862

F (2,235) = 13.680 p< .05

M1=2.3067, M2=3.1064,M3=2.6857

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level taudgrms of the responses

to survey question 14, feel frustrated attempting to teach students who are poorly

motivated.. The mean score for 75 elementary teachers was 2.8800awstiandard
deviation of .73448. The mean score for 94 middle school négmis was 3.3936, with a
standard deviation of .62593. The mean score for 70 high scaspbndents was
3.4493, with a standard deviation of .52960. Table 49 Iillustratesc#iculated

descriptive statistics of the data.
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Table 49

Descriptive Statistics of Survey Question 14 by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.8800.73448

Middle 94  3.3936 .62593

High School 70  3.4493 .52960

Total 239 3.2479 .68243

The researcher calculated an ANOVA to detect diffexenc survey question 14
based upon grade level taught. The mean factor score rokmtigry school teachers
(M=2.880) produced a significant difference from that of r@dschool teachers (M=
3.3936) and high school teachers (M=3.4493) at the 95 % confidater®al. The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 50.
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Table 50

Analysis of Variance of Survey Question 14 Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 14.945 7.473 18.402
Within Groups 235 95.429 .406

Total 237 110.374

F (2,235) = 18.402 p< .05

M1=2.8800, M2=3.3936,M3=3.4493

The researcher evaluated the effect of grade level tauggitms of the degree of
stress caused by salary concerns. An Analysis oaNee (ANOVA) was conducted to
determine the effect of grade level on the salary factdhe calculated descriptive
statistics found a mean salary score for 75 elemet¢achers of 2.7867, with a standard
deviation of .74059. The mean salary score for 94 middleo$d¢bachers was 2.3763,
with a standard deviation of .69021. The mean salary $oof& high school teachers
was 2.5286 with a standard deviation of .73665 Table 51 illustrheesldscriptive

statistics of data of total stress scores for eleamgniiddle and high school teachers.
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Table 51

Descriptive Statistics of Salary by Grade Level

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Elementary 75 2.7867.74059

Middle 93 2.3763 .69021

High School 70 2.5286 .73665

Total 239 2.5504 .73747

The researcher calculated an Analysis of VarianrBdQVA) to detect any
significant differences at a 95% confidence intervaltodss caused by salary concerns
based on grade level taught. The mean salary scoreraéstary teachers (M=2.7867)
produced a significant difference from that of middlecstheachers (M= 2.3763). The

researcher’s findings are presented in Table 52
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Table 52

Analysis of Variance Salary Score by Grade Level

Source of Variation Df Sum of Squareblean Square F
Between Groups 2 7.037 3.519 6.786
Within Groups 235 121.857 519

Total 237 61.339

F (2,235) = 22.550, p< .05

M1=2.7867, M?=2.3763,M3=2.5286

Research Question 3: To What Degree Does the OccuplaStress of Teachers Vary

Based on Gender?

The researcher analyzed the effect of gender in termshe degree of
occupational stress experienced by teachers and the impgender on factors that
contribute to or mitigate the sources of stress. Inag@et T tests were conducted to
determine the effect of gender on perceived levels o$sstr@he calculated descriptive
statistics found a mean stress score for 55 male)@13, with a standard deviation of
.25277. The mean stress score for 184 females was 3.1171, stéhdard deviation of
.28733. Table 53 illustrates the descriptive statistics of afdiatal stress scores for male
and female teachers.

Table 53

Descriptive Statistics of Total Stress Scores by Gender

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Total Stress for Males 55 3.071325277
Total Stress for Femalesl84 3.1171 .28733
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The researcher calculated an independent T-test tondeéerany significant
differences at a 95% confidence interval of total steswes of teachers based on
gender. The mean stress score of male teachers (M=3.0id18dt differ significantly

from that of female teachers (M= 3.1171). The researcliedings are presented in

Table 54.
Independent T Test of Total Stress by Gender

T Sig.(2-tailled Mean Difference Std. Error Difference
Stress by Gender-1.065 .288 -.04582 .04300

t(237) = -1.065,n.s.
Table 55 shows the mean scores of the each categgendér according to the

four scales of empowerment, workload, discipline/motoratind salary.

