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) years. The a;m:hors of these articles frequencly state that teaching

is a very stressful occupation. However, less than 30 percent of

"results that can accui'ately duomtrate that teachers are stressed.
B
- This study investigated the relationships among the stressors,

- symptoms of atress, coping strétegiea and denogtaphic variables of

teachers.

Two questionnaires were used in this stuéy The Sources of

Teacher Strede Survey (SOTSS) was develaped to provide data sbout

the respondents' pereeived stressora, coping strategies and

;denographic variablea. The.SYIpto's of Stress Inventory (SOSI)

was used to measure the respt;qdénts' symptoms or intensity of stress.
There Heﬁre 114 teachers who reéumed booklets with usable data.
There were 53 males, 61 females; 54 elementary teachers m‘
secondary teachers. 7

@

Pearson corrglation coefficient analyses, independent t-tests. ) .

or ANOVA procedures with a Retmsn—leuls post hoc colparison vere

uged to 'ana(lyze the results of the two questionnaires. There were

significant relationships among various teacher chﬁracteristicav,

teaching conditions, ihdividual perceived streésers, and the iajor




perceived teaching stressors and the main symptoms of stress.

There were no significant relstionships betwsen the major perceived

teaching stressors and the main symptoms of stress experienced by =~~~
teachers. The first three conclusions were that teschers who

experienced three or more overt negative student reactions, who

were absent due to sickness Yn the previcus year, or who perceived

teaching as very or extremely stresaful, experiencedrnnre stress

than their peers. Teaching a class of 36 or more students is likely P
to be stressful for most teachers. Teachers are likely to perceive

more stressors: when the class size is above 30; vhen staff meetings

or when a principal does not show definite leadership. Implications

of these results are provided in relation to various levels of the
teaching profession and the British Columbia education system.

Directions for future research also are proposed.
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Ehh Problem '

Introduction ' R -

Stress has been a subject of increasinq concern in the nedazn
western world,since the heginning of’the tnnntieth century As the '

pace of life quickens, modern 1ndiv1duals are faced with a greater

- _frequency. otgdally;euents,toLuhichgthaygnmst,react1Agsinceurnactiongtof_7b77mh4744;;

o - S VI PV

Vevents nay result in stxess to 1nd1v1duals, Eliot (iéfQ), Pelletier

(1977), Woolfork and Richardson (1978) suggest that the  peEntieth

_century individuals are subjected to more stressors than their predecessors

due to the dvaily"‘increaéed frequency of events.

~ One aspect of stress in~the tnenti;th century that has been investi-~
gated is job stfessors. Authors suchii§5Che§niss (1980), Maslach anﬁ -
Jackson (198l1), and Veninga and Sprédley (1981) find increasing evidence " !

that job stressors are prevalemt in the,hglping‘professionskof 'pecple-

work’'. Some of the helping profeasionals involved in "people-work'
are poverty lawyers, physicians, prison personnal, social uelfaze workers

(Maslach, 1976), connsellors and teachers (Cherniss, 1980). In the last

~ two decqﬂes,‘considerable—opinion-based literature has been written about

stress in the teachxng profession. Research—based literature on teachinqv
stressors is minimal and confined largely to Great Britain and the Unifed

States. However, much of the literature indicates that teachlng today is

stressful but more research is needed to support or refute the opinion.

Although there are stressors in all jobs, not all peopl ev:l.eua

situation as a stressor (Albrecht, 1979; McQuade & Aikman, 1974). For

example, Mr. Smith may become mad when there is'gn integoan—interrupéion

s bt 4

while he is teaching a math lesson. On the other hand, Ms. Michael qﬂy




" the. person- does-not- cope -effectively withit, .. . . - e

.

_is very little Canadian research on teacher stress, this investigation .

not care about the same intercom interruption to her math lessoﬁ;
Purthermore, people react differently to different Situations. For
instance, Mr. Smith may not be bothered by;rﬁsh hour but Ms. MichaelAmay%
become very tense when driving home during rush hour. Thesy two sets of
examples illustrate that different people perceive things differentl&

and that a situation becomes a stressor when it bothers a person and when

Rationale for the Investigation

'~ The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the relationships among

the perceived sources of teacher stress, the symptoms of teacher stress,

the coping strategiés of'taachers and demographic variables such as

teacher age and experience. There are four major reasons for conducting

this investigation. First, the results of this investigation should add

~

to the limited data-base on teacher stress research. Second, since there i

should produce data for Canada, and, more specifically, for British B 5
Columbia. Third, the results of thiéiinVastigation"nay,pro;ide”ﬁseful'" R S
information for the school district in which the study was conducted. 7 S ‘
Finally, the results_of the synptomsigf teacher streés may help to deter- ‘
mine how stressful teaching is by identifying teachers who are experiencing

more stress than their peers and which téachingvconditions are likely to

-

produce more stress. These roaso:;\sia=e1aborited below. ’ i " ‘ : | .

" Although much has bsen written about teacher stress in the last two i

k3

decades, most of the literature has been opinion-based. 1In a Teview of’

teacher stress, literature, Hiebert and Parber (1983) noted that “70.4% of




(1980) states that
Some surveys indicate 90 percent of all teachers feel some
stress and 95 percent indicate the need for stress management

courses. Others estimate that teaching may be the third most

stressful occupation on earth, following air traffic

Trﬁch does not cite a reference to substantiate hisr second statement.

A

Personal contact with Truch ( Note 1) established Ll:hafz the statement

wrote that “air traffic control, sntqary and teaching are probably three

of the most potentially stressful occupations in the world® (p. 1). ‘'This
statement was also written in another article by Hunter (1977, p. 122).
In neither article does Hunter refer to any surveys that support herr‘

statement. As such, Truch's reference to surveys iﬁdicatihq "that v

teaching’ may be the third most stressful occupation" (1980, p. 1) GPPGats'

to be nis;gg@ipg. ) nesearchon teac:l)Qr at;egs Wghould produce accurate

'informati'on that may help to reduce misleading effects of‘v opinion- B
based literature. / -

Whiie there is an ahmdanceef opinion~based ntmmeo&uedwr
,, st-:re_s’s,' résearch-based material is more limited. Hiebert '\and Farber

(1983) found that only 29.6% of the literature reviewed was based on

vt

R

: mmmwmmly
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originates fg@;‘Ggeat Britain (Dunham, 1976, 1977, A1980, 19813. Kyriacou

rrtben b o da e 2= v s

& Sutcliffe, 1977, 1978a, 1978b, 1979; Rudd & Wiseman, 1962) and the

United States (Bloch, 1978; Brodsky, 1977; Cichon & EKoff, 1978; Coates

Y N . i L
& Thoresen, 1976} .- ;:anadianraseatch is exceedingly scarce and until
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‘ very: recently, has been lqueiy’restr;btéd to the minimal resetrchﬁ;m e 5
, by teachers’ federations such as re ch done for ‘the BCTF Ad Boc

PSRN

- .e'/ . . . - i

‘Committee on Stress (1980). !he author has not found any mtenaive
Canadian research that has heen conducted' to determine relationships
-among the pemeivedmrcee of teacher stress, the symptoms of teacher

stren, the coping* strategies of teachers, and the deuographic variables.

e Asa resuIt, Cawfsxr édﬁ&téffﬁfé*ﬁi@iﬂy dépeWWTnerfcan and I

Bn.tiah research. Since teaching conditions. m Can&da ~and more

- specifically in B. C., are, to a certein extent, ,different from either

supply relevant Canadian data and information. .

The third reason for this investigation is to obtain infertntion

that may be useful to a distinct populatiexi of teachers. 'n'tegr\oup of
teachers most likely to benefit from the investigation are thoge in

Chilliwack, B. C. where the investigation took place. Since half of the

teacher population was salpie& u?b of the sample participated, the
data fran the investigation wi:ll indicate the noet prevalent perceived

sources of teacher stresa in the district. !‘urthernore, relationships

. i
Lo s v b b i) e e
|

among the perce:.ved sources of teacher stress, the eyuptcns of teacher
atress, the coping ;tnteqiee of teachez:s, and the de-nqraphic miahles
‘will be identlfied’ Thus, the data and the relationahips found will

\ldentify aspects of the tam:hing pmfession !}Qﬂaullutack thet need to be

addreased ttLpossibly reduce the sources and symptm ot teacher stress.

=

Concelvably, some of the mfomt:.on Gained frcp the data and relat;on-

ships may mvolve no financial expenditures to institute, b\’zt may only

necessitate change in habits of the te&chers, ‘the pr.uu:ipals and/or

- district mmstration staff., An-aexmle night be that the perceived .

L]
“
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rating of staff meetings of 1.5 hours or leés might receive a low stress

rating from mostlof\thg respohdentsf So, staff:;eetingg qf 1?5 #qgrélr .
or less would appear to be not stressful. H;uever,'the perceived stress
rating of meetings ingﬁxcess of 1.5 hours might receive a high stress |
rating from most of the fespondents and so would aPéeaz.to berstrassfﬁl
No expendltures would be nacasséry to encourage principals to keep staff
: mtzngs “toa mnfim T e s e e e :*;f S
| TheAflnal re;s;; f&;“ . 7Hi;§é§tigatlon ofrteacherﬂgﬁfeﬁéris‘to -

compare data from the perceived sources of teacher stress, from the

hic variables. Most dat&-based research

used by teachers, w1th

to date has 1dent1f1ed the perceiyed sources of teacher stress. Some

researchers have made colpazisons tween the perceived sources of

teacher stress and demographic variables such as teaching experience.
N R o

However, very few researchers have investigated the relationships among

that of the perceived sources of teacher stress, the coping strategies of
of teachers; the 1nten31ty of stress experienced as demonstrated by

physxologlcal behavioral or cognitive symptons of stress, and demo-

3

f ‘graphic variables. Consequently,,studles may show that certain teaching

situations and certain groups of situations are perceived to be stressful
by téachers_aﬂd\sagreby conclﬁge that teaching is a stressful dccupation.
" The conclusion, hawevgr;‘could be inaccurate as teacher perception af

stress only has been measured. That is, there could be numerous po-

“w

tential stressors that the teachers are coping with quite adequateiy and

s

therefore are not stress producing. By including a measure of the inten-

°

sity of stress, this investigation should help to determine how stressful

teaching is by identifying'teacherg who are .experiencing more stress
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than their peers and teaching conditions that may produce stress.

- age oifreseaxch—bésed—rlitex:atuxet;—m;esuitsrrﬁmmmmﬁionr—mf———

may help to reduce the misleading effects of some opinion-based |

For example, perhaps teachers who teach a split grade class, such as a

Grade 5/6 split, haée more s&nptons of stress than their fellow teachers,

-

If so, then teachers of split grade classes are likely to be more

stressed than their peers. : : ¢

In conclusion, this investigation was initiated because of a short-

literature. Furthermore, the results will supply relevant Canadian

Wﬂ:?:fjjWﬂ_datagand4informatinn4445nza4specifica11y+4Lhegihygstigation4may;idgﬁtifv

aspects of the teaching professioﬁ in Chilliwack that could be addressed

_ to possibly reduce the intensity of teacher stress within the district.-

Finaily, since much of the current research deals only with the
relationships of the perceived sources of teacher stress, the inclusion

of the measure of the intensity of teacher stress, of the coping

~accurately determine how stressful teaching is to. certain groups of

with stress, the survey of literature énﬂ the hypotheses.

strategies of teachers and of the éaaographic variables should more

4

teachers,

Organization of the Thesis

This thesis contains five chapters. Chapter I giyes an overview of
the problem and provides a rationale for the importancé_qf the investi-
gation. Chapter II -contains.working definitions of terminbldgy dealing

i 0

éhaptar III

outlines the research nefhodoioéy and discusses the development of one

of the instruments utilized. Chapter IV presents the results of the

statistical analyses. Chapter V is devoted to the discussion of the

findings, conclusions and implications of the study.



“(Butt, 1980; Edgerton, 1977; rLandsmann, 1978; Leffingwell, 1979; Pattavina,

LITERATURE REVIEW OF STRESS AND TEACHER STRESS

Stress research is confounded by the many different definitions of the

concept of stress (Benson, 1976a; Brodsky, 1977; Cox, 1978; Mason, 1975;
Pelletier, 1977). The variety of definitions of the concept of stress is
further complicated in the research of teacher. stress where some authors

1980) cite few, if any, references on the general concept of stress. This

chapter contains an overview of the controversy of defining stress, the

R i
i
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r s

o et st

ATk Ty i AL e g

include the env1ronmeﬁ§21/;nd personal agpects of the concept of stress and
of teacher stress. Finally, the hypotheses for this thesis will be listed,

followeddby a brief summary of the chapter.

e

The Concept of Stress

the coﬂcept of stress is poorly defined and so the concept is elusive (Cox,
19785. BeQ§on (1976a) states that the word stress is frequently "ill-
defined and overusea,Ameaning different’ things to différent people” {(p. 39).
Pelletier (1977) finds that the word stress is used loosely and that
although everyone is aware of it, we have difficulty definihg stréss.

Howard, Cunningham, and Rechnitzer (1978) write that “"the word stress is a
. . /

, |
much maligned and very imprecise term"™ (p. 22). Brodsky (1977) feels that

moae$3~of"stfess:aﬁé:the:deffnftzcﬂs=aseé:1n>thfs~theS$s; 4¥he:eha§ter:w1i; *‘**ﬂ“***ﬁ#*

1 et et A Mt

B

U

the deflnltlons of stress tend to be circular whlch are a result of people

"using the word to describe many very different states. For instance, some

states are pleasant while other states are unpleasant. Cofer and Apbley

(1964) give another possible reason for the imprecise definition of stress.

7.
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__ These aythors suggest that "it is as though, when the word stress came into

vogue, each'investigator who had begn wé??ing with a concept he felt was
closely related, substituted the word stress for it and continued igp his 
same line of investigation® (p; 449).7 Cox (1978) believes that the concépt
of stress is underétood by many peoplé when defined in general terms. ~
However, whén stress is defined more preciéely, few people undersfand it.
ﬁééon {1975) trigsAtb’éé}?é"fhé‘diiéﬁma of the IOOBé'aéfiﬁitioquf’stressW" T
by cautiéning that the word shbuld be used sparingly and that stress should

be defined each time it is used.

T st T K broader analysisTofthe ways inwhich—stress-—has—been-defined—is
" discussed by Coyne and gazarus (1980). These authors suggest that there
have been fundamental changes in the last 30 years regarding the manner in
which stress has been concéptualized. Cox {1978) and Lazarus (1969) divide"
the fundamentaivchanges invtézlfonceptualization of stress into response-

based, stimulus-baséd, and interactional models and definitions of stress.

. _ —~

These basic models and definitions of stress will now be discussed in detdﬁl‘

= _
and will be followed by the definition of stress used by the author in this

thesis. Finally, there will be a brief discussion of the terms stressor and
pressure concluding with the author's definitions ofrikese two terms.

Models and Definitiens of Stress

S

S : >

Response-based model. In the response-based model, stress is the dependenf

variable and is defined as a person's respoﬁse, or patterns of responses, to a
noxious or environmental disturbance (Cox, 1978). Physiologically, the response, _

or stress, is displayed in the symptoms a person exhibits. For example, a

=

continuous noise at work would be the environmental disturbance and the

individpg;[§ resgltiqgrbeadache or ulcer% would be viewed as the stress.

An adaptation of Cox's {1978) response-based stress model is showg in
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Figure 1. Response-based Stress Model (Adapted from Cox, 1978, p. 4).

&y

One of the initiators of the concept of stress in the 1930's and one

of the most influential proponents of the response-based definition of streés

is Hans Selye. Selye's (1976) most recent definition of stress is "the.

nonspecific response of the body to any demand, whether it is caused by, or
results in, pleasant or unpleasant conditions"

that use the response-based model and definition of stress are Howard et al.

(p. 74).

A group of authors

that our body makes to conditions it finds disturbing™ (p. 24).

Stimulus-based model.

In contrast to the response~based model and

definition of stress, the stimulus-based model defines the disturbing environ-

mental stimulus as stress rather than as the response (Cox, 1978; Lazarus,

1969). Using the same example of a continuous noise at work, the noise or

stimulus is viewed as stress and a person's response of a headache or ulcers

is labelled as strain. Now stress is the indepi?dent variable and the ..

strain, or the response, becomes the dependent variable (Cox, 1978). The

r

stimilus-based model of stress is basically the engineering model of stress

and strain.

shown in Figure 2.

An adaptation of Cox's (1978) stimulus-based stress model is
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] . i s
Environment Individual
; Stress Strain
(Independent Variable) | — }-——3 | (Dependent Variable)
Stimulus — Response

Figure 2. Stimulus-based Stress Model (Adapted from Cox, 1978, p. 12).

Two authors use the stimulus-based definition and model of stress to

Social Readjustment Rating Scale of common social or life stress events.