Table 55

Mean Scale Scores by Gender

Empowerment  Workload Discipline/MotivatiorSalary
Male 2.8364 2.6473 2.9955 2.4909
Female 2.8883 2.7804 2.9185 2.5683

The researcher sought to examine the effect of gendethendegree of
empowerment reported by teachers by calculating an Indegemd&est using data
obtained from administered surveys. The calculated ipéiser statistics of the ten items
comprising the empowerment scale produced a mean scomeafes of 2.9152, with a
standard deviation of .34873, and a mean score for fema@9368, with a standard

deviation of .52160. The researcher’s findings are illustratéable 56.
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Table 56

Descriptive Statistics of Empowerment by Gender

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Male Empowerment 55 2.915234873
Female Empowerment184 3.0368 .52160

The researcher calculated an independent T-test tondeéerany significant
differences at a 95% confidence interval of empowerrseates of teachers based on
gender. The mean empowerment score of male teacher®.462) did not differ
significantly from that of female teachers (M= 3.0368heTresearcher’s findings are

presented in Table 57.

Table 57

Independent T Test of Empowerment Scale by Gender

T Sig.(2- Mean Std. Error
tailed Difference Difference
Empowerment by - .106 -.12168 .07494
Gender 1.624

t(237) = -1.624,n.s.

The researcher evaluated the degree of stress causenridgad, and sought to
determine if there was a difference based upon gendeindependent T Test was
calculated using data obtained from administered surveys. calculated descriptive
statistics of the five factors comprising the workloadle produced a mean score for
males of 2.6473, with a standard deviation of .56825, and a sweae for females of
2.7804, with a standard deviation of .59031. The descriptive stateste presented in

Table 58.
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Table 58
Descriptive Statistics of Workload by Gender
Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Male Workload 55 2.6473.56825
Female Workload 184 2.7804 .59031

The researcher calculated an independent T-test tondeéerany significant
differences at a 95% confidence interval of workloadesof teachers based on gender.
The mean workload score of male teachers (M=2.6473) didomatuce a significant
difference from that of female teachers (M= 2.7804je researcher’s findings are

presented in Table 59.

Table 59
Independent T Test of Workload Scale by Gender

T Sig.(2-tailled Mean Difference Std. Error Difference
Workload by Gender -1.480 .140 -.13316 .08996

t(237) = -1.480,n.s.
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The researcher examined the sources of teacher citessd by student discipline
issues and a lack of student motivation to identify werethere were differences in
perceived stress levels due to gender. An Independent Twasstalculated using data
obtained from administered surveys. The calculated gseristatistics of the four
factors comprising the discipline and motivation sgaleduced a mean score for males
of 2.9955, with a standard deviation of .49181, and a mean sedefales of 2.91854,
with a standard deviation of .51229. The descriptive statastepresented in Table 60.
Table 60

Descriptive Statistics of Discipline/Motivation by Gender

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Male Discipline 55 2.9955 49181
Female Discipline 184 2.91854 .51229

The researcher calculated an Independent T Test tot dabgc significant
differences at a 95% confidence interval of concernsrdega student discipline and
motivation based on gender. The mean student disciplinenatiglation score of male
teachers (M=2.9955) did not produce a significant differdrara that of female teachers

(M= 2.9185). The researcher’s findings are presented ire &bl

Table 61
Independent T Test of Student Discipline/Motivation Scale by Gender
T Sig.(2- Mean Std. Error
tailed Difference Difference
Discipl./Motivation by .987 .325 .07698 .07802

Gender

t(237) = .987,n.s.

The researcher evaluated the degree of stress causealaby cncerns, and

sought to determine if there was a difference based upaegetn Independent T Test
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was calculated using data obtained from administeredysurVée calculated descriptive
statistics comprising the salary factor produced a meaire dor males of 2.4909, with a
standard deviation of .74219 and a mean score for femal2H@83, with a standard
deviation of .73715. The descriptive statistics are presem{Eable 62.

Table 62

Descriptive Statistics of Salary Scale by Gender

Statistic N Mean Standard Deviation

Male Discipline 55 2.4909.74219
Female Discipline 184 2.5683 .73715

The researcher calculated an Independent T Test tot dabgc significant
differences at a 95% confidence interval of concergarting salary based on gender.
The mean salary score of male teachers (M=2.4909) didpraxtuce a significant
difference from that of female teachers (M= 2.5683) researcher’s findings are

presented in Table 63.

Table 63

Independent T Test of Salary Factor by Gender

T Sig.(2-tailled Mean Difference Std. Error Difference

Salary by Gender-.682 .496 .07740 11353

t(237) = -.682,n.s.

Summary

The researcher investigated the sources of occupasivaas experienced by
teachers. Surveys were administered to public schodi¢ememployed by a school
system in the southeastern region of the United Stabesdata obtained from the
surveys examined specific sources of job stress; salarnkload, student discipline and
motivation and empowerment and collegiality conceidascriptive statistics were

calculated to evaluate the mean and standard deviatieacifdér scores obtained that
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related to total degree of stress and stress due to foutifielg scales; empowerment,
workload, student discipline and motivation, and salargchesearch question was

analyzed using inferential statistical methods.

The first research question pertained to teacher stneshow it varied based on
years of teaching experience. A Correlation study waslected to determine if there
was a relationship between stress and work experiertoe data did not support a
significant relationship between the independent and depevaleables. Teachers

experienced varying degrees of stress at all levels df qerience.

The second research question evaluated how teachersires] based upon
grade level taught. Grade level was identified as elemgntaddle and high school.
Inferential statistics were calculated using an Analg$ivVariance (ANOVA). The data
obtained indicated there was a significant differenagverall degree of stress based on
grade level. The data also indicated a significaneiifice in all survey scales;

empowerment, workload, discipline/motivation and salary.

The third research question pertained to the relatiotdtypeen teacher stress
and gender. Inferential statistics were calculated usingdependent T Test to
determine if occupational stress among teachers vargadilzan gender. The data did not

support a significant difference in stress levels basegender.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Stress not only impacts individual teachers, but alsztafthe efficient operation
of the school. Teachers who experience stress duertnsextfactors such as low salary
or excessive workload must find coping strategies or sekeahefit of intrinsic factors
of teaching to offset the causes of stress. Develggosdive relationships with parents,
teachers and administrators can provide a sense of coitgrthat not only encourages
excellence in teaching but also helps to mitigate thnfgebf stress. Alternatively, a
limited sense of collegiality among colleagues, anatsfactory relationships with
parents and students can contribute to further job difssaten and stress. Causes of
work stress are often the reasons given by teacheestiier leaving their current
positions in favor of other teaching assignments, or leatadield of education
altogether. Research has shown that it is veryyctusteplace such teachers and there is
not an unlimited supply of qualified teachers to serveepmcements.

The researcher’s intent was to obtain data examihmgffect of specific work
related stress factors that may impact the effeatisgenf classroom teachers. The data
provided insights into causes of work stress that decisakers at the school or system
level may use to better plan professional developrmppbrtunities to assist teachers in
managing job stress and maximizing organizational effecs®&n

This study addressed the following overarching researchi@ueso
what degree do teachers experience occupational stféssfollowing sub questions

were also considered:
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1. To what degree does the level of occupationalstieteachers vary based on years
of teaching experience?
2: To what degree does the level of occupationalsteteachers vary based on grade
level taught?
3: To what degree does the level of occupational stfésschers vary based on gender?

Upon receiving approval from the Superintendent of a s@ystém in the
southeastern region of the United States and the GeBagithern University
Institutional Review Board, The researcher admirester survey and the resulting data
was analyzed according to the different categoriesegstfound in the review of
literature. Using the Statistical Package for the &&xiences (SPSS), the data was
analyzed using descriptive and inferential statisticahois.