This checklist is intended to predict the chances of a person becoming sick

~

as a result of the n r and type of stimulus events the person has

]
experienced in the previous two years. There are points that vary from a

low of 10 points for "minor violations of the law"” to a high of 100 points

for "death of a spouse™ (p. 216). A person with a high score has a greater

chance of becoming ill than one with a low score. Other authors use the
stimulus-based definition of stress in their discussions. Veninga and Spradley
(1981) defined stress as ™“anything that places an extra demand on you" (p. 16).
Benson (1976a) defines stress "as environmental conditions that require

. -
behavioral adjustment” {(p. 41).

Interactional model. The third definition and model of stress is

the interactional definition and model. 1In this model, stress results

from the complex interaction between the environment and a persoﬁ. Both

the response-based and stimulus-based models and definitions are used in

the interactional model and definition-~pecause stress is viewed as a com-

v ¢ =,
bination of the person's interpretation of the environmental stimulus and

-

alsc of the person's response to the stimulus. The interactional model and

4



linear, the interactional model is cyclical since this model contains

defiqition differ from the response-based and stimulus-based models and

definitionsin four distinct ways. First, the interactional definition

includes the person's perception of the stimulus which is based on the
person's attitudes and traits, past experience, and needs (Cooper, 1981;
Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978a). Second, the interactional model of stress

contains a person's cognitive appraisal or judgement of threat of the

potentially/stressful stimulus and of the person's ability tofcope'(Cooper, -

1981; Cox, 1978}. Stress.qccurs if there is an "imbalance between the
perceived demand and the person's perception of his capability to meet that
response to the perceived stress. The response consists-of physiological,
emotional, cognitive and behavioral changes in the person. Tﬁesekfour
changes may be involved %n the response-based and stimulus-based definitions
but are not clearly delineated as these changes.are in the inte;actiohal

-

model. Finally, whereas the response-based and stimulus-based models are

feedback components (Cox, 1978). For instance, .if a person's coping response

to a situation is inadequate, then this response may affect the person's
perceived ability: to cope which may then increase the imbalance between the

perceived demand and the person's perc;ption of his or her capability to

meet that demand. - An adaptation of Cox's interactional model of stress is

shown in Figure 3.

— e e N
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Althouﬁh the response-based, stimulus-based and interactional

e b ;.‘*jg,i-ﬁ
1

définitions and models of stress are currently in use, the interactional

definition and model is the ﬁost rece;tly developed an is becoming more-
widély used in the research of stress. One of the earliest developers of
the interactional coﬁéépt of stress is Richard Lézarus{ Lazarus and

Launier (1978) define stress as "any event in which environmental or internal

demands (or both) tax or exceed the adaptive resources-of- an-individual, - . -  -~- - -

social system, or tissue system” (p. 296). Woolfork and Richardson (1978)

write that "stress is a perception of threat or expectation of future discom-
. = ; ' :

fort that arouses, alerts, or otherwise activates the organism" (p. 9).. Ina . __

recent article Hiebert (1983) statg;sthét stfess is defined "as a

reaction occurring when thebdemands'bf a—~situation exceed a peison'é self-per-
ceived ability t;‘cope with tﬁe situation” (p. 54). In contrast to Selyé's
(1976) definition of stress and the.Social Readjustment Rating Scale

developed by Holmes and Rahe (1967) in-which people can experience stress as

e

R

a pleasant or unpleasant emotion, Hiebert claims that stress is experienced
only as an unpleasant emdtion.

An interactional definition‘of stress will be used for ﬁhé remainder Cf,
thié thesis.‘ Stress is defineahas a complex physiologiéal, cognitive aﬁd

n

behavioral response that occurs in a person when the person perceives that
4 ' ‘

the demands of a situation are greater than the person's perceived ability

+*o cope with the situation. The individual experiences the stress as an

unpleasant emotion. This definition is cémpatible with the interactional

model of stress shown in Figure 3.

& bk ettt ot et e

l/stressor and Pressure

1

|

The differentiation betweenithe—terms~stresserwand~pfessurewarewan~rw~ B e

:’w{t‘iﬁm-%f"*‘r" N
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important part of the concept of stress. These terms will now be discussed

. and defined.
Stressor and pressure refer to the environmental factors of stress

which place a demand on a person. Authors use the wérd stressor much more

R

frequently than pressure. In the literature survey for this thesis, 15

2
authors discussed and used only the term stressor; two authors discussed and

used only the term pressure; four authors discussed and used both terms. Until ‘. |
recently, stressor and pressure were used interchangeably. These words = Coa

referred to any environmental stimulus that resulted in a stress ‘response. 3
L
Recently, an 1mportant dlstlnctlon between stressor and pressure has been

made. Stressor refers to demands which create a stress response in a person
(Albrecht, 1979; Everly & Rosenfeld, 1981; Girdano & Everly, 1979).
Pressure refers to demands which do not create a stress response in a person

(Hiebert,>1983). Stressors and pressures may be internal, such as thirst,

>

///’

or external, such as a car driving towards you in your lane (Hiebert, 1983).

"’Stressors m@msmmﬂeﬁ or imagined {Hiebert, 1983)., For ——

example, thlrst is real if a person has been cross countrv skiing for three

hours without a drink. Thirst is imagined if a person had a long thirst-

S e e o

»

quenching drink 10 minutes earlier. .
i‘\-"_/ . . 13 a » ! I3 3 .
The definition of stressor in this paper is a demand which creates a
stress response in a person. Pressure will refer to a demand which does not

create a stress response in a person.

In summary, the concepts of stress, stressor and pressure have been

discussed and defined. Stress is defined as a complex phy51olog1cal, cognltlve

and behav1ora1 response that occurs in an individual when the person perceives

that the demands of a situation are greater‘than the person's perceived

* 5

ability to cope with the situation. Stress is an unpleasant response. A

Ty JOR P

e g e e
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Stressor and pressure may be internal or external, real or imagi

Environmental Factors

, . ; ; N
‘The three major environmental factors of stress are physical, social

»

and psychosocial stressors. These three major stressors will be discussed.

- ]

individually.

Physical stressors are "those aspects of the individual's immediate -

personal surroundings that cause him to be physically stressed or become

~ e U

anxioﬁs éboggrgéssibie consequences;’(hlbrecht, 1979, p.'l47f. These exter-
nal factors can include infections, drugs} shock therapy, exercise (Morse

& Furst, 1979), hurricanes (Gherman, 198l), extreme heat and cold
(Albrecht, 1979), noiSe, illumination, and humidity (éox,‘1978). Physical

7

stressors are natural events that occur \Lin excessive amounts and are the

Furst, 1979).

Social stressors .form the second major division of' envirohmental factors

of stress. Social stressors result from the interaction of an individual

with other people. Antdnovsky (1979) believes that all social environments

are stressful because individuals are competing for limited resources and

power. Furthermore, Antonovsky states that there is a gap between a society's

El

"goals and the person's method of achlev1ng the goals. No society has

-

L 4
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'Social. stressors can be unavoidable and traumatic. Some sogial stressors, '

stressors are less definite than phyéical or docial stressors because tﬁe» e

response is based more upon the person's attitudes, traits, past,ekperienée

%

Antonovsky ‘suggests that,ourxsoc;al environment is inevitably and-continually

v - Y

i

stressful. Groen and Bastiéans'(1975)_étatev“that the gost commoh stress

for man is the threatening actions or words of one or mére»of his fellow P "

men” (p. 30). Frequent social stressorg in the work environment invc}vé

8

interactions with one's boss, coworkers and éliegts\tAlbrecht, 1979). o - L

- £

such as the death of a spouse, can result in the death of the widowed partner

(Morse & Furst, 1979).. S -

-

’ﬁf"”Tﬁéjfﬁffﬁ*majoi;énVIronhehﬁai‘facﬁaf”ot*stfééElIS‘tﬁéipgYCh@SOCiaii474444T47477747

L]

stressors. Psychosocial stressors "are a function of the complex inter-

o~

action between social behavior and the way our senses and our minds -interpret

] - “

these behaviors" (Girdano ‘& Everly, 1979, pp. 52-53). Psychosocial

-

-

and needs. Psychosocial stressors are more dependent on the person's
. A o

perceptions of these stressors as being stressful than do physical or social

stressors. In the workplace, psychosocial stressors lead .to frustration, ,'

anger, anxiety, apprehension or other emotions derived from stress (Albrecht, -

1979). Some psYchosocial stressors at work'are'deadlines,'extréme accoun-
tability for high-risk taéks, ego risk such as fear of loss of. status,

expectation of disapproval from one's peers or one's superiors, and e c-
] - p pe ’

\

‘tations ofrf§iluref(Albrechtjglglsl,;ﬁksychosgcialﬁstressorsfaregﬁéually;the,h;ﬁgg,gm,

-

. - L : |
-most damaging' stressors as these can bealnduced and perpetuated by the person -

x DA
f e,

(Morse ‘& Furst$=3979).

Y

In the above discussion, the three major environmental stressors have

’

been differentiated. Physical stressors are usually the least damaging to a
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_Stressors appear to be perpetual, inevitable and result in a most extreme

‘respopse if trauhatic, The psychosoeial stqessors’seem'to bé most
'dependent on a person s 1nterpxetat10n ef a Qartlcular situation. Theser
stressors are less definite thdn the social or phy51cal stressors. The
psychesocia% stressors are esually tée qpst dameglngras these stressors.
“are the most-dependent on the way a person perceives a situation.

’

Personal Factors

»

In the interactional model Qf stress, the personal factors are the'

person's responses to a stressor. The three& responses to a Stressor are

physiological, cegnitiVe and behavioral in nature (Cox, 1978). - Cognitive
» - . - ‘ 4 y

‘%nd'behavipral responses to a stressor are identified as eoping respomnses

and can be s&mptpms of stress. Physiological responses to a stressor are also

a

identified as the:symptoms of stresg. The stress a person experiences can be
- R R E
, .

-

transitory or chronic depending on theilength~qf time the stressor exists

and on wa threatening the person perceives the stressor to be. The copihg

responses to a stressor and the symptoms of stress will now be discussed,.

COEl g. Coplng is the person' s’ strategies of adaptatlon to a stressor
{eooper, 1981; Pines, Aronson & Kafry, 1981; Southern & Smith, 1980) or

t)he‘ person's ac‘tion to eliminate a-stressor (Antonovsky, 1979; Dewe, Guest
& Wllllams, 1979; Lazarus, 1966)-. >In S0 deing, the person tries to return

to tpe former state of phy3101091cal cognitive and behavioral equilibrium

{Cox,1978; Southern & Smith,-1980). - Lazarus (1974) £finds that coping is

4T41arge1y4ant1c1patQry41n4naturerrrLazarusrstgteg that coplnq "is based on

cognitive activity 1nvolv1ng appralsal of the conditions. of threat and the

qgnsequences of the coping behavior” (1966,49. 28). For example, a person

anticipates that a situation will be threatening so the individual will
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‘develop a strategy to adapt to the perceived threatening situation or.to .

eliminate 1t The coping process inVOlves many acts and both the demandsrk

1.

and the person s coping strategies change as the interaction. between the -

person and the demand develops (Coyne & Lazarus, 1980). There are a W1de

B _ - - e ~
variety of coplng‘strategies,that are dependent on the env1ronmental demands,';‘
how the-demands are appraised, and on the indiv1dual s personallty (Lazarus, h .

"1974} ~For the remainder‘of*this paper, coping w111 berdefined as the——~mf<w~;~ra~~—

e - b - s - r'~—jf.'
:strategles a person uses to adapt to’ or overcome a stressor and so return T
. - =Y - Lo
- to a state of cognitive, behavioral and‘physiologlcal equiiibrium. LT »

~;e—f~71here appeariwtofbe two;mainfcdpingfstrategies to stressors, One;stfatEQyi:iﬁti

1s labelled dlrect action and the other is palllation (Cox, 1978; Dewe et’al., o
:’./( . i ".
"1972;‘Lazarus,~l974; Pines et al., 1961). - Direct»action is the person s
s ) . T e - S - M ’

behaviér‘that is uSed to'eliminate or control’the environmental stressor -

SERS - 7 : ‘

(Lazarus, '1966). The behav1or can be of several modes: prepuratlon against
. - N v L '

harm, aggression, and avoidanceg(and“inaction)“ (Cox, 978, Pe 79).'

Avoidance is the same as escape. These three types of behav1ors are similar

to Cannon 8 (1953)'T1ghtror—flight' response and tozthe attack -and retreat

of Selye s (1976) General Adaptatlon Syndrome. Palliatlon, the second

main coping strategy, "is'a matter of moderating the distress caused by the

experience of stress, and reducing its psychophySiological effects"'(Cox},
1978, p. 83). Palliation, or indirect action (Pines et al., 1981), is

divided into symptom—directed modes‘and;intrapsychic modes (Cox, 1978). In

Wsymptom—dlrected palliatlon, alcohol or- drugs and body-oriented techniques -

. e — g ——

1

such as transcendental meditation are used (Cox, 1978). Intrapsychlc

palliation consists of psychological defense actions such as detachment and

denial (Lazarus, 1974). Four factors influence the person s choice of coping

strategy to deal with a stressor. The four factors are: (a) the amount of




uncertainty; (b) the amount of threat; (c) the amount of helplessness; (d)

’ " the presence of conflict (Lazarus & Launier, 1978). S co- .
' Once the person cognitively appraiseé.the environment, selects and usés f\\\\vn
the coping strategy or strategies to eliminate or reduce the stressful

experience, the results are either effective or ineffective. If the coping .

strategy eliminates or reduces the stressful experience so it is no longer -

threatening, then the ccpinq'strategy is effective. For'exémple, Mr. Smith, - -

a téacher, may find that by 3:30 p.m. on most school days he has a tension
e . Ta i . ’ . R ’ '
.- headache,, is disorganized, is exhausted and worries about the next day of )

#

school. After analyzing the situation one weekend, Mr. Smith decides to .
organize his daily lessons in more detail and to meditate at lunch timevfor.
15 minutes. During the first week Mr..Smith notices that he is more ener-

getiE after lunqh and after school, has fewer headaches, and worries'less

about the next day of school. The improvement continues and after -several

e ,,mm:hs,,the,jtzar_egies_becmhabitual,_ﬂ.:._smi;anQ\Lhas_a@siﬂle_att;;nde'i,,f;,

towards his job and étudents. This individual has selected_effective'coping

Al

strategies to overcome a'stressfq}/experience. Effective‘cqping is dependent

upon the stressor being real r@éherlthan imagined (Hiebert, 1983) "and then

“\’on the person's choice of an apprqpriate coping strateqy (Shaffer, 1982).
If the stressor is real, the;person can analyze the stressor and then choose - 3
T _
an)approp;iate coping stratégy.' Effective coping should reduce the intensity

oﬁ the Geheral Adaptation Syndrome or may possibly stop the stresssresponse,

(Shaffer, 1982).

At this point, a brief explagation of Selye's General

Adaptation Syndrome, or G.A.S., is important for a better understahding of S

- . . o
the discussion on effective and ineffective coping strategies. The G.A.S. is —

the physiological response to stress that a persdms incurs over a period of



time (Selye, 1956). The G.A.S. has three stages (Selye, 1976). The first

' stage is the Alarm Reaction where the person ghcounters the stressor. Inathe
Alarm Reaction stage, the person's physiological response to stress goeé
below the normal physiologicalgresistance level. If the stressbr continues,

* the person progfesses into the Stage of Résistance‘which>is usually the
iongest stage. Here, the person's physiological resistance to stress
increases and is above the person's normal physiological resistance level;

' Most stressful experiences are terminated in this second stage (Selye,. 1976).

Finally, if the stressor is extreme and has not been eliminated or its effects

reduced, the individual enteég-the thi?&rsté;e;labelled fﬁe Sfﬁgérof
) ﬁxhaustion. As in theAAlarm Reaction stage,'the'peréon's.physiological

resistance is below narmal. Unless the person d;velops more effet%ive coping

st;ategies, the persoﬁ dies. A person doesrnot enter -this third stage very

often.in a lifetime (Selye, 1976).

'**ﬂ~~ff~B§~using~effective—cepiﬂggstzategiesfafperson»canfavoidfprogressiné to
the Stage ofangsistance. If a person does progress to the Stage of Resis~
tance, effective coping will likely shorten the length of time the person is
in that<§tage ané reduce the intensity ?f physiélogical resistance to the
atressof; Effective coping strategies should prévent a person from enterfﬁg
thg Stage of Egbauétiog unless the stressor is extreme. If the coping
strategies do not reduce or eliminate the.stressful experience caused by a

i

stressor, then the strategies are ineffective. Ineffective coping is;’

largely a result of two. factors; the realness of the stressor and the approp—”

£Iateness of the strateqgy selected. First of all the stressor may be imagined

(Hiébert, 1983). An example would be a person who hears a'noise in the middle

of the night and imagines that there is an intruder in the house. In fact, =~

only the family caé made the?noisé. Second, ineffective coping occurs when a

i

person selects inappropriafe'goping stfategies and so the stressor is neither



21.

reduced nor eliminated {(Shaffer, 1982). The person copes ineffectively

with the stressor and the stressful experience continues. Suppose that
Mr. Smith, the stressed teacher in the earlier example, copes with exhaustion,
headaches and feelings of disorganization by "relaxing” longer in the staff-

room. While "relaxing™ Mr. Smith smokes more cigarettes and increases his

consumption of coffee. By coping in this manner, Mr. Smith's stressor, which he

perceives to be teaching students, will l1ikely not be reduced. In fact, drinking -

coffee and smoking will probably create a'physiological response that would
tend to increase his headache. Mr. Smith's feelings of disorganization will

likely become worse if he does not spend more time 6rganizing. These coping

strategies will probably not help Mr. Smith cope effectively. These
strategies are counterproductive as they are in contrast to the ones Mr. > \
Smith should use. THese strategies may actually result in additional

symptoms of stress (Shaffer, 1982). ineffective coping is usually counter-

productive because these coping strategies do not slow down the G.A.S. as

~dees~e££eetiv;4copiag1n~@%e—fﬁﬂzxx}—isrmorewlikel§~t04p£9eeed—int94the—Stage
of Resistance and eventuallyiiﬂto the Stage of Exhaustion depending on the
intensity of the stressér and the length of'time the person considers the
stressor to be threateniﬁg (Shaffer, 1982). Some of the'comhon ineffective
and cbunterproductiQe coéing strétegies are overeating, ovérwork, or hyper- .
activity, and the use of alcohol and drugs (Shaffer, 1982).
In summary, coping, the first personal factor of streés, has been

defined as the strategies a person uses to overcome or adapt to a stressor

and so return to a state of cognitive, behavioral and physiological homeo-

stasis. Direct action and palliation are the two main coping strategies.

Direct action is the person's behavior that eliminates or controls the

stressor. Preparation against harm, aggression, and avoidance are the three °* =
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kinds of direct action. The second basic coping strateqgy is palliation.

In palliation, or indirect action, the person moderates the stress caused

by the stressor and reduces the stressor's cognitive, behavioral and physio-
ldgical effects. There is symptom-directed palliation and intrapsychic
palliation. The four factors influencing a person's choice of the coping
strategies are the presence of c;6f1ict, and the amount of uncertainty,
threat and hélpléséness. ‘Finally, coping strategies are either efféctiVe'oth

ineffective. If the coping strategy eliminates or reduces the stressful

L]

. experience so the stressor is no londer threatening, then the coping strategy

is effective. However, if the coping strategy - redu -

experience, then the strategy is ineffective. Ineffective coping strategies

3

are a result of imagined stressors or a poor choice of coping strategies.
These strategies are usually counterproductive and tend to intensify the

stPessful experience.

Transitory and chronic stress. The second personal factor of stress

deals with the duration and the intensity of the personal response factors. The

two kinds of stress areicalled transitory stress and chronic stress.

-*

-Transitory stress is rarely mentioned or alluded to in stress literature.

In the survey of literature for this thesis, transitory stress, or terms

b

aliuding to it, were mentioned by nine out of 42 authors. Terms ised instead
cf transitory stress are short-term stress (Brodsky, 1977), ordinary stress
(Southern and Smith, 1980), acute stress (Pelletier, 1977; Shaffer, 1982),

episodic stress (Adams, 1980; Albrecht, 1979) and transitory stressuorganxiet¥7;m;f_ﬁ,

{Hiebert, 1982, 1983; Levitt, 1966}.

Although different terms are used for transitory stress the descriptions

of this stress are consistent. Usually the stressor is clearly identifiable
and immediate (Pelletier, 1977). Consequently, the person copes immediately,

automatically and effectively with the stressor until the body returns to a
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state of low activation or homeostasis {Albrecht, 19797 Pelletier, 1977;:— -
Shaffer, 1982). The stressors are everyday occurrences such as "screaming.
children™” or "changes in policy at work" (Adams, 1980; Hiebert, 1983). Q
Transitory stress lasts a short period of time and so this stress is tem-
porary {Albrecht, 1979; Brodsky, 1977; Hiebert, 1982; Pelletier, 1977;
Shaffer, 1982). Because transitory stress lasts for a short time,ithe,person
usually only experiences the Alarm Reaction of Selye's G.A.S. {Shaffer, 1982).
Finally transitory stress can be helpful when this stress promoges change,
inspires or motivates {Southern & Smith, 1980). Traﬁéftory stress usually
has' few negative side effects (Hiebert, 1983).

There are ll1 important characteristics of chronic stress. First of all,
chronic stress occurs over a long period of time such as weeks, months or
years (Brodsky, 1977; McQulade & Aikman, 1974; Pelletier, 1979; Tuckwiller,
1980). Chronic stress may even be of low intensity, such as a spouse

frequently checking the time. However, after several months the person’'s

cogniiive, behavioral and physioclogical responses to the spouse's habit may
develop into chronic stress. Because chronic stress is long-term, a person
suffering from this stress will experience the Alarm Reaction and the Stage
ofiResistance of Selye's G.A.S. This person may eventually progress into the
Stage of Exhaustion depending on the stressor's intensity and on the length
of time the person finds the stressor threatening (Shaffer, 1982). Second,
chronié stress may be the result of a high frequency of stressors such as an

overwhelming worklocad {Cherniss, 1980; French & Caplan, 1980) or where
There is an absernce of stressors, soch as Inm an isolation ward (Schafer, 1978;
fSelye, 1974). Third, chronic stress may develop from repetition (Everly
% Rosenfeld, 1981; Mclean, 1973}. An example of repetition would be a - -

simple but repetitive job at a factory. Fourth, chronic stress may occur
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N

because of a severe stresgbr enry, 1979; Southern and Smith, 19807.’UForf

instance, when a spouse diés, the surviving partner may develep a state og

<

helplessness. Over a long period of time, the ineffective coping strdtegies

become a habit and the person will éxperiehce chronic stress. Fifth, chronyc

<

stress is cumulative and so the stress becomes intense (Albrecht, 1979;

’. .

Janis, 1971). That is,.the physiological effects of a continued stress

3

eéxperience tend to incrmase over time and so the tot qffect Becomes more . =~ -

— v e

severe. A person may init'éily start to have tension headaches from a
stressor at work. After sevdral months of experiencing stress, the person
may develop more severe headaches, chronic ?iarrhea and eventually ulcers from
the same stressor. Sixth, chronic stress tends go become a habit so the
person's body "forgets"” how to relax and regpver (A%brecht, 1979; McQuade &
Aikman, 1974). Instead, after reacting to a stressor for a long tiﬁad the
body will react stressfully even when there is no stressor. Eventuafly a

person may get used to a higher activation level and gradually accept this =
higher level as the normal activation level (Selye, 1974). As such, the* L

. 3 l . . ’ / ‘
person's conception of a normal activation level is raised. Here, a person

4

coula\be chronically hypertensive. Seventh, chronic stress may arise ffom

4 -

an initially positive stressor such as working towards a promotion. After -
a while, the methods used to achieve a promotion become habitual and a

+ behavior patternﬁdevelops (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974:; Moulton, 1969), The
person will then suffer from chronic stress. Friedman and Rosenman label
such a person as Type A. Eighth, once a person. suffers from chronic
stress, the person may overreact to minor stressors so that EﬁéSe stressors
are seen as a major threat (Janis, 1971). For example, i chronically '

stressed teacher who sees a pupil talking quietly to a‘neighbour during

a silent reading period may become mad at the student in a manner

-
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befitting a more serious offense. ™ Ninth, chronic Stress usually

-

-

results in negativa physiolcgical;;cognitiée and behavioral'éffects.

In particular, chronic stress is linked to physioloéical proplems .

such as artériosclerosis; chronic high blood pressure, a permangnt

state of hypertension, ulcers and migraine headaches (Benson, 1976a;

Henry, 1;79;;gcQ%?de & Aikman, 1974; Selye, 1976). Chronic stress is also
linked to cognitive dysfuncﬁiqn§ like depression, convergent thinking, |
dgvelopment of fears, tantrums and behavioral dysfunctions such as‘increaseé

use of drugs (Birren, 1979; Holmen, 1979; Tuckwiller, 1980; Wood, 1979). .
Physiologiqal, cognitive and behavioral d;sorders occur becauséba chronically Kk/
stressed person, takes longer £o réturn to the normal level of § |
.activation, or homeostasis, thén a person who is nogrchronically stressed
(Pelletier, 1977). The disorders may als§ occur because the person accepts

a higher activation level as normal and so rarely, if ever, returns to ho@eo-
stasis. Tenth, chronic stress is likely to result when the ffgéfﬁgfw%ﬁ,,”;
fregquently dhdeffhe@ or‘ambiguoﬁs (Pelletier, 1977). 1If a person feels
stressed ﬁﬁé cannot determine the céuse, the person cannot choose an effective

coping strateqgy. -Therefore, thé person will endure the stress until the‘

stressor is no longer threateﬁing or until the person can identify the

stréssbr. Finally, thi\common denominator of all the first 10 factors is that

dkXonic stress isvﬁasically a result of iﬁeffective coping mechanisms

{McQuade & Aikman, 1974). 1If a person copes with arprobiém by overea£fng,

the 9roble; will not be solved. The stress experience will likely increase

as the person will eventually have to deal with exCéSS"ﬁéith‘Eﬁﬁ‘pérths' T
coronary problems besides the inability to cope effectively with stressors.

There is much more  literature available on chronic stress than on

transitory stress. 'In the survey of literature for this thesis, there were 24

-



authors out of 42 who discussed chronic stréss:{ The reason ’ft‘f’Cﬁrﬁrffci"”"”*’";fi’”’ -
stress being investigated more than transitory stress may be due to the faét
that chronic stress is basically harmful to people whereas transi£ory stress
| is not harmful and may be beneficial, Everly and Rosenfeld (1981} only
discuss "the efcessive stress-response itself" (p.’B). "Although other
authors are not so explicit, mpst books deal mainly with chronic stress.
As with most sﬁress literature, this thesis will be invegtigating chrénic
stress rather than transitory stress. "i o

To summarize, the significan£ differences betﬁeen transitory stress and
chronic stress are time, intensity, and coping effectiveness. Transitory
stress is short-term whereas chronic stress is long-term. In tran;itory stress,
the person returns to the normal level of activation fairly quickly, the
érousal level may not be very intense and so .the experierfce is not harﬁful.
The experiencé may actually be beneficial. In chronic stress, the person takes

longer to return to the normal activation l?VE{NOEWFEY,?9!§£,EéEHF“ to this

level. Furthermore, the "arousal level is usuaily more intense in chromnic
stress than in transitory stress, With a more intense arcusal level which
lasts longer than the arousal in trahsitory stress, chronic stress is harmful.
Finally, a person experiencing transitory stress copes effectively with the
stressor. A person experiencing chronic stress does not ccpe effectively with
. the stressor and so the stress is lopng-term,

a\

Symptoms of stress. The symptoms of tiansitary and chronic stress are

divided into physiological, cognitive and behavioral symptoms. The physiological
symptoms occur quickly ang are esasily identified. —The cognitive and behavioral —— —

symptoms may de@e&op more slowly and may te less noticeable than the physio- »

iogical symptoms. The symptoms of transitory stress will be presented first:-



Tféhsiéory stress arouses the autonomic portion of the;sympathetic

nervous system (Cox, 1978; Mills, 1980). Since transitory stress is only

- associated with the Alarm Reaction, the first stage of Selye's G.A.S., the

a

symptoms of transitory stress are similar to those of the Alarm Reaction .

-
%

.,staée (Shaffer, 1982). The physiologicai‘symptoms of transitory stress in-

clude: an increased heart rate;'elevatedfblood pressure; increased amounts of

" epinephrine, norepinephrine, giucose. and free fatty'acidé‘iq the blood; de-

3 -

creased appetitgfigiaefy palms and coldness of the skin; erection of the

U
] .

hairs on the skin; dilation of the pupils; increased~bteathing and pafspiraf

tion; muscular tension; and an excess of nervous energy (Albrecht, 1979; <

Birren, 1979; Cox,‘1978;‘Gherman,‘lQBl;_ﬁills, 1980; Pelletier; 19791‘Se1ye,5 ; \;
1976; Shapirb; Mainardi, & Surwit, 1977).fohe.cognitive sym;tomsrof.trAnsi*_ —
, tory stress inciﬁde; feeliﬁqs of unhappiness and/or depress}oh; irritability}
iﬁpatience; cdnvefgent thiﬁkiﬁq (Bi}réh, 19i§i\Gherman, 1981; Mquade‘&

A;kmanLﬁ;9251,”;A,bghagigxélAﬁxmgtgﬁgéfgtransitbxy;s:ressfisgbnﬂbbil;zatign;fﬁW
so'thé person ;5 tempoiar;}y-pafglyzed\(Alb:echt, 1979). Thé phygiologicai
‘responses to éranéitory*éiresq.are simiiar to tﬁése of Cannon'é "fight"

or 'flight'qreéponse to ; threatening situAtionﬁ(Shapirowet al., 1977). In

fhe 'fight.'or'.flight” resﬁonse ali~the‘§hysiélégi;al, pgénitive and behavioral |
". changes occur to_help "the organisﬁ in the Stéenuous muscular efforts invélvéé»_

in flight or conflictjor struggle to be free" (Cannon, 1953, p. 203). When

the stressor is ;dentifiable, immédiate and resolvable, and the person chooses

y . > T R 'v CoT T T T e T : i TN - . e . . = ¥
effective coping strategies, the stressor is reduced or &limin and is no
ijonger a threat. Symptoms Of transitory stress subside as\EEf/ﬁzzéssful )

situation is re;olved, afterwhich there is a period of baxasynpatheﬁic

rebound or relaxation (Pelletier, 1979Y. When the parasympathetic nervous ~—
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‘system dominates, the e

heart rate slows, respiratidn becomes shallow and noisy,

-

the lacrymal and salivary glahds becomehmore active (tears

&

and saliva), the sweat glands becéme less active, pupillary
cpqstriction occurs, blood glucose levels fall, bléod is
directed to the gut énd skin (flushing), and gut activity
. incr;gses. (Cox, 1978, p. 57)
Now the person recuperates and probablf relaxes until the normal level of

activation is established.
F

The initial symptoms of chronic stress are the same as those of transitory

stress because a stressedperson must progress fhrough the Alarm Reaction stage

{Shaffer, 1982). However, because'the person copes ineffectively, the stress

‘response continues and instead'b%irecuperating, the person enteps the Stage

of Resistance (Shaffer, 1982). In this stage, the person adapts to the

stressor since the person's level of resistance is above the normal level

o

it «,mww-e."ka ot gheahgpmeal b oo
|

(Sélyé, 1974). 1If the person copes ineffectively with the stressor in the
Stage of Resistance, the person may eventually progress to the Stage of
Exhuastion and may die. During these last two stages, complex symptoms

of stress seem to develop.

- As with the symptoms of transitory stress, there are physfological,

cognitive and behavioral symptoms of chronic stress&. However, the symptoms

of chronic stress are more severe- than -those of tranéito:y,stxess_becausewthe, S

person's symga;hg;;g,nggggug_gxgggm continues to be active whereas the pag‘{’/
sympathetic nervous system remains underused. As a result,the person does not
‘recuperate and remains in a state of stress (Pelletier, 1977). Ch;pn;¢4§;re§s

may aggravate an existing disease, such as diabetes (Albrecht, 1979). Chronic

P
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 stress may produce a disorder, such as stomach ulcers (Albrecht, 1979).

Physiological disorders may develop becaugg "our bodily defense reactions

can also fall into a;g;o?ve,:for instance, by always responding with thei
same exaggerated hormonal response, whether it is-appropriate to the‘ |
situation or not" (Selye, 1976, p. 4025., Furthérmore, McQuade and Aikm#n_
(1974) write that once a disease becomes éstablishgd, the person gets used -

to the disease and eventually cannot live without the disease because the
disease exempts the person from obligations and challénges. ' Instead, the

person gets attention and care from others. : : -

Apparent symptoms of chronic stress are listed in,TaElg l.L~Thereqare 85

symptoms listed which have been derived from a litexagufg survey of 18 authors.

These symptoms are grouped into physioloqical,'éégnitivé andlbehavibral symp-

toms. The physiological symptoms aré divided into_skeletalxamscdlar‘framewofk

a

symptoms, the respiratory system symptoms, the cardiovascular system symptoms,

3

the digestive system symptoms, the immunity systém symptoms, and miscellaneous

symptoms. There are 51 physiological symptoms which form 60; of the total
number of symptoms listed. There are 17 cognitive symptoms and 17 béhaéigral
symptoms listed, eéch of’which account for 20% of the ¥otal number of.symptoms
listed. Table 2 provides a'mére detailed breakdown of the number of symptomsv

of chronic stress.

Table 1 : -

Symptoms of Chronic Stress . :

Physiological symptoms =~ References ..

Skeletal - muséular symptoms .

Headaches? ‘ Cox, 1978; McQuade & Aikman, 1974;

S

Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;

Wood, 1979;



Table,lﬂcont-,

- Neckaches

Selye, 1976; Tuckwiller, 1980;

e \‘*Mr}!wﬁnﬁ/‘m naredhette i

Backachéé

.