Analysis of Research Findings

The researcher examined sources of occupational atressy certified teachers
to determine if there were commonalities or differerizased on years of experience,
grade level taught or gender. In response to the overarchisgjoque what degree do
teachers experience work related stress, the reseatetected an overall mean stress
score of 2.0652, with a range of 4.02, a minimum score @ma&ximum score of 4.82
and a standard deviation of .36633. These findings suggest ttfanea this study
experienced moderate stress. Sources of stress wéegatadtby factors that produced a
sense of empowerment and collegiality.

The first sub question pertained to teacher stress@mdt lvaried based on years
of teaching experience. A correlation study was conductddteymine if there was a

relationship between stress and work experience. Thadahhot support a significant
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relationship between the independent and dependent vari@bbeshers experienced

varying degrees of stress at all levels of work experience

The second research question evaluated how teachersires] based upon
grade level taught. Grade level was identified as elemgntaddle and high school.
Inferential statistics were calculated using an Analg$iVariance (ANOVA). The data
obtained indicated there was a significant differenaevaerall degree of stress based on
grade level. The data also indicated a significaneuiifice in all survey scales;

empowerment, workload, discipline/motivation and salary.

The third research question pertained to the relatiotstypeen teacher stress
and gender. Inferential statistics were calculated usingdependent T Test to
determine if occupational stress among teachers varssdilen gender. The data did not

support a significant difference in stress levels basegender.

Discussion of findings

The researcher sought to determine if there were eliféers in the degree of
teacher stress based on years of experience, gratiealeyet and gender. A study by
Anhorn (2008) suggested that new teachers had inadequate timeediay to complete
work and plan appropriate instruction, while Smethem arelyA8005) suggested that
excessive workloads did not allow time for novice teasto differentiate instruction,
develop strong relationships with pupils, manage thercassand caused them to bring
home excessive amounts of work. Reig, Paquette and(20@n) cited parent
interactions as extremely stressful for novice teesshend Schlichte, Yssel, and Merbler

(2005) determined that limited or poor relationships withroglsbool professionals
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caused novice teachers to leave the profession. $hktsref the researcher’s study
contradicted those findings. The 9.1 percent of the sawimdeidentified themselves as
having taught from zero to three years did not producésivess scores that

significantly differed from those of more experienceatcteers. No correlation was found
to exist between total stress scores and years of pdriexce. Data analysis also did not
indicate a correlation between the scale scoretedeia empowerment, workload,

salary and student discipline and motivation and yearsparence.

A study conducted by Gold and Batchelor ( 2001) sought to dekeifrfactors
such as gender and grade level taught were determinamtgsimg burnout among
teachers. The study concluded that there was no redatphbetween genders or grade
level taught and perceived feelings of stress. The findhgss study support Gold and
Bachelor's research in relation to gender. Independd@msts did not determine any
significant differences among male and female teacheotal degree of perceived stress
or among the individual factors that cause or mitigatess. This study did however
contradict Gold and Batchelor (2001) in terms of grade kexejht. An Analysis of
Variance did determine a significant difference in teted¢ss as well as significant
differences in the scales related to empowermentysalark load and student discipline

and motivation among elementary, middle school and lugbad teachers.

Several factors contribute to a perception of worteel stress. Austin, Shah and
Muncer (2005) examined causes of workplace stress among hal sedichers, and
identified causes of stress such as excessive worklogdrpt®n and hours worked
outside of school. Additional studies identified theneasources of stress for regular

education and special education teachers (Smethem and 288y, Anhorn, 2008;
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Barmby, 2006; and Billingsley, Carlson, and Klein, 2004). Tleeipus studies concur
with the findings of this study. Teachers indicatechlsgores in survey responses to the
workload scale. Teachers at all three grade levelssrstudy indicated that routine
duties and paperwork impeded their ability to do their jod,teachers in all grade levels
indicated that they often brought work home to compkdelitionally, the researcher
found that elementary school teachers perceived theesstl have greater workloads
than did high school teachers, and the correspondiegsstcores were higher for

elementary teachers than high school teachers whicipated in this study.