_Flushing

Excess sSweating

Dry mouth

Nervous chills

Hot and cold spells
Bfuxis;](ériﬁding teeth)

Migraine headaches?A

Paresthesias (imagined prickly-

Cox, 1978; Everly & Rosenfeld, 1981;
McQuade & Aikman, 1974; Selye, 1976;

Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;

-

' Shaffer, 1982; :

Cox, 1978; Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982;
Tuckwiller, 1980; - : -
Cox, 1978; Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982;

Shaffer, 1982;

Cox,- 19785

McQuade & Aikman, i974; Selye, 1976;
Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1978; Everly &
Rosenféld, 1981;chQuade & Aikman,
1974; Pelletier, 1977; Selye, 1976;

SWaffer, 1982; Tackwiller, 1980;
J A

b i ] e ok BB 1 it B b Al e e b e

e e

skin sensations)
Skin rash or itch,"

Numb spots on skin ..
Emphy;ema |

_Arthritis (aggravated by stress)

Rheumatoid arthritis (aggravated

by stress)

Cox, 1978; Tuckwiller, 1980;

Cox, 1978; Tuckwiller, 1980;

Pelletier, 1977;

Gherman, 1981; McQuade & Aikman, 1974;
Pelletier, 1977;

McQuade & Aikman, 1974;

Respiratory system symptoms

Shallow breathinga
Breathlessness

Chest oppression and pain?

Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;
Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;
Cox, 1978; Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller,

1980;



Gherman, 1981; McQuade & Aikman, 1974; *

Pelletier, 1977;

Cardiovascular system symptoms

» B .
Pounding pulsea i _ - COX, 197§} Se}ye,71976; Shaffer, 1982;
| Zi.u _ Tuckwiller, 1980; ‘
High blood pressfuréb ' Albrecht, 1979; Benson, 1976b; Cox,‘1978;'{7
Everly & Rosenfeld, 1981;AGherman,‘1§81;
Shaffer, 1982;

Hypertension . ”;'”*ﬁibtééﬁt}*ig?éi Béﬁéaﬁj”i9765?ff&iaf?:f§7§?;::*

" Bverly & Rosenfeld, 1981; Lamott, 1975;
’ McQuade & Aikman, 1974; élletier, 1977;
, Heart paléitation _ - Shaffer, 1982; '}

Arrhythmia ‘ Eliot, 1979; Everly & Rosenfeld,.1981;
McQuade & Aikman, 1974; |

Anginac i ’ McQﬁade & VAikman, 1974;

Coronary heart aisease Cox{»1978; Eliot, i979; Friedman & 'h.
| Rosenman, 1974; Henry, 1979; Lamott, 1975;
ronary heart attack ' Albrecht, . 1979; Benson, 1976b; Gherman,

1981; McQuade & Aikman, 1974; Schafer,
\’ F1978; . Cot - ~ .

Stroke , . Benson, 1976b; Gherman, 1981; Laﬁott{ .

1975 McQuade & Aikman, 1974;
—Digestive system symptoms
Belching® Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;

Flatus Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;
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biarrhea - - - - —— 0 Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1978; McQuade &
. Aikman, 1974; Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982; .
Tuckwiller, 1980;
! -~ ; . :
Constipation - Albrecht, 1979; McQuade & Aikman, 1974; . !

I

\ Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;

Frequent>h d to urinate | Cox( 1978; Selye, 1976; %
Loss of apz:ti;e j ) Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982; ?
Abdominal cramping . ‘ Albrecht, 1979; Shaffer, 1982;'Tuckwiller, %
1980; %
Indigestion Selye, 1976; Tuckwiller, 1980; ) . %f:
"Irritable"/colon Shaffer, 1982; fUCkwiller, 1980; %
vVomiting; - Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982; i
~ Stomach ulcersb . Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1978; Everly &
d' Rosenfeld, 198l1; Gherman, 198l; Lamott,
1975; McQuade & Aikman, 1974; Wood, 1979;
Ulcerative colitis _ Everly & Rosenfeld, 198l; Gherman, 1981;
McQuader & Aikmaﬁ, 1474; ;
Diabetes (aggravated by stresérc ~ Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1978; Munade & ,vé
Aikman, 1974; .
) Immuﬁity-system symptoms
Allergies (aggravatéd by stress)a Everly & Rosenfeld, 1981; McQu;de &
Aikman, 1974; v A
‘cancer® - Lamott; 1975; McQuade & Aikman; 1974;—- ——————
T Miscellaneous physiological symptoms ‘ |
Feeling of weakness® ~Cox, 1978; Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982;
Dizziness or faintness Cox, 1978; Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982; -

Tuckﬁi%}er, 1980;

1
A
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Premenstrual ten51on or mlssed

menstrual cycle

Insomnia

Lamott, 1975; Selye, 1976;

1979; Cox, 1978; Everly &

Albrecht,
Rosenfeld, 1981; Gherman, 1981; Selye,
1976; shaffer, 1982;
Chronic fatigueb ' < Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1978; McQuade é
- Aikman, 1974;‘Selye, 1976; Shaffer,‘lQBZ;A
Tuckwiller, 1980;
Reducea sex drive Albrecht,~1979? Cox, 1978; Lamott, 1975;
Biuzringgqf vision. Tuckwiller, 1980; S
Cognitive symptoms
Wprrya Shaffer, 1982;
Impatience Albrecht, 1979; Shaffer, 1952;
Nightmares Cox, 1978; Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982;
Inability to concentrate Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982;
Forgetfulness . Cox, 1978; Holmen, 1979; Shaffer, 1982;
Distinct loss of sense of humor Albrécht, 1979;
InabiliFy to make decisions Cox, 1978; )
Convergent thinking Birren, 1979;
Irritability Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1979; Holmen, 1979;
Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982;
Anxiety Caplan & Jones, 1975; Cox,1978; Selye, 1976;

Panicky feeling
, b
Moodiness
Lack of realistic plans and
objectives

Low self-esteem

Shaffer, 1982;

1978 Holmen,

1979 Shaffer,

Cox, 1982;

Holmen, 1979; Selye, 1976;

Cox, 19787 Holmen, 1979; -
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//Q;gad ' . Shaffer, 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;
Deéression . o : Everly & Rosen d} 1581; Ghérman,
1981; Mcouade & Aikman, 1974; Selye,
‘1976; Shéffer, 1982; Tugkwiller, 1980;
' Wwood, 1979; | o
: psycﬁosesc | . °  Cox, 1978; Gherman, 19813 Selye, 1576}
‘ Behavioral symptoms
Muscular tightneésa : Shaffer; 1982}w
NervousAéés ’ Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1978;
Increased startlgrrespsﬁse_ Selyey i9?67 Shaffer, 1982;
Sifhing : | Shafferz 1982; Tuckwiller, 1980;
Incbordination ' , 3 , Shaffer, 1982;
Tics (spasms)® :  sélye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982; o
Tremors - Selye, 1976; Shaffer, 1982; |
\gyerreaction to small problems Albrecht, 1979;

Freezing, feeling immobilized Shaffer,‘i982;

Stuttering and other speech Cox, 1978; Selye, 1976; - .
difficulties
Accidertt~proneness Cox, 1978; Holmén, 1979; McQuade &

Aikman, 1974; Selye, 1976;

Hyperactivity : Albrecht, 1979; Cox, 1978; Selye, -1976;
| Shaffer, 1982; |
- EXcessive smoking o Cox, 1978; Holﬁen, 1979; Selyg, 1976;
Obesity © Cox, 1978; McQuade & Aikman, 1974;
Increased absenteeism Cox, 1978; Gherman, 1981; Holmen, 1979;

Selye, 1976;
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1nc£é;§ed use of diugéc . Cox, 1978; Gherman, 1981; Holmen, 1979;
Selye, 1976;
Alcoholism L ) | Gherman; 1981; McQuade &' Aikman, 1974;

€ ‘. S,

3 |
~ Selye, 1976;

4 : - x
Note. The symptoms are ranked from minor to seriousﬁaccording'porthé author's

interpretation.
a .. | N
Minor symptoms.of stress.
b T ot .
Moderate symptoms of stress.
€ serious symptoms of stress.
Table 2
Frequency Distribution of the Symptoms of Chronic Stress

‘Catééories in Table 1

Symptom ( S - "~ Number of  Percentage
- category L symptoms ~ of total
Physiological )
Skeletal-muscular framework 1 ., 18.9%
Digestive system . 13 15.3%
Cardiovascular system 9 ‘Jf‘\ 10.6%
Miscellaneous 7 ) ' 8.2%
Respiratory System ) 4 4.7%
Immunity system 2 2.4%
Total physioclogical © o510 ' 60.0% -
- . | .
Cognitive S - 17 20.0%
Behavioral : 17 : 20.0%
- : ' a
Total . 85 N/A%
a .

NiA = Not applicable.
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In sﬁmmar§7’the symptoms of stress are the physiological; cognitive
and behavioral responses tb a stressor. When the stress is transitory, the
symptoms are mostly physioclogical and cognitive. The physiological symptoms
of transitory stress are consistent among people and these symptoms are ;
siﬁilar to Cannon's "fight" or "flight" response. The symptoms of chronié
stress afe much more severe than those of traﬁsitory stress because the
berson takes much longer to recuperate and réturﬁ to a normal activation
level. Most of the symptoms of chronic stress are physiological. The
physiological symptoms of chronic stress can invof%e the respiratory, cardio-
yaécular, digestive and immunity systems of the body as Qéiirégrthe'body3§
skeletal-mﬁscular framework. Chronic stress can aggravate existing diseases,

such as rheumatoid arthritis. Chronic stress may initiate conditions such

as hypertension or ulcers.

Concept of Stress Summary

- The author h;srinvg§;igated the qonceptﬁgf stress by discussing the
definitions of stress, stressor and pressure, and by diséussing the environ-
mental and pe;sonal factors of stress. 'Three basic kinds of definitions
were discussed. In the response-based definitions, stress is the person's
response or pattern of response to;an environmental disturbance. In contrast
to these definitions of stress are the stimulus-based definitions where the
environmental disturbance is viewed ;s stress. In the interactional
definitions, stress is defined as a complex physiclogical, cognitive and
behavioral response that occurs in a person when the person perceives that
the demands of a disturbance are greater than the person's perceived ability ———
to cope with the disturbance. The perscon experiences stress as an unpleasant
emotion. The interactional definition of stress was selected as the - g

definition of stress in this thesis. 7The environmental demands of a distur-
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bance are labelled stressors or pressures., Pressures are the demands which
do not creaté a stress response in a person., Stressors are the demands
which do cre;te a strﬁfs response in a person.

There are three major environmental stressors. The physical stressors
are extefnal factors in the persbn's environment that ca;sefthe person-to be
stressed,rsuch as infections or noise, These stressors are usually the
least damaging provided they are not too severe or repetitive. Social stres-
sors are the second kind of major stressor. These stregsors result from the
interaction of a person with other people. Social stressors seem to be
perpetual, inevitable, and, if traumatic, may result in death. The third
group of environmental stressors are the psychosocial stregsors. These
stressors are the most damaging as they are a result of the person's inter-
pretations of the person's social interactions with other people.

. h -

The personal factors of stress are the person's physiological, cggnitive
and behavioral responses fo a stressor. The extent cf the pérson's responses
depends on the lengt@ and intensity of the stressor and the person's repertoire
of coping strategies. Cgaifg strategies are the person's cognitive and
behavioral responses to a stressor. The person's physiological, cognitive
and behavioral responses to a sgressor are classified as the symptoms of stress.
Coping strategles are the methods a person uses to adapt to, or to overcome,

a stressor and return to afgtate of physiological, cognitive and behavioral
homeostasis. The two main coping strategies are direct action and palliation.
In direct action, the person controls or eliminates the stressor. In

valliation, the person moderates the stress thus reducing the physiologicail,

cognitive and behavioral effects. Coping is either effective or_ingffective.

choice of coping strategies. These strategies are frequently counterproductive
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which make the stressful experience worse. If a person uses an effective
coping strategy and the stressful experience is mild and lasts a short time,"

then the stress is called transitory stress. However, if a person uses

<

ineffective coping mechanisms and the stressful experience is intéﬁse arid
lasts a long time, chronic stress occurs: Transitory stress resu{tS'from
;;exyday stressors and can be beneficial. The symptohs of trénsitory stress
are basicaliy the physiological symptoms of Cannon's "fight" or “fligﬁf"
response. Once the person perceives the stressor to be no loqger threatening,

the person is able to relax and the‘%qu returns to a state of homeostasis.

=Y

P
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However, when a person is suffering(framachronic stress, relaxation is
ki - .
difficult and ghe body is unable to return to a state of homeostasis. There

are numerous symptoms of chronic stress. Most of these symptoms are
physiological but there are cognitive and behavioral symptoms of chronic

—

stress as well.

v

So far the discussion has been concerned with the general factors
' . nv;fé'-

influencing stress. The discussion will mow become more focussed on how

these. factors are demonstrated in the teaching profession.

T

Teacher Stress

-

In this portion of the literature survey, the research on teacher stress
will be discussed. The environmental factors of teacher stress will be inves-

rigated first, following by the personal factors of teacher stress.

Environmental Factors of Teacher Stress

L

Since the environmental factors of teacher stress are numerous, the major
stresscrs in teaching will be investigateg. These major stressors-will then
be divided into physical, social or psychosocial environmental factors of

a

stress. This first section on teacher stress will be prefaced by a description



-

of how the magor stressors in teaching are determined.

-To detergine the major stfessors of teéching listed in research
articies, three criteria were used. When a study included data that .
inéicated which stressors the sample perceived to be the most stressful,
the five stressors with the highest means or percentages were taken toAbe
the major stressors in thaﬁ sggdil If a“researcher, such as Pratt (1978),
only provided stressor categdfies, Ekese cgtééories are considered to be
‘major stressors. Finaliy, where a"EEE%archer, such as Bloch (1977), li%tedv

the main stressors but included no data, these stressors are considered to

be major stressors.
¥
e
&a*

~ Table 3 contains a list of 65 major perceived stressors in teaching
from 13 articles'that include the impéftant research data. In some of the
.
studies cited, some authors do not report all the important data used in
their reseaéch while other authors report no datg used in their .research.
Yet, these'authors draw conclusicns which tﬁey claim are data-based. One
author, Der (1982) has not vet published his results. Tab‘e 4 contains a
list of 77 major percei;EE stressors from‘13 articles include minimal
or no published {esearch data but are still considered to be data-based.
The results of the stressors listed in Table 3 and Table 4 provide a total
of 142 perceived major stresso;s.in teaching from a‘total of 26 articles.
Because some of the 142 perceived major stressors in teaching are
identical, and because there are similarities among the remainder of these
maior stressors, 11 categories of major stressors were tabulated.
To facilitate a discussion on these categories, they hane,been,diyided,intc
three groups. Group I contains categories with stressors that are mentioned

most freguently and are in over 46% of the 26 articles. Group II has

categories with stressors that are mentioned moderately frequently and are



| Y4

a0,

Table 3 ' P

-

Major Teacher Stressors from Articles ¢

that InleEE\Important Research Data

Researcher

[

Reported teacher stressors

Catterton (1979, p

N = 10632

_Portiand, Oregonb

Cichon & Koff (198

N = 4934

Zhicago

Dunham {13980}

N = 6%
Engiand

g

6) -

1)
N

36

ap1cd - involuntary transfer

AD2 - nofification of unsatisfactory
performance |

SD3 - threatened with persocnal injury

Sb4 - managing disruptive children

SAL5 - preparing for a strike (5/36)

‘AD1 - involuntary transfer
SD2 - managing "disruptive" children
- AD3 - notification of unsatisfactory

performance ‘
SD4 - threétened with personal injury

0C5 - overcrowded classrooms (5/36)€

Comp?ehensive schoolteachers in England

™1 - think th;t the amount of work
done ma; interfere with how>well o
it is done

-

™2 - too heavy a worklcad th;%;taﬁnot
be completed in an crdinary work
~day

RC3 - feeling of having to do things at
school that is against one's

better judgement
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Dunham (lm - ) - . m‘s 7’,.' ] Ei . . i ,'» )
(cont..) < ‘ cd;leagues, parents, students,
- . : R R B M
etc. - o

k4

AD4.5 - feel unable to influence Head-

L . -

teacher's/Head of Department's

decisions and actions that

b
affect you {5/10)
. . Comprehensfve schoolteachers in Germany
N =w39 : ' RC1 - feeling of'haviﬁg to do things
~.. at’sch that-is aga%gﬁt one's
. ~ : better”judgement
e .
- ) . <
ermany o ™2 - too heavy a workload that cannot
. : : . . be completed in an ordinary work-
. day -

-2
RC3 - conflicting demands from col-

.o . leagues, ggfents, students, etc. :
. 7
AD4 - too little au ity to carry out
- ;
s -~ K}
responsibilities (4/10} ‘f
Teirtler & Tokar (1981, o, 13} Specific stresscrs
N = 3785 SDl - indiwvidual pupils who continually
misbehave
Oh:o and Pennsylvania e - too much work ‘ . -
- RCI - trying to uphold/maintain values
. -

and*standards
wC4 - noisy pupils’

SD5 - difficult classes (5/8)
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Feshbach & Campbell 81 - interaction with children === == =
{1978, p. 13) ‘ ™2 - problem with time
° r“/</ - '
N = 27 < AD3 - interactions with administration
P4 -~ interactions with parénts .
California WCS ~ inadequate resources and
materials (5/11)

Gehrke {(1979) ;K: - personal-professional role con-

N = 10 Beginning Secondary \\ flicts developing from concurrent :

Teachers ///} demards for time ard allegiagice %

Arizona £ f/

Kvriacou & Sutcliffe = Spl -~ pupils' poor attitudes towards
{1978b, . 162) ' work
N o= 257 SD2 - trying to uphold/maintain values

and standards

England ' Sp3 - poorly motivated students
WC4 - covering lessons for absent
teaﬁhefs' ”
™5 - toobmuch work to do (5/51)
Kyriacou & Sutcliffe SD1 - trying to maintain valueé and
11979 , standards , L
N = 218 S!,52 - students' poor attitudes towards _
work
England ' SD3 - individual students who always

misbehave
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Kyriacou & Sutcliffe (1979) T™M4 - too much work to.do
(cont.) M5 = - lack of time to spend with

individual students (5/14)

Mazer & Griffin (1980, p. 6) AD1 - involuntarily transferred

N = 747 o AD2 - notification of unsatisfactory
performance
Tacoma, Washington . SD3 - colleague assaulted at séhool
: SD4 - - managing "disruptive" children

ADS - disagreement with a supervisor

(5/44)
Needle, Griffin, & Svendsen SAL1 - contract negotiations
(1981, p. 117) | coM2 - feeling that community does not
"N = 937 recognize teachers as prdfessionals
S 3 - developing individual plans for
Minnesota ( " students with special needs
0C4 - overcrowded classrooms
SD5 - managing behavior problem; of

children (5/19)

NYSUT Teachei Stfess Survey SDl - ménaging "disruptive" children
(1979, p. 7) AD2 - incompetent administrators and
N = 3579 | lack of administrative support
4
SE3 - maintaining self-control when
New York ’ | angry
0C4 - overcrowded classrooms

WC5 - first week of school (5/47)
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Pratt {1978, p. 7) | Clﬁstersrfggg 43 questions
N = 124 Primary Téachers - CW - staff relations
’ ' v sp - non;co-operative children
SE C - inédequate teachiﬁg
SD V- aggressive children .
. ™ ;bextra jobs
S - concern for children's learning %
Rudd &'Wi?eﬁan (i962,-p. 287} SAL1 - teacﬁers' salaries %
) ﬁ ;'595 €W2 - poor human relations among staff ;,

WC3 - inadequacies of school buildings
England ' and equipment

0C4 - teaching load (4/9)

®'N = number of teachers in the sample.

b Province, state or country in which the research took place.

€ The stressor category to which the author has designated the major stressor., .

T . ) . . 4
The names for the initials of the stressor categories are: SD = student

discipline; AD = administration; ™ = time management; WC = working conditions;

OC = overcrowded classrooms; RC = role conflict; CW = coworkers; SE = self-

esteem; S = students; COM = community; and SAL = salary.

d The number after the initials indicates thé rank order of the stressor in

the research. '

€ The numerator represents the number of stressors listed in Table 4 and the
denominator represents the total number of stressors reported in the article.

For example, 5/30 means that only five out of 30 stressors reported in the

research article have been listed in this table. \

e e
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Table 4 - T
Major Teacher Stressgfé frqm Articles that Include ) .
Minimal or No, Published Reéeafch Data ' i,i
Researcher Reported teachef stressors ‘
B.Q.T.F.‘Ad Hoc Coﬁmittee Elementary teachers ’
{1980, p.74} SDC - disruptive students
™ -~ lack of preparation time ?
N = 1760° T - lack of time to spend with studemts
Bfitish Columbiab SD - supervision demands ‘ |
™ - too much paperwork (5/30)d

N = 207

Bloch (1977)

N = 253

California

Secondary teachers

SD

SD

SD

sD

- disruptive students

- inadequate discip}inary policy of

school
-~ lack of time to spend with
individual students

- noise level of classrooms

- too much paperwork (5/30)

- ankiety abéut campus violence

~ lack of preparedness (to deal with
'échool violence) »

- difficulty in reporting incidents

- overcrowded classrooms

- p@or leadership gngﬁgvent§?}rﬁf;fk— K
down of morale

- difficulties getting transfers out

<

of stressful areas
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Brodsky (1977) R With étuden?s?
N =31 I SD - disorder aséociated with unruly
studénts
Califorﬁfa - 8D - a single unruly student thét
’ must be kept _
SD - threat of viclence by a student .

(3/5) - , ' —

. ‘. - With coworkers:

-

CW -'cdmpetigibn for choﬂcé slots and
- - assignments
CwW - personality4clashes:(2/4)
wWith superiors:
; 'Ab - favoritism

AD - claims of harassment to have

teachers dolthinés they can't do

o ~ AD - pressure to force teachers to. T
s resign or transfer (3/8)
Coates & Thoresen (1976, p. 165) ™ - time demands

SD - difficulties with pupils
Literature survey OC - large class enrollments
WC - financial constraints

"WC - lack of educational resourées

Cruickshank, Kennedy, & Myers s 18- wanting to vitalize my students’

{1974,

P

p. 156~158) interests inylearning and improve

their achievement
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Cruickshank, Kennedy, & Myers

» (1974) (cont.)

N = 310 (Secondary)

20 States in U.S.

Der (1982)

British golumbia

~

SD2 - wanting to get'étudéﬁtsrfo behéve

™3 - time to get professional and
personal things accomplished

S 4 - wanting to help students who have
problems

SES5 - wanting to feel good about myself

as a teacher (5/11 main headings)

Specific stressors

Urban (p. 17)

AD1 - iﬁvoluntary transfer

AD2 - notification of unsatisfactory
performance

SD3 - colleague assaulted in school

sSp4 - threa;éned‘with personal injury

SDS - mapaging disruptive children {(5/47)

" Rural (p. 19}

ADL - involuntary'transfer

AD2 - notification of unsatisfactof&
performance

SD3 - céileague assaulted in school

SD4 - managing disruptive students -

OC5 - overcrowding (5/47)

Three mest stressful recurring events

“Urban {p. 23)

SDl1 - student discipline

TMZ - routine paperwork
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Der (1982)

{cont.)

Dunham (1976)

N = 810

England

Keith {1978)
N = 32 Temporary Teachers
over 3 Years
¥ =40 ?érmanent feachers
over’Berars
United States

Olander & Farrell (1970}

N = 967 Elementary Teachers.

Fitsosburgh, Pensylvania

SE5 -

Rural

sDl -

wWC -

téaéher'incompatibility
teaching assignment =

personal concerns (5/17)

student discipline
preparation and planning
teacher incompatibility
teaching assignment

routine paperwqrk (5/17)

re-organization of schools
role conflict
role ambiguity

poor working conditions

role ambigquity, conflict and role
overload are more likely to be
perceived as job difficultiesrby
tempérary teachers than by

permanent teachers

finding time for individual and
remedial work

no daily preparation period -
obtaining funds ;0 buy extra

classroom aids _
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Olander & Farrell (1970)

(cont.)

¥

Parkay (1979)

N =

Chicago

21

Rathbone & Benedict (1980)

N =

3 Junior High School

Teachers

New England States, U.S.A.

éparks (1979)

N =

44

Wayne County, Michigan

Teachers'

£28712
Fad 4

N = Not given {(Opinion Poll)

7

-
o

View of Teaching

133

"T™4.5 - doing schoolwork at home

TM4.5 - finding time for creative

. I
teaching and/or experimenting
(5/12)

SD - student-teacher conflict

-

Stressor headings

Cw

causes related to staff
AD - causes related to administrators

COM - causes related to community

WC - causes related to the nature of
the job

SE - feelings of powerlessness

AD - poor teacher/administrator
relations

RC - role conflicts

OCl - large class size

TH2 - insufficient ﬁime for rest cor
preparation

CcOM3 - lack of public support for schools

SAL4 ~ inadeguate 'Zalary

™5 - insufficie;:\ESIP (5/19)
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® N = number of feachers in the sample.

Province; state or cbdntry in which the research took place.

c . - . . '
The stressor category to which the author has designated the major stressor.

The names for the initials of the stressor categories are: 'sD = student
£

discipline; AD = administration; ™ = time manégement; WC = working conditions;

OC = overcrowded classrooms;ARC = role conflict; CW = coworkers; SE = self-

G

esteem; S = students; COM = community; and SAL = salary.

The numerator represents the number of stressors listed in Table 4 and the

denominator represents the total number of stressors reported in the article. -

For example, 5/30 means that only five out of 30 stressors reported in the

research article have been listed in this table.

e . . R .
The number after the initials indicates the rank order of the stressor in

the research.
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in 23-35% of the articles. Group III consists of categories with stressors
that are mentioned occasionally and are in 15-20% of the articles. There are
no categories of stressors that are mentioned in 1-14%, 21-22% or 36-45% of
“he 20 articles.

In Group I, the three stressor categories are concerned with student
discipline, teacher relations with administration, and problems with time
management. Concerns with student discipline is the most prevalent stressor
category. Student discipline involves items in articles such as "managing
disruptive children® ‘Cichon & Koff, 1980, p. 96; Der, 1982; Mazer & Griffin,
1983} ;: "individual stiderts who continually misbehave” (Feitler & Tokar,
1381, p. 12); and "threatened with personal injury” (Catterton, 1979, p. 6;
Ciznorn & Koff, 1982y, Protblems related to administration is the second’most
Comnon stressor category. Some examples of items included under this stressor

interactions witr admiristration” {(Feshbach & Campbell, 1978, p. 13) and

are "

"inveluntary transfer” {Catterton, 1379, p. 6; Cichon & Xoff, 1980; Der, 1982;
Mazer & Zriffin, 1383). The third stressor category deals with time manage-
ment croblems. Exarmples of rtems under this category heading are "time
demanis®™ {(CZoates & Thoresen, 1976, ©. 163); "time to get érofessional and

i)

cersoral Taings accomplished” (Cruickshank, Kennedy, & Myers, 1974, p. 155);

.F. Aad Hoc Committee, 19802; Olander & Farrell,

cup II nas three stressor zategories which are in 23~25§ of the
ar-icles arnd are mertlioned in these articles moderately frequentlyi The three
ca=e3ories are werxing condfitions, overcrowded classrooms and role conflicg;
Workinz conditisns L5 the stressor category of Group II which is mentioned
mesT often 1n The researcsh arcicles. Some examples of items included in this

sazegory are "roise lsvel of classrooms“ (B.C.T.F. Ad Hoc Committee, 1980,



.

. 4; Feitler & Tokar, 1981) and "lack of educaticnal rgsources“ (Coates

el

& Thoresen, 1976, p. 165). The next stressor category is"overcrowded_c@ass;
rooms" {Bloch, 1977; Cichon & Koff, 198C; Der, 1982; NYSUT, 1979; Teachers'
view of teaching, 1971; Needle, Griffin, g Svendsen, 1581). Role conflict
is the last stressor category in Group II. ROle coﬁflict may_arise yhen a

reacner has diffigulty changing from the role in private life to the profes-

’

sional role. Examples cof role conflict stressors are personal-professional
‘ ) :

role conflicts develorping from concurrent.demands for time and allegiance

{Gehrke, 1979) and the feeling of having to dc¢ things at school that are

4 Q

against one's better -udgement {Dunham; 1280;.

Srour III has five stressor categories., These,stressors are mentioned
occasicnally and are in 15-23% of the articles. The five categories are
irteractions with coworkers; self-esteem; interactions with students and

¥ .
witrn the community; and prcblems relating to salary. The first stressor
category is interactions with cowcorkers. Two examples of this category are
"-pacher incompatitility” [Der, 198Z, . 23] and "poor humar relatlions among
staff" [rRudd & Wiseman, 136z, o, 287}. Teachertseif-esteem, the second

stresscr categery, deals with nhow teacners see themselves as teachers. An
wanting o Zeel 3ood about myself as a teacher”" {Cruickshank et
;. Teacher interactions with students i1s the third category.

Trnis category is different from that of student discipline since the Stressors

rafiect concerns bv teachers about students' difficul+ies, such as "wanting to

nelr s-—udents whc have prokliems" (Zruickshank et al., 1974, £. 156&; and
.
"in=eracticn witn chiidren™ (Fesnbach & Zampbell, 13735, z. 13;. The Iourth

3<Tresscr category in srour III involves teagcher interacTlons witnh thne com-

muniTy. Two exampies oI ©hls stresscr are "interactlons with parents” {(Feshbach
. S
L Izxgnell, 1¥TFE, . LI anz nT Trhat (thel Ccommunity 3085 nOT recognize
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teachers as professionals" (Needle et al;, 1981, p. 177).: Problems relating
to salary form the last stressor category in Group III. Two examples of
this category are "contract negotiations" (Needle et al., 1981, p. 177) and
"inadequate salary" {(Teachers' view of teaghing, 1971, p. 103).

Table 5 provides a more detailed bréakdown of the major perceived
teacher stressor categéries as tabulated from Table 3 and Table 4. 1In Table 5,
the first columgﬁaives the number of articles that list oné or more stressors
., 1% the stressor category. For instance, Bloch (1977) lists two student
discipline stressors but for the first column of Table 5, Bloch's article
is one of 16 articles that iist one or more stﬁdent discipline stre§sors.
However, the third column in Table 5 includes all the student discipline
stressors listed in all the articles. Now, the two student discipline stres-
sors Bloch (1977) listed are included in this column and form two out of a
~o*tal 27 student-discipline stressors that are listed in 16 articles. -

Tabie 3 contains a list of the major perceived stressors in teaching
from 13 articles that include important research data. Table 4 contains a
1ist of the major perceived stressors in teaching from 13 articles that
include minimal or no published research data but are still considered to

e data-based. All the teachers in the samples are practicing teachers.

The stressors in Table 2 and Table 4 are arranged in rank order wherever

oocssible. Each major stressor is prefaced by the initial of the stressor

category which was designated as the major stressor.

i,
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Summary of the Three Groups of Major Teacher Stressor Categories

in 26 Articles

“nat Li1S8T the STIesscr.

Number of _ Number of
- articles that list Percentage stressors
a stressor in the of the 26 - listed in
Stressor category category articles the category
Y
Group I-,
Student discipline 16 61.5% 37
Administration 13 <= 50.0% 27
Time management 12 46.2% 25
Group IT
Working conditions 9 34.6% 10 -
Overcrowded classrooms 8 30.8% 8
+
Role conflict 6 23.1% .10
Group III
Co-workers 5 | 19.2% 7
f .
Self-esteem 5 i 19.2% 5
Students 4 15.4% 5
community 4 15.4% 4
Salary 4 15.4% 4
(NG
Tcral 142
Note: The stressor categories are crdered ‘accordiné to the number of articles
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So far, the environmental factors df téaching have been presented by -
listing the major stressdérs as reported in 26 research articles, and then -

.

by dividing these major stressors into categories. Using the data from the
.ﬂ///// ) ’ )
11 stressor categories in Table 5, the discussion will focus on which stressor

categories in teaching are physical, social or psychosocial stressors. 4
S . /-

4

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, freqdent soclial stressors in the

work environment involved interactions with one's boss, coworkers and
clients (Albrecht, 1979) . Using these cr¥teria ofzfrequent social stressors,

the stressof categories of problems with student discipline, administration, co-
workeré, stdden#s and cgmmuﬂity have beea‘designatgd aS thg soclial sﬁressgrs of

teaching, Problems relating to sdlary have also been'included'because most of

these items dedl with salary negotiations and teachers are usually kept.
: e

informéd about negotiations through teacher bulletins. Indzéectiy,‘the

——

. i . _ . ]
teachers are dealing with other people. The major stressors 1n these stressor

categories account for 59.2% of the 142 lis;;B major stressors in Tables 3 and 4.
. . . . . A i
This percentage of social stressors in teaching corresponds to Antonovsky's

-

(1979) suggestion that the social environment is inevitably and continually

~~

Y
. i - ) ‘ o B A
stressful as well as Groen's and Bastiaans' (1975) statement "that the moft
common stress for man 1s the threatening actions or words of one cor more of

n1s felliow men" {p. 30).

Most cof the remaining five stressor categories appear to be psychosccial

stressors. Examples of psychesocral stressors' in work environments are dead-
N . AY

-

ilines, extreme accountab:li:ity for hilgh-risk tasky, ego risk such as fear of

ioss of status, expectations of disappkoval from one's peers or one's
tions of failiure {Albrecht, 1979}. Morse and Furst’

;

the most damaging-

that isychosccian Stresscrs are usualisy
,,
merscen can induce and perpetuate these sgreSSOrs. Tedacher

SLIBSECOrs sS.inie &

nvolve deadlines created by the teacher,

menT wroblems wouold in

=
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. administration, students, coworkers and community. Problems with self— -

v

esteem which a teacher may encounter, are similar to ego risk such as fear

of loss og Status if a teacher is not seen as a gpod teacher by\administra-'

- M v
r ' . o «

tion, coworkers, students;ofAthe community. ©Problems with role conflict T

between a teacher's home life and professional life maywprecipitate fear of

" loss of status or expectations of failure. The three psych036cialrsties§or
categef;es'of teaching,.then, are p;oblems with time manageﬁént, rble

- s
s 3

oonfllct and self esteem’ The psychoaoc1al stressors of teachlng account .
for 28.2% of ‘the 142° majar teaching stressors 1n Tables 3. and 4 .