Issues relating to mandated local and state testingdemreassociated with
teacher stress in previous studies. Brown, Ralph andli#nefB002) indicated that
teachers endure performance anxiety when implementinguewulum initiatives due
to lack of professional development, adequate funding arasanmable time frame for
implementation. Reig, Paquette and Chen (2007) asserteghtkatphasis on improving
upon prior years’ test scores can cause undue stressufzalyito novice teachers. In this
study, the researcher’s findings indicate that middlehaga school teachers do
experience moderate stress due to local and state tesgingements. A mean score of
2.77 out of a maximum value of four was obtained in resptm$no questions relating

to concerns about local and state testing.

Being paid an adequate salary for performance is a degantrof satisfaction
with one’s job. This correspond s with Herzberg’s Mation-Hygiene Theory, which
stated that a large salary may not be a key determifigolb satisfaction; however it can
be a source of job dissatisfaction. Workers mustbelthey are being paid a fair wage

for their effort in order to perform more efficientl@gens, 2004). The researcher’s
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findings indicated that elementary teachers weredassfied with their current salary
than were middle or high school teachers Prior stuslipport the findings of this study
that suggests low pay is a key source of stress assvaltlatermining factor for
dissuading individuals from pursuing a career in teachinggamirig the education field
(Leiman, Murdock & Waller, 2008; Barmby, 2006, Wilhelm, Dewh8atellis and

Parker, 2000).

Issues relating to student behavior and motivation prodbeeiidghest
stress scores of all individual factors in this study. Mdwealyzing responses by grade
level, middle school teachers identified the greategtedeof stress due to a lack of
motivation by students. These findings support earlieresualy Liu and Meyer (2005)
and Brown Ralph and Brember (2002) which suggested that pomatiert and a lack
of discipline were factors that contributed to feelinfjsteess. These findings also
support research conducted by Geving (2007) which indicated thativaredtstudents
who don’t meet performance goals cause teachers to emperstress, and a study by
Yoon (2002) that identified the importance of developing ngfistudent teacher

relationships in order to decrease the behavior problethe iclassroom.

A sense of empowerment has been cited as a factanitigates stress. Jepson
and Forrest (2006) examined the relationship between dergth of teacher service,
grade level taught, and achievement orientation, and dexirthat there was no
correlation between stress length of service , andegevel taught. While this study
supports the findings that length of service is not a gtpsadictor of stress, it
contradicts Jepson and Forrest’s findings regarding taBamship between stress and

grade level taught. The researcher’s findings indicatestlbatentary teachers scored
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higher than did middle or high school teachers in tesfsserall empowerment.
Zembylas and Papanastasiou (2005) suggested that professiwihl, gtatus and
decision making opportunities are key determinants in thelation between
empowerment and job satisfaction, while Inman and Ma(k004) identified a
relationship between professional prestige and supmont larents and other
stakeholders and workplace autonomy The researcher’admdidicate that elementary
teachers scored higher than did middle or high schodi¢esin terms of overall
empowerment, and indicated they were more satisfiddtivt degree of involvement in
school decisions, felt better supported by administratmg were most satisfied with
professional opportunities afforded to them. Despite sgdvigher on the empowerment
scale, elementary teachers in this study demonstratedesiall higher stress score than
did their middle or high school counterparts. This sugdbhatsa feeling of empowerment
is not enough to offset the factors that contributeress such as excessive workload,
student discipline and motivation concerns and a sdlatyis not commensurate with the

workload.

Conclusions

The researcher has concluded from this study thateemexhibit a moderate
degree of occupational stress. Stress is present aeecitets at all levels of experience,
and no differences exist in stress levels based on lefg#rvice or based on gender.
Differences in stress levels were identified based adagytevel taught, with elementary
school teachers exhibiting higher levels of stress tithmaldle school or high school

teachers.
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The results of this study suggest that despite a greatee ®f empowerment, a
heavy workload is a key determinant in causing stress.élaarcher believes that the
daily demands placed on elementary teachers includirgegrehysical care of students
and very little time in the day to complete neces$zggon planning and preparation
leave teachers feeling more stressed out. While middt@o$and high school teachers
identified student discipline issues and concerns aboutateehtesting as key stressors,
there is planning time during the day to prepare lessonsharelare far fewer duties
and responsibilities as compared to elementary teachéesresearcher believes that
having enough time during the work day to carry out required ddtiereby eliminating

the need to take work home enables teachers to festiessed in their job.