’ s " \}

The‘smallegt nﬁmber of,téaéher‘stressors appear to be,phy51eal stressors.

) . .
] v i

vos

/Exampleé of physical.'stressors in the work- environment are excessive amounts

[ : B

-

[ R <. o .
of heat, cold, hoise, illumiﬁation and bibrationv(Albreoht, 1979; Cox, 1978).

3 ERY . - = ~

Physxcal stressors are: usuakly the least damaglng to a person unless these
: i,

A -t

stressors are severe and repet1t1Ve (Horse» & ,Furst, P979) The;two teachérA

. . P

stressor cateqorles ﬁumlune heencla551fled as - phy51cal stressors are worklng {

N ’ .. 9 7o

conditions and overqrowdedvclassrooﬁs.; Major &eacﬁer streésoré listed under -
J ) i - T - Al “" ! S

f - *

RET 4

_the warking conq;tions_;ateqofy'deal with noiéy pupils or lack.of phy?igal 7

supplies. Over;fowded glassrooms are phygical stggssefs becaus%,teacherh_@hd
'students are likely ro be physically restricteéd compared to students and’

-, . .
. N 3 - a . - X ] ‘ .
reachers in classroofis that are-not pvercrowded. The physical stressors
amount to 12.8% of the 142 major stressors.
> - ¥ i

’

1

Thére may be minimai overlap between sotial and psychosocial SLressors

» reaching. However, the differences in percentages Detween the three major
- E oo ,.A L A
Stressors are sS¢ iarce ag toe subs:ant;a;e,thatamosxas;;esscls,Ln/teachlngma;e L

social stresscors and that only a few stressors are, physical, + The ?Sychb-

i3 ) »
&

sccial stressgrs form a considerably smaller 'proportion of the stressors than

ic social stressaors.  3ince psychosoclal stressors seem to be the most -

jamaging stressors, ‘their effect on teachers may be as detriméntal as the
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larger number of social stressors. Table .6 provides a more detailedv

analysis of the social, pSychosoCiai and‘physical stressors_ih‘téaching‘

Table 6.-

3 i and Physical Stréssofs in Teaching

JL_ — A

Environmental
factors

Social stressors
z .
Student d%scipli?e
Administraﬁion
Co-workers
Students
community
Salary
Sui'stotalr"
iPsychosocial stressors

T Time management
Kole conflice

Self~esteem

Subtotal

3 ¢ ®

Physical stressors
working conditions

Overcrowded Classrooms

ES

Subtetai

e

the stressor

listed in references

37

27

25

10

is

84

40

'@} g

Total

2 Identification and Proportion of Social,.Psychosocial,>

Percehtageiof
the 142 major

stressors

26.1%

19.0%

3.5%

2.8%
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Summary. In the first bortion.of the literature survey,on“teaqhgrm'
stress, the environﬁental factors of teacher stress wére investigatéd.‘.fhé,
author investigatéd 26 research based arﬁiqles 6n teacher sﬁrgss énd clas-
sified 11 categories of'majgr enviroﬁmental teaching s;ressérs. Almost 60%
of thesé stressor categories were consiéeraa to be social stressors whiie
. N .

3§bout 28% of the éategories were considered/t6{§7f;sychosocial stressors.
O&iy }3%i£f the sgressor categories appeared to be physical Sﬁressors.‘ The

three most prevalent caﬁeqories of major stressors in teaching are problems

with student discipline, administration and time management.

Personal Factors of Teache:,Stréss

1 In the second portion of this survey of teacher stress the personal
factors of teacher sﬁress will be investigated. The personal factors are
diviﬁed‘into the coping strategilies that teachers use‘in response to thelr

perceilved stress and ghe symptoms of stress that teachers experience.

Literature on teachers' coping Strateqgies will be reviewed first.

Coplnyg strategies., To review, direct action and palliation are the

two main coping étrategies,(Coi: 1978; Déwe et al., 1979; Lazarus, 1974;

Pines et al., 1981). Dlrect‘aotion 1s the person'slbehavior that contgols

or ellmlnateg rhe stressor (Lazérus, 1966}, The three-kinds:of direct action
are aggression, avoidance or escape, and preparation againstfharm}(Cox. 1978).
Palliation, or indirect actionr 1S the persog;s'behavior that moderates the
stress caused by the stressor. The two types of‘palliation are symptom-
directed palliation and i1ntrapsychic palliétioh.(Cox, 1978). All coping is,
either effective to gome degree or‘inéffective (Shaffer, 1982). EffectiQé
copiny eliminates or reduces the strgssful gxperience until 1t is no longer

+hreatening. Ineffective coping dces not reduce the stressful experience

-

{Sharffer, 138.2).



59.
The';eséarch on direct action as a coping strategy employed by teachers

indicates that the most widely used method is prepa:ationfagainst harﬁ. The

most frequently cited method in research articles on teacher stress is

- e -

verbalization. When verbalization involves finding solutions to stressful

P
-

events, the teacher is preparing against harm. Verbalization includes infor= -

o " .
mal communlcation .with one's family members, friends, staff, supériors, or

students to get adyice and support about probléms at work (Der, 1982;»ngtler
& Tokar, 1981; Maslach, 1976; NYSUT, 1979). Verbalization -also includes
formal get-togethers with other staff to discuss the éroplems, seak advice

and support as well as to develop strategies to reduce. stress (Maslach, ;976;

Schwartz, 1976). Feitrler and Tokar (1981) found that 72.8% of their sample

(N = 31789) talked with a friend while 20% sought a superior's advice for

theilr problems. Talking with a friend rated as the highest form of direct

coping in this study. In Der's study (1982), verbéli;at;on ranked'seqohd
out of 19 methﬁds for'ie%chérs Ln}urban and 1in rural;échools.‘ Spérks.and
- Ingram {1979} use a wezksh@p—a?pieaeh £gr,;eaehsgs,uhexe the saurégs of 1ob-
related stress and éatisféction are dis;usged'apd thén Ldentifiedrso that a

4

plan can be developed that will help alleviate stress. . )
X el > L "

There ‘are other forms of direct copingvtﬁrough preparation'against harm.
Der (1982) found that "trying to cope" through planning, fhinking pbsitively,_

compromising, continuing work, trying again, or doing one's best, ranked
k3

first out of the 10 intervention methods for teachers in urban and rural’

S

schools (p. 25). "Thinking about alternatives"” ranked second in the study

by Feitler and Tokar (1981, p. 16}. ;P a fourryéar longitudinal study of lé:

' bedinning secondary teachers Gehrke (1979) found that teachers coped with

role conflict between their job and home life by adopting oneiofyfour ’n'let:h»ocis.(:D

Two of the four methods are accepting one role as primary and flexibly

balancing time and allegiance to both roles. These two methods can be con-
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i - N " 3

51dered forms of dlrect coplng through preparatlon agalnst harm The other”

//

’two methods advanced by Gehrke (1979) will be dlscussed under aVOldance and
fntrépsychic(coping strategies.
C e N . )
Avoidance or escape strategies appear to be the second most commonly

o

used form of direct coping by teachers. Der (1992) reports that avoiding
" or escapiné Erom:a stressér ranks third in his list of 10 interQéntion,methods.‘
Examples that Def ;ites are ignoring the stressor, procxéstinaﬁiné; puﬁting
less effort into dealing With the streassor, withdraﬁal,'and forgetting abou;
) ;he stressof. Feitler, and>Tokaﬁ (1981) list two forms of coéing through
avoidaﬁce or escape. Rantingvaﬁ& raving a; one's family'ié ranked second
as a destrucpivé’copin§~mechaﬁism and is used by 27.7% of the sample. Taking
a sick day 1in order.to~reldx 15 used by 16% of the sample and is ranked
four;h as a method of direct coping. The New York Union of Teache;s‘\teacher
5tres$ survey‘€?9?9)‘cxtes complaining, crying and déing 5othing as methods
of -:oping that teachers use. Finally, Gehrke {(1979) found thét ancther o
_nmethod :eécﬂers use to cope with role anfliﬁt is to abandon their profes-
sional rcle of rherr family rale.

Aggression seems -0 be tﬁe least cited form of direct coplng employed

\

py teachers. One stiategy vhat Der {1982) mentions, under the heading -,

"vrying o cope”, 1s htakxng action™ (p. 2%). Since Der doesynot list "taking

action” as an avoidance mechanism, it can pe considered as an aggréssive

B . o

mechanlgm' In a longitudinal study of six teachers from 1971 to 1975,
Schwartz {1976} reyofts %hat sometimes teachers cope with stressful events

by "arbirtrar:ly making decisions that directly or indirec;iy affect others in
the setting' (. 3541}, The strateqieé of coplng cvited by Der and Schwartz
aviear te be the strategies closest to aggression cited 1n the

'

'Palliation 1s rthe second of the two main coping strategies. The symptom-
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. .

‘directed strategies of palljation that teachers use include exercising,

developing personal igterests'sﬁcﬁ as hobbies'gr aoinq spméthinngith‘the
family (Der, l982; Feitler‘ & Toka?, 1981; NYéUT; 1979f; Smdfaﬁé,'ea;inq.“ i
excessively (Der, %982;'Feitler & Tokar, 1981}, using,;lcopoi (Def, 1932;
Sadava, Thiétlé,;& Forsvth, i97é), de&eloping friehds‘ouﬁside of téééhiﬁg,

ptayer, meditation (Feltler & Tokar, 1981) and developing rime' management

BN

skills (Der, 1982). Perhaps the most distinctive research dealing with the

symptém—directed strategies of palliation is by Sadava eq;al.,kl978). In a

study that invoived 238 teachers, 65 factory workers’-and 65 nurses, these

authors found that high stress tends to be accompanied by increased use of
. , - -

alcohol and drugs.

Research on the lntrapsychic strategies of palliation is limited to

four authors. Schwartz (1976) observes that denial is used by teachers in
nls research. Maslach (1976) mentions that distancing oneself in a variety

af=ways from children is E;equan;ly,used,py‘sﬁaff in child-care centres. S

sehrke {(1979) mentions that new teachers may cope with role conflict by

accepting the new teacher myth of temporary stress. Finally, Feitler and

Tokar (1981) discuss a wvariety of psyvchological coping mechanisms. The
1
three most commonly used psychologlcal stragegies in rhelr research are
.

"rhink about how you could have responded differently [to a stressful

—

experie?aﬁl(ES.B%); look ahead to when it {the stressful experience] will be

over {48.:2%): think about how things zould be worse (45.7%)" {p. 17).
o, ~
Data based research on the coping stratagies emploved by teachers is
minimal. In the literature survey for thls thesls, six data-based reseagrch ar-
sles were found tnat deal with the coping strategles that teachers actually
1s5e, More research is available on experimental strategies of coping where

ceachers are instructed nOw tO USe a new strategy. The researchers. then

29
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study the effects of..the experimental strategies to see if tHese strategies

réduce teacher,anxiety or stress. Fc?'this.theéis, eigﬁt sﬁch aréicles
have been réviewed., These experimental strategies will now be examined as
effective or ineffective coping strategies. |

There are three gfoups ‘of effeétivé cdping strategies. The first
group té be discussed contzins the most effective coping strategies. These

%

appear to be strategies where the teacher learns and uses some form of

relaxation skiils. In an extensive literature review, Coétes and Thoresen
(1976) found that one of the most promising strategies is a cembination of
systematiz desensitization and relaxatioh'st;ate;ies. ‘In a study of two
teachers, Guziki, Coates, -and Coodwin (1980) observed that cue—éontrélled
relaxation appeared to reduce teacher an#iety while the teacher is ﬁeaching..
Hannum, Thdfesen, Alper, Barrick,'and Jacks (1976) did a loﬁgitudinél stﬁdy
of two teachers and noted that gystematic desensitizéﬁion fesuited in mqré
tea;pers perceiving changes’}n regards to their‘gﬂxiety. In a study of 30
preservice teqchexs, Hi;bert—{iggz) observed that students who pérticipaﬁed~
in rela#ation by taklné a workshop, réading abougvthe relaxat;on skiils'ané f
pvracticing the skiils "came to Qiew them;;iVes as less anxious péoéle who,.
during a time of high pressure, were able to éope and not become ﬁore
anxious by the increased demand” (p. 8). Similarly, Landwehr (1980) in a
study ofi39 teachers, reported that a combination of a grodp of teachefs who

read about stress reduction methods, and a group of teachers who were given
. )

training and tapes on self-applied relaxation, resulted in a significant
j1fference in the reduction of trait-anxiety comparesd to the control or
nontreatment Jgroug. ’ : i

4

Classroom and 1nterpérsdnal skills training form the second group of

th

2

_ . . T . . - .
fective coplng strategies, (Coates and Thoresen (1376) observed i1n their
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survey of literature that “queriences designed to provide student teachers

' ' A

with specific instruction in classroom technigues®” (p.. 175) may reduce

teacher anxiety. .Willson's,(1978)research on 8 perservice teacherg provides

’ . -

the most obijective data regarding coping strategies. Willson discovered

that classroom interpersonal skills training significantly reduced the
cardiac reséonse rate of the students. Robinson and Wilson (1980) studied
& human relations training progtam with 103 Grade 2 and Gra@g/S teachers.
The'results'suggest':ha§ this program, made up of films and hours of

instruction, increased the skill level of teachers' interpersonal functioning

and their level of self-esteem. The authors felt that the results

indicated that this program could be an effective tool to combat teacher

burnout, or axtreme stress, because the teachers felt better about themselves

a
S

ully using the human relations strategles.

i

when' suczcess )
The third jroup of effective coping strategies consi'sts of miscellaneous
strategles. Maslach {1976) found that formal or informdl get-togethers of

the zhild~-are centre staff to discuss problems and to get advice and support

was productive. Schwartz {1976) supports Maslach's,research.

Schwartz sumaests that collective decision~making by teachers
that  leads to stress-reducing organizaticnal changes 1is

beneficial. Hannum, Thoresen, and Hubbard {1974) did a behavior study of

5, —

self—esteem with three volunteer teachers. The authors found that the

process of positive intervention effectively increased the. teacher's positive

thoughts. In thls process, a recognizable stimdlus cue, such as a sticker

on a clock, was developed to remind rhe teacher to think positively.

Positive interventicn appears to be an effective coping strategy since

pUSitive intervention reduces the teacher's negative thoughts which are

freguently stress producing. Finally, Needle et al. (1981) found that a



64,

coping strategyicalled p§sitive cémpérisons "gignificantly reduced the
impact ofrstress on geqeral well being apd_somatiC“compléiﬁfé" of fﬁéﬂé37
teachers in the sémple (p. 180). Howevef, positive cémparisons did not .
affect teachers with chronic conditions. Needle et al. (1981) describe
positive comparisons as a "perceptual devicé intended to controlithe meaning
of the problem" (p. 178). | |

Therg is less research on ipeffective coping strategies of teaching
than on effective coping strategies, Der (1982) classifies eating,gsmoking;/ .
sleeping, and the use of{élcohol as negative copingfstrategies. Feitler and
Tokar (1981) list eating excessively, ranting and ravin§ at one's‘family,
and smoking as destructi&e coping. Maslach (1976) states that distancing
oneself from children ié an unproductivéxstrategy. Schwartz (1976) lists
three damaging coping strategies: psychological stra;egies such éé dehial;
arbitrary decisions that directly or indirectly affect others in the segting;,
and relying on a few friends for support.

There is little daté based re;earch available that uses statistical -
analysis to show ineffective coping‘étrateg;es. One study indiréctly implies
that some‘coping strategies are not effective. Needle et al. (198l1) found
that three coping strategies did not reduce £he effect of stress on a teacher's
health. "Optomistic action" is the firs£ ineffective strategy and to use it
the person looks for positive aspects of teaéhing. ‘The second iﬁeffective .
coping strategy.is "substitution of rewar&s.;' In this strategy the person
makes the most of the posi;ivevaspects of teaching and minimizes the negative

aspects. Third, "selectively ignoring problems" is a self-explanatory

ineffective coping strategy.

In this first section of the personal factors of teacher stress, coping

strategies used by teachers were discussed. Preparation against harm is the
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r“moét commonly used method of direct ‘action as a coping strategy. Teachers

,uséém to use verbalization most frequently as preparation against harm.

Avoidance or escape strategies seem to be the second most‘éommonly used
method bf{direct action while use of aggression is the least cited method.
Teacherswuse a variety of symptom-directed strategies of palliation such as

. exercises, developing personal interests, smoking and eating excessively.

: ; 4
Intrapsychic coping strategies include denial, distancing, accepting the

- 4
- s - L+ N

new teacher myth of temporary stress and a variety of psychological coping

mechanfsms. Thére are three groups of effective coping strategies., The

most effectivéﬁstfétegies involve the teacher using some form of relaxation
1)

skills: The secondrggoup is made up of classroom and interpersonal skills

-
' . o,

training. The ﬁhifd‘éroup consists of miscellaneous effective coping

étrategies. Inegzéétive coping strategies.include'eéting, smokigg, dis- )
tancing, and dénial.:CGenerally, the research on coping strategies of te&chers
is mipimal in regafd to the efféctiveness Qf coping strategies. Needle et al.
state tﬁa;~"£he‘qués£iontof how effgctive these coping strategies are in

reducing stress has only begun to be addressed by researchers" (p. 178).

Symptoms of 'teachet stress. In this section gn the personal factors-of

‘feachgr'spressf‘the$pfoblems encountered with the available research will be

,_diScussea.‘\Thgn Ehe;physiological, cognitive, and behavioral symptoms of

.siress'egpbriencedjby teachers will be investigated. An investigation of the

¢ 3
- - ¥ ~

prevalent, specific symptoms of stréss‘experienced by teachers will conclude

-
1

this:section on the personal factors of teacher stress.
N \ = ) -~

“,The‘fesearch on the symptoms of stress experienqed by teachers is
,?elatively recent. Of the 20 a;ticles that contain any research material on
’the symptoms of teacher stress, oply én grticle by Benté, Hollister, and
Edgerton (1971) was publiéhgd_prior~to>l976. Simpson (1976) discusses research
he did in 1962.

™
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Besides being relatiwvely recent, the research on the symptoms of stress
experiEncgélby teachers pfovides limited data. Of the ZQ fesearcb articles, N

only six researchers include descrirtive data from theilr research (Bentz

A

et al., 1971: Bléch, 1978; Dunbam, 198C; Feitler & Tokar, 1981; Kyriacou

& Sutcliffe, 1978b; Needle er al., 198l1l;. The remainiéé 14 researchers

list or meﬁfion thersymptoms cf stress which tney found 1in theii studies. In
some of the articles such‘as thtezton'é-(l979) and Mazer and Griffin's (1980),

, | o
research of the symptoms of stress experienced by teachers is secondary to the

2

study of téacher stressors.

The research indicates that most of the symptoms of stress éxperieﬂieé by
teacrers are physiological. Physiological symptoms account for 59.1% of the

specific symptomé listed in Takle 10. This percentagqe is very close to the
percentage of physiological symptcms listed in'Table l.. Table 1 is representa—

-

tive of a general population rather than a specific group of people. In\ Table

1, physiclogical symptoms of chronic stress accounted‘for 60% of the total

number of symptoms listed. Cognitive symptoms offspress experienced by teachers

“

comprise almost 35% of the total symptoms listed whereas behavioral symptoms

amount to only 6% of the total symptoms. In the generél population, the cogni-

_ : e .
tive and behavioral symptoms of stress each account for 20% of the total number

of symptoms listed. Teachers appear to have 15% more cognitive 'symptoms of

stress than the general populaticn and 15% less behavioral symptoms of étress

than the general populaticn. The large differences in the percentages could

-partly be attributed to the gmall amount of research available

-~

on the symptoms of stress experienced by teachers, However, of the three
groups of symptoms, the cognitive symptoms of stress that teachers experience '
are reported in 75% of the research articles which lends some credibility

. {

to the higher percentage of cognitive symptoms of stress experienced by

teachers than the general population. Furthermore, the differences in the

»
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percentages seem large enough tc indicate that teachers experience more

cogrnitive svmptoms cf stress and less behavicral

y - -

reople do generally. A more detailed bréakdown

PR
Vo4

symptoms ©f stress teachers experience 1S [ro

' )

of

ded

svmptoms cf stress than

the percentages oI the

in Tapls 7 Table

a

N/A Not applicable

comparés the symptoms of stress axperienced Lv teachers with the symptoms
, 1,7 .
of stress experilenced oy the general ®pulaticrd of Taple 1,
: : . )
»-_,-'e:
- Tacle 7
Freguency Zistraibution of Stress Symptoms Teachers Experience
and ~—he "Wumber =f References Fepcriing the 3Symptoms
- Total number
Symptom Number or Percentade of separate Percentage
category sSymp toms cf tetal references of total
Physiclogrcal -
Digestive system 10 & 30%
Skeletal-muscular 9 7 35%
s - R E
fradework
Cardiovascuar system 8 12.1% 5 25%
— --Miscelianecus U)G 9.0% 9 45%
Respiratory system 4 "~ 6.0% 3 15%
// : = g 5
// Immunity system 2. 3.0% s 4 20%
Total 39 - 59.1% N/A N/A
Cognitive 23 34.8% 15 ) 75%
Behavioral 4 6.0% 7 35%
- a -
Total 66 N/A N/A N/A
Maximum number of separate studies as references = 20.



Tak:le A
4 & - | ‘a
Symptoms of Stress Experienced by

¥

Teachers Jompared =< the Zeneral Population

N . ‘ . . - 'U
S.mptom ” ) seneral '
- . . e ’
zategory ' Teachers population Difference

Tijeszive svstem ! IB.3% 15.3% - 2.1%
" « .
Sxeledal-muscular Zi.8% 16.9% - 3.3%
) 3
framewoy X i ’ i ¥
ZardlovVAasguiar 3ystem 12.1% 10.6% + 1.5%
Miscellaneous I. 0% 5.2% + 0.8%
ResLlratcry svshtem £.0% 4.7% + 1.3%
N 5 A -
Immanity SYSTem 3.3 ?_ 2.4% + 5.6%
Toctal ghvsiologizal 59.1% 60.0% - 3.9%
Zognitive 34.8% 20.0% +14.8%
Benavioral .0% . 20.0% -14.0%
Tocral number of symptoms . e 85 ; -19
a

The "Difference" ;s found by subtracting the results of the svmptoms of
stress experienced by the general population %rom those experienced by
teachexs.

There appears to be eight prevalent specific symptoms of stress
experienced by teachers. The four prevalent physiological symptéms of stress
experienced by teachers are exhaugtion, ‘insomnia, headaches ahd indigestion.
Exhaustion and insomnia are classified as "miscellaneous symptoms" in Table 8,

Headaches belong to the "skeletal-muscular framework symptoms" category while

Pn



indlgesticon Delongs to the “digestive system symptoms” category.

e9.

The three

crevalent cognitive symptoms of stress experienced by.feachers are irri-

tarxiilzy, depression, and anxliety.,
symptom of siress.

symprtoms of stress experienced by teachers.

Insomnia
Skele+tal-muscular framework
Headacnes :
Tigestive system
Indigestiop
Cognitive
Irritability -
Depression
Anxiety P
Behavioral

i
Absenteeism

a

Tacle

)

ADsenteeism

is the only prevalent behavior

Table 2 provides a more detailed analysis of the prevalent

Ratings and Average Rank Order of the

2f 3tress Experienced by Teachers

Rank order

Rank order
Numper of ratings (when rating
references provided) average
7 1, 4 3
. 4 7, 7 7
& 3, 5, 6, 9 ' 6
f 4 B
4 5, 15 ' 10
4 1, 1, 1 "1
6 20 3, 4, 7 4
. 6 2, 6 4
a
6 N/P N/P

N/P = Information not provided.
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 There appears o be more prevalent physiclotical symptoms of srress

’ " - .
experienced by =eachers than cognitive or behavidral symptoms. However,

~ , .

research sugcests that the prevalent cognitive symptoms of stress may play
as impbreant a role as do the prevaient physiclogical symptoms since depres-
sior and anxiety are reported in S1x articles and have a fairly.hi;hvaverage

ranx order. Al-though irrivtability .s listed :n only four artifles, the very

nigh average ranx order indicates that this Sympbtom 15 significant. The eight

>

crevalent svmptoms o stress that teachers experience do nee aprear o bé
serious chronic symptoms. However,; of the el¢ht symptoms, deprgssiqn .
15 Likvely the most serious symptom, thus attaching added importance. to
“the cognitive symptoms of stress experienged by teachersl

Numerous other symptoms of teagﬁgr stress are‘reportedrin ~he 20 re;earch

arrticles. Since these symptoms are mentioned by three researchers or less, these

z~onsidered to pe less researched and perhaps less prevalent than

~ne eight symptoms of reacher stress that have just been discussed. However,

all the symptoms of stress recorded by the 20 researchers have been listed

)

rn Table 9. The total number of symptoms of stress experienced by teachers
is less than those’experienced by the general population. There are 66 symp-

roms of stress experienced by teachers listed in Table 10 compared to 85 symp-
toms experienced by the general population listed in Table 1. ’ : //
v . ) ’- - & R

Table 10

Summary of Symptoms of Stress Experienced by Teachers

Physiological symptoms References

Skeletal-muscular symptoms
Headaches® 7 Bloch, 1978 (Nd = 253); Brodsky,
1977 (N =.31 teachers, éprrison

guards); Dunham, 1980 (N = 69 English



Table 170 codnt.
~

N

Shoulidier aches
) g

AT aAcghes
Backaciies
LECeSs Sweating

. . . b
Hdi1graine neadacnes

..
Skin propblems

- PO

. C
Aronritls

Respira

' . a -
Lung or breathing problems

[y
*

)
a

Chest oppression and pain

- e

Frequent bronchial ihfectionsb

Asthma

t

teachers, R =

§
(8]
s
o
£

il
w1
[e]
o]

_teachers, R - 6, 28%); Feitler & ~
Tokar,‘1981 N = 3799,'R = s,ﬁal%f:
‘¥Kyriaeccu & Sutcliffe, 1978b (N = 25?
R :‘9);7 ?ﬁ’S—QT, 1879 (N = 3579);

< Brodsky, 1977;
BFoésky, 1877 E o
Brodsky, 1977; [
Bioch, 1973; Brodsky, i9j::
Feitler & Takagfgiqu‘ya = 10, 12%);
Bloch, 1978;
Bloch, iéﬁa; Brodsky, 1977; Feitler &
Tokar, 1981 (R'= 12, 7%); . .

Needle et al,, 1981 (N = 937, R = 3,

T%);

» +

ory system symptoms .

Needle et al., 1981 (N =837, R = 4,

#
6%);
_Peitler & Tokdr, 1981 (N = 3789, R =
12%);
Bloch, 1978 (N = 253); f

-

Bloch, 1978; Needle et al., 1981 (R =

3.4%);

9,

Cardiovascular system symptoms

Changes in blood pressurea

I3

Brodsky, 1977 (N =.31 teachers, 21

prison guards);

- \
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High blood pressureb -~

Hypertension
Heart Palpitations
Anemia

Arrnytnmia

L ) ' . C
Atheriosclerosis

Coreonary heart disease

’

.a
Burning
Diarrhea

Change in eating habits

» .
Nausea /<T

Abdominal cramping

»’

Indigestion ' ;

Urinary problemsb

Bowel difficulties

Stomach ulcers

R

Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b, (N. = 257,

13); Needle et al., 1981 (N = 937,

i

R.

1, 12%); NYSUT, 1979 (N = 3579);
Blocnh, 1978 (N = 253); |

Bloch, 19?8;

vNeedleAei al., lQBll(R = 8,‘3.6%);
Brodsky, 1977; Kyriacou & Sutcliffe,
1978b (R = lO);‘

Bloch, -1978; 7

i
—
b
~

Bloch, 1378; Needle et al., 1981 (R

2.3%);

. Digestive system symptoms

Bloch, 1978 (N = 2533)

Bloch,kl978;

Brodsky, 1977 (N = 31 teachers, 21 prison
guards) ; Feitlér & ‘Tokar, 1981 (N =
3789, R = 8, le%);

Bloch, 1978;

Bloch, 1978; Feitler & Tokar, 1981

(R = 6, 29%);

Bredsky, 1977; Kyriacou & Ssutcliffe, 1978b

(N = 257, R = 15); Needle et al., 1981 (N

.., -~ )
937, R =5, 4%); NYSUT, 1979 (N = 3579);

Brodsky, 1977; Needle et al., 1981

(R = 2, i%%); ) ‘

Brodsky, 1977; .

Bloch, 1978; Needle et al., 1981 (R = 6,

4%) ;
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Ulcerative colitis Bloch, 1978; Needle et al., 1981 (R = 10,
€

3.2%)

Immunity system symptoms
Allergies® , Block, 1978 (N = 253);
Physical illness Der, 1982 (N = 1151); .Catterton, 1379

(N = 1063); Rathbone & Benedict, 1980;

Miscellaneous symptoms

-

Loss of voice® | Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (N = 257,
R = 12);
Exhaustion. ‘ Dunham, 1977; Feitler & Tokar, 1981

(N = 3789, R = 4, 45%); Kyriacou &
Sutcliffe, 1978b (R = 1); Mazer & Griffin,

3579) ;

¢ 1980 (N = 744); NYSUT, 1979 (N
Rathbone & Benedict, 1980 (N = 3);
Schwab & Iwaniki, 1982 (N = 469);

e - I3 .
Insomnia Broggky,41977 (N = 31 teachers,,ﬁl prison

=

guards); Feitler & Tokar, 1981 (R = 7,
, ‘ 20%); Needle et al., 1981 (N = 937,

R = 7, 3,8%); NYSUT, 1979;

Sexual problems Brodsky, 1977;
Blurring of vision e > Brodsky, 1977;
I e g - -
Cognitive symptoms - ¥
Under stress® Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (N = 257,
R = 3);
Frustration Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (R = 2);

Loss of sense of humor Dunham, 1980 (N = 69 English teachers,

R =4, 36%; N = 59 German teachers,
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k=)

R = 6, 28%);

Inability to concentrate ‘ Brodsky, 1975 (N = 31 teachers, él
prison gQiras); Dunham, 19801(English
R = 6, 30%; Qerman R =2, 42%);

Forgetfulness Dunham, 1986 (English R = b, 30%;
German R = 6, 28%);

Rumination Brodsky, 1977;

Irritability Brodsky, 1977; Dunham, 1977; Dunham,
1980 (English R = 1, 50%; Germap R =1,

' 543); Feitler & Tokar, 1981 (N = 3789,

R =1, 59%);

Hypersensitivity to criticism ‘Dunham, 1980 (Englisﬂ»k =5, 32%;

German R = 5, 30%);

Cynical, complaining . Rathbone - & Bgnedict, 1980;

Anger ' Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (R = 4);
. . Rathbone & Benedict, 1980 (N = 3);

Tension | . Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (R = 5);

NYSUT, 1979 (N = 3579);
Anxiety : . Brodsky, 1977; Coates & Thoresen, 1976;

Feitler & Tokar, 1981 (R = 2, 58%);

Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (R 6);
Mazer & Griffin, 1980 (N = 744); NYSUT,:
1979 (N ='9579);

14);

Panicky feeling Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (R =
Apathy Tq Dunham, 1980 (German R = 5, 30%);
Moodj;nessb Dunham, 1980 (English R = 5, 32%;

(Eirman R = 3, 34%);
\ -
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Low seli~-esteem

Lack of realistic plans*and
oblectives
Emoticnal problems

Emozional {(mental) 1llness

Depersonalization

Depression

Hypochondriasis

Psychosesc

Doherty, 1980 (N = 174 student teachers);
Dunham, 1977:

Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b (R = 11);

Doherty, 1980; -

Der, 1982 (N = 1151);Catterton, 1979

(N = 1063);

Schwab & Iwaniki, 1982 (N = 469);
Brodsky, 1977; Danham, 1977; Dunham, 1380
{English R = 2, 50%; German R = 4, 32%);
Feitler & Tokar, 198l (R = 3, 52%) ;"
Kyfiacou & Sutcliffe, 1978b SR = 7);
NYSUT, 1979; Rathbone & Benedict, 1980;

Bloch, 1978 (N = 253);

Bentz et al., 1971 (N = 379, 2.9% had

psychiatric impairment);

Behavioral symptoms

._a
Excess sleeping -

Increased absenteeism

Increased use of alcoholC

Increased use of drugs

Feitler & Tokar, 1981 (N = 3789,
R =11, 12%);

Der, 1982 (N = 1151); Doherty, 1980

(N = 174 student teachers); Douglas, 1977
(N = 154{; Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1979
(N = 218); Mazer & Griffin, 1980

(N = 744)} Simpson, 1976 (N = 1386);

Brodsky, 1977 (N = 31 teachers, 21 prison
guards); Sadava et al., 1978 (N = 238
teachers, 67 factory workers, 65 nursesL;

Brodsky, 1977; Sadava et al., 1978

¢

L]
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Minor symptoms of stress.
Moderate symptoms of stress. :

Serious symptoms of stress.. : -

Sample size {(provided once per author under each section).

v

Rank order position 1in survev,

th

Percentage of +the sample that show these svmptoms. j\
‘C! 7/

.~ .®summary. Research on the symptoms of stress teachers experience 1s .