Implications

Teacher education courses and professional developnienhg$ often include
topics such as the nature and need of learners, hdiffeentiate to meet the needs of
all students, and why education must be equitable to alhdiutecessarily equal. The
researcher believes the same principles must be dpptien considering how best to
support the educational system’s most valuable assetdbkdr workforce. The
findings of this study suggest that teachers experiecogpational stress. The fact that
no differences exist based on years of experience andgealicate that stress exists for
both male and female teachers at all levels of expegie Differences in stress levels
were observed among teachers based upon grade level taughes€archer believes
that this indicates that there is not a one sizeafitapproach that will work to help
reduce stress among the workforce. The factors thatmtayate feelings of stress such

as empowerment, collegiality and stakeholder supporthraag a varying effect based



116

on job demands. Administrators must take the timedtly understand the concerns of
their staff members in order to find ways to reduce ttessors that affect them. The
researcher believes that school systems must supparedus of teachers in order to
maintain an efficient and effective workforce who apeto the challenge of educating a
diverse student population. In the current economicraeali which teachers are being
asked to work harder, deal with increased class sizes aadtaeduced salaries due to
furlough days, it is even more imperative that schooliagstrators address the needs of
their teachers in order to maintain a healthy productmkiarce that is able to meet the

needs of their students.

Recommendations

1.Further research should be conducted to evaluate the effénet economic

downturn on issues such as salary and workload.

2.Further research should be conducted to examine stresssfatspecial education

teachers as compared to general education teachers.

3.Further research should be conducted to examine the sofistesss among

private and public school teachers.

Dissemination

The researcher plans to share the results of thig stitid the Superintendent of
Schools of the surveyed school district. The reseansfil also share this study with
other educators who have expressed an interest in seeinggtlits of this study upon its

completion. A copy of the dissertation will be dable at the Georgia Southern
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University Zach S. Henderson Library. The dissertatdhalso be accessible through

the GALILEO Interconnected Library Universal Catalogamelectronic format.
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[1. Teacher Stress

This survey is designed to assess the level of stress that you are under in your job as a teacher, and to help us
understand the underlying causes. The results of this survey will help us determine how to better support teachers in the
classroom. The survey is very brief and should only take a few minutes to complete.

1. The school administrations's behavior toward the staff is supportive and

encouraging.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

2. | am satisfied with my teaching salary.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

3. | feel frustrated because of discipline problems in my classroom.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

4. | receive support from parents for the work that | do.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

5. | feel frustrated having to monitor student behavior.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

6. Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my job of teaching.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

7. My principal enforces school rules for student conduct and backs me up when | need
it.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

8. | worry about the security of my job because of the performance of my students on

state or local tests.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?
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9. In this school, staff members are seldom recognized for a job well done.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

10. There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the staff members at my school.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O ‘ O

agree or disagree?

11. Staff or district content assessments have had a positive influence on my

satisfaction with teaching.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

12. | feel frustrated because some students would do better if they tried.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

13. | feel my workload is just about right.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

14. | feel frustrated attempting to teach students who are poorly motivated.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

15. | often must bring work home to complete it.
Storngly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

16. | am dissatisfied with the amount of training available to me at my job.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

17. There are not enough opportunities for my colleagues and me to assist and support

one another.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

18. | would like more input regarding decisions made at my school.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O Q Q O

agree or disagree?
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19. | am satisfied with the amount of professional development opportunities available

to me at work.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

20. | feel frustrated when my authority is rejected by students and/or administration.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you Q O O O

agree or disagree?

21. | am satisfied with my involvement in important decisions made at my school.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

22. | like being a teacher at this school.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

To what extent do you O O O O

agree or disagree?

* 23. What grade level do you teach?

© elementary school @ middle school @ high school
* 24. How many years have you been employed as a teacher?

@ 0-3 years

@ 4-7 years

@ 8-11 years

@ 12-15 years
@ 16-19 years
@ 20 or more years

* 25. Please specify your gender.

@ male
@ female
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