-ty

alrly recent and provides limited %$ta.- Numerically, there are less symptoms .
e o ) .

of stress experlenced Dy teachers than are experienced by the general popula-

- -

rion. However, the research indicates that physiological symptoms form 59%
. . . ’ R ]
of the symptoms of stress teachers experience which 1s about the same percen-

- . -
2 . . ' . . .
tage 'a® the general population. Teachers appear to experience more cognitive

symptoms of stress and less behavioral symptoms of stress than the general

)

popufation. There appear 'to be eight prevalent symptoms of stress experienced
LA} M ’
oy teachers. While the phvsiological group of symptoms contains the largest

amount of prevalent symptoms A the amount of research on the prevalent cognitive

symptoms of s#ress teachers eéxperience and the high averagé rank order of the

cognitive symptoms suggest that these symptoms, are as significant as, the

ey

physiological symptoms. Depreséion is considered to be the most
serious of the eight prevalent symptoms of stress teachers experience.

Teacher Stress Summary

S

The environmental factors of teacher stress wereAexamiﬁed first. Research

indicates that proplems with student discipline,‘administrétion and time
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management are the three most pfevalent categbries of stressors in teaching.
There are 13 categories of prevalent stressors. Almost 60% of the categories

are soclal stressors while about 28% are psychesocial stressors and only 13%

-

are physical stressors. , ‘ .
The personal factors of ‘teacher stress were investigated next. -

Sreparation against harm 15 the most commonly used strategy of direct action

zoping. Teachers appear to use verbalization most freguently as preparation

against harm. Teachers use avoldance or escape coping mechanisms but rarely
use aggression. A variety of palliation coping strategies are used by

eachers. The two mcs

rt
18

-
-

ective cop}ng trategies teachers employ appear to
be some fo:ﬁ of reléxation skills and some.form of c}assroom and interpersonal
skills training. Teachers tend tO experience more physiological symptoms of
stress than cognitlve Or béhaVLOfal sym@toms. Teachers experience considerably,

more cognitive svmptoms of stress than the general populaticn. Corres-

pondingl?, teachers experNence less behavioral 'symptoms of stress than the
general population. The eight prevalent symptoms of stress experienced by

teachers are irritabilityﬁldepression, anxiety, absenteeism, exhaustion,

insomnia, headaches and indigestion., The author considers depression to be

- w

zhe most serious prevalént symptom of stress experienced by teachers.
Overall, teachers appear to experience a smaller variety of symptomé of stress

_than does the general population.

»
'

So far in this chapter, the literature pertaining to the environmerital

and personal factors of the concept of stress and teafher stress has been

discussed. In the lést section of’this chapter, the reasons for sthe proposed .
- <

hypotheseé will be presented.
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Hypotheses

Loe A
»

} ; ‘ o ,
In this section of Chapter II, the literature on teacher stress that is

related to the interactional model of stress will be investigatéd.’cThe

importance of research on teacher stress based on the)interactional model of -

1 -

stress will be illustrated. Finally, the four hypotheses to be .examined in .

.

this thesis will be presented. , - _ - “;

Most of the authgrs. who provide data based research on teacher stregss
: &

concentrate on the relationéhipé,between the spreséors:in {gaching ani

demographic variables. There is limited data based:research available on

the symptoms of stress that teachers experience and even less research is
available on the coping strategies that teachers use. . Very little résearch.

°

on teacher stress combines the study, of stressors Wiph coping strategies, the - .

‘symptoms of stress and/or demographig variables. Yet, according to the
. . _ .

s

"“interadtional model of sfreSs, these foﬁr groups of variables together play

. an important role in the study of_séréss. A synopsis of

’ N - -
” ’

the research that ddes investigate the relationships between a combination of

stressors, coping strategies, symptoms of stress of teachers, and/or demo-

B

graphic variables will now be provided.

" The study of teacher stressors and the symptoms of stress that:teachers

b

prerience is .the most common combination of the four :groups of variables.

o ¢ R .

Brédsky (1977) and Kyriacou and Sutcliffe (1978b) make the most complete study

. A - T~

of stressors and stress symptoms of teaching'since'these researchers also

% o F

include an andyéié‘of/specific demographic variables. %atterton (1979) and

Mazer an Crifginw(1980) concentrate on relatigpsbip§lbetWeeﬁ teaching stres-

~ a . :
. S

éors‘and‘demographic;bariables. The symptoms of stress that these researchers
B Y . o S

‘ o - . ¥

include are very generalized such as "physical illness" (Mazer & Griffin,

* .

1980;'p.a10). Bloch (1977, 1978) and Dunham (1980) provide data on Ehe

’
B a

]
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stressors and stress symptoms of teaching'but do not provide any relation-

" ships’ with demograph1c variables.

teachers in her longltudlnal study as well as the four coplng strategles

There are only two researchers who study a ccmblnatlon of the coplng

strategies and stressors of teachers. Gehrke (1979) stuales the speclflc

"stressors of the role confllct between parsonal and profe551onal 11ves of 10

&

that these 10° teachers used " This author makes sowe’relatlonships between

-
the coping strategies;-Stressors¥and the dempgraphic{variables. Rathbone andl'

Benedict (1980) discuss the stregsors and coping strategies of three teachers{

mre%aﬁmshmmméem:demqraphr@mrables.—f::f e —
There are fiye articles»in‘which a ccmbihation of'stressors, stressu
symptoms and copind strategies cfgteachers are studied. Research by Feitler
and Tbkar (1981) and’ Needle et al (1981) closely adhere to the 1nteract10na1
model of stress descrlbed by Cox (1978) and Kyrlacou and Sutcllffe (1978a).

Feitler and Tokar (1981) and Needle et al. (1981) ‘identify specific stresSors',v. ‘

'stress symptoms and coplng,strategles of teachers and make. relatlonshlps w1th

demographic variables. The remalnlng three studies have more generallzed
findings. The NYSUT Teacher Stress Survey (1979) contains spec1f1c stressors,
generalized coping strategles and generallzed-symptoms of stress as well as

relationships between these three,grcups of'variables and the déﬁbgraphic

variables. Der (1982) 1nvestlgates speclflc stressors, generallzed symptoms,

of stress such as phy51cal 111ness, and 10 generallzed coplng strategles.'

-

Der's study contains relatlonshlgs between stressors, stress symgtams, coplng»

ﬂstrategles and demoqraphlc varlables. Flnally,‘Coates and Thoreseh (1976)

investigate the major stressors, the’mbSt:effeetiVe.cOping'strategieskand the

slngle ‘most common stress symptcm of teachers in thelr survev of 11terature.




"chapter, only research by Feltler and Tbkar (1981) and Needle et al.,(1981) 7, .
thoroughly 1nvest1gated teacher stress according to the 1nteractlonal model
of stress. Research based on thetinteractional model“ofestress isiperhaps

the most precise and accurate method of research. The reasons for.the

ortance of research on teacher stress to be based on an interactional

. of stress can best be understood by using an example.

Ms-'Re{d,’a'researcher, investigates,teacher stress. She distributes a

ﬁf ' questlo aire to lOO teacherscln Vancouver._'When the results of her question—'rv

‘‘naire ‘are
stressors have a mean rating of "Very Stressfulf.‘ Problems relatlng to
stuﬂent d1sc1p11ne are the most prevalent major stressors in thls study. If.
the questionnaire only consists of the 50,possible stressors,'then Ms. Reid.
Amight conclude that_teaching is a’stréssful occnpation. However, if Ms. Reid

(has 1ncluded questlons deallng w1th the symptoms of stress that teachers

experlenced-three weeks prlor to completlnq the questlonnalre, the results»

may indicate that the teachers have very few symptoms of stress and that most
hof these symptoms are rated as belng experlenced rarely., Now Ms. Reld wxll

still observe‘that.the teachers perceive 30 events to be significant stressbrs;’

However, since teachers qenerally show few symptcms of stress,,Ms REld car -

conclude that ‘the 30 stressors are probably not too severe and that teachrng -'“
7 is really not a stressful occupatlon Ms. Reid flndS that the symptoms of

stress- whlch teachers expenmumst often%re headaches and depxessionfﬁlfﬁf_,g;é

Ms. Reld has 1nformat10n on the coping strateg; s of the lOO teaghgggllshe

may dlscover that teachers who regularly use- some formtof relaxatlon program'

have fewer symptoms ‘of stress than teachars who use other coplng strategles.'“

Also, Ms. Reld may observe that teachers. who reqularly use some form of

relaxation have a s1gn1f1cantly lower mean rating of the 50 stressors than



) m?the'rest of the sample. As a result, Ms. Reid may cpncludevthat the coping

strategies which'a,teacher uses may-playvan’impcrtaithrcle rn reducing the
symptoms'of stress and in the teacher's éerceptions of stressors;' Finally,d
if Ms. Reld makes stat15t1ca1 relationships between percelved stressors of
'teachers, the symptoms of stress experlenced,by the sample of teachers, the’
coplngjstrategles used and the demographlc varlables, shé“may'dlscoverrthat “,h '> %
jmarried'teachers have mbre'intenseesymptbmstof'stresS”than”the"rémaininq“‘f'j"“?*“ ”*”f*”’
7 eachers ) Furthermore, she ‘may observe that marrled teachers ‘Have a hlgher [;°

mean ratlng of the 50 stressors than the rest of the sample. Ms. Reid may

)
ey

~conclude:thatﬂa;marrredfteaeher%s:stress:may;be@%argelyra:reseitgeﬁvreke

~conflict between family llfe -and profe551ona1 11fe since the remalnlng

teachers do not peréeive teaching to be as stressful nor'have»as manyisymptems

of stress.

Fa

n st st A il

This example of the possible information Ms. Reid cOUid‘obtain by

including questions'on teacher'stressors, eymptdms“cf:stress,7c0pingistrategies‘

jand demographlc varlables, illustrates the 1mportance of research based on the

~

“.interactionad Sdel of stress. Research using thls‘method'aIIOWS a researcher v

)

ORI SO

to gather more precise and accurate information than a researcher who omits
- questions on one or more of these four groups of variables. Since there is-

: : S & - - S » &
limited'research about teacher stress based on the interactional mcdel of

stress, and because such research prov1des reasonably accurate and prec1se

results, thls Tesearch of teacher stress w111,be based on the 1nteractiona1 i G

E

. ﬁ°d¢l fosttessgﬁgQE&QSTEhl§,EQ@31 of»stress, the'followinq‘null hypothesesru

are proposed.

G R ARl o v s



NullVHypothesesi;”

‘by teachers.

1. There will be no significent relationships between the major

= s

'perceived stressors of teaching and the main. symptoms of stress experienced

2. There will be no significant ,differeneesjfbetween'varidus.teacher

i . . S o3
characteristics; such as age or coping strategies, the major perceived

‘stressors of’téaChin§} and/or thé'm&iﬁjsymptbﬁémdf”§ffééé"Ei@éfiéﬁééamﬁ?"W"w*’

teachers. .

3. There will be no significantf differences between‘various?teaching'A

. ; . . i

.-

it 'ffseeh:asigrade?%eve%;
stressors ofrteaching) and/or the main symptoms of stressrexperienced by;;

teachers.

4. There w111 be no signlflcant dlfferences between teacher ratings

af some 1nd1v1dua1 percelved stressors, such as "Teachlng (as a career)"

the major percelved stressore of teaching, and/or the main symptoms of stress

experlenced by teachers.

B -

Invthe preceding section, an overvieW'of/theyreSearch on'teacher stress»
that most closely resembled ‘the 1nteractlonal model of: stress was presented;

Such research is very llmlted. Only two sets of researchers closely adhered ‘

> CLoh

to-the 1nteractlona1 model.of stress. An example was provided to 111ustrate ‘4

haow research of teacher stress based on the lnteractional model of stress

>

prov1ded more precise and accurate 1nformatlon than research not based on .

this model.f Thls sectlon of the chapter concluded with four'hypotheses based

on the interactional model of stress. o ‘ | j:,"

In this chapter, the concept of stress was“exploredfby-diseussing the

terms stress, stressor, pressure, and the environmental and'personal factors
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of stress. For this theSis, stress is defined as a conplex physiological,

cognitive and‘behaVioral response that occurs in a person when therperson o

perceives that the demﬁnds of the situation are greater than the person’' s

F)

.perceived ability to cope with the situation. StreSS'is experienced 'as an

unpleasant emotion. Pressures are environmental demands that do not create-
a stress response in a person while stressors‘are demands that do create a

'

”stress,response,, Ehysical1 SOCial,and_psgchosocial,stressors are,the,threee,,,i;iire

: kinds of env1ronmental stressors. Coping strategies, the lengthvand 1nten51ty

-

' ofrthe stressful experience,.and the symptoms of stress make up the personal

o factors of stress. The two main'types of coping strategies are direct action o

andipailiation; Coping'is either’effective or ineffective. Thereﬁﬁi“‘two

kinds of stress. Transitory stress lasts for a short period of time, results
from everyday stressors, and can beibeneficial. Chronic stressiiS'long—term, ,ﬁ*
rusualiiiis a'result of ineffectiVe'copingtstrategies,Vano has numerous~‘

danaging physiological, cognitivemand hehavioralusymptoms,l

- In the second half of this chapter, the enVironmental factors of teacher
stress were first examined. Problems Wlth student disc1p11ne,'administration
' and time management seem to be the most prevalent categories of stressors in :
teaching.” Almost 60% of the categonesaprevalent stressors are soc1al _
stressors while almost 30% of ‘the categories are con51dered to be psycho-
soc1al stressors. The personal factors of teacher)stress were then examined.
- R Teachers tend to use the direct—action coping strategy of verbalization the B

e . most.‘ VErbalization is a form of preparation against harm. Various palliation

e s . TN

Copinglstrategies are used. The most,bffective.poping strategiesjappea} tbo .

involve some form of relaxation skills and some form of classroom and inter-

& .

‘personal skills’training.7,5hout 60% of the symptoms teachers éﬁperiencs’are

7 physiological while about 35\_of the synptoms arevCOgnitiGe.,'Thererars.eight'

prevalent symptoms of stress that teachers experience.
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a o In thlB c:hapter the author &escn.hoa the sanwle used . to iﬁﬁti:fy
the petce.wed soux‘!:es of ‘teacher stress andlto measure the differem: ways
teachers fes’pogd to Stressful situations.' 'I‘he two instnmente used in
“the project are then descrlbed a.nd discussed. Approval for the research

and support for the progeet are presented. Finally, the procedure for

- ~the “distribution of the+survey's~ en& data coliectiort 4 qiverr *«g~~——~» --}-f—v-w--?»
The sample for the Sources of 'reacherlst‘:eae‘VSurvey, (sorss; ClYne,'

1981) and for. the Symptoms of Stres’sr Ih\iento'ry': A Sel‘f Asaees'ment (sos1;

Leckie & 'Ihompson, 1979) consisted of teachers from the six secondary
séhools and from the 22 elementary schools in* Chlllxwaek. - PertAti?e
teéchers were included in the xaadw eelectlon of the sample. Bowever,

o

pr1nc1pals, v1ce-pr1ncipals and head teachera were exclu&e& even though

some of ‘these _s@ool adninis tor% part-time 'l‘hese teu:hing R

adminlstrators were excluded hecauee their role as a school adninistrator

might influence their responses as a- teacher in the SOTSS"**‘BY nsinqa**~7 *
Table of Randt\m Numbers (Borg & Gall, 1979), the author randomly aheceed

half of the teachers from each school in the district. Whersver a teacher

taught in more than one -chool, thie teecher m oaly consiaered to teach

in the school’ w}'iere be/sbe tmxght the larqest petcentaqe o! tine Lll of -

~ the 389 teachers eq:loyed 1n the aistrict h;nd an equnl chanco of being

Of the 201 teachet_e who were dxoien"' and sent surveys, 185, or 82%,"

returned the surveys. However, scme efztho:m:veys_\fvete incomplets fbrf

85,




remining su:veys of 114 x:espondmts nr:e used in this stu!y hecauee

. their responses prouded co-plete data to u)te the neceaury ststietical

o e g i,
| . v
A P

'analyses | Table 11 provides a frequency distribution of ‘the’ elmentary
&
and secondary respondents with complete or usable data

Instruments -

;\vo instrunent’s 'were employed in the survey of Chiniwack' teacruere."

'me fn:st 1nstrunent was the Sources- of Teacher: Stfess Survex which was

davelvped by - the zmthor mrpurpcse of this- ~instrtment “was- to allow- the L
sources of stress to be identlfied. _ The SO'I‘SS was d1v1ded into three ‘

' sectlons: ‘the fizvst cmsisted of potentially stressful teechmg sltuations:

the second was composed nf straess management proaedures; a,nd the third con-

tained questlons on .demgraphlc data.

'.l‘he second instrument vas the )

mtoms of Stress Inventory:

_A Self A.ssesmentwhich was developed at

the Unlversitya of Washmgton and used- with pemission.

SOSI was to measure the different vays the pu’tic1pants responded to'

stressfi

oo

‘The purpése"f se of’rthe s

tained a list of stress related

symptoms spannirig physiclo‘gical,_ behavioral, and ccgnitive dcmains, and a-

section ,requesrting denog‘taphic data from all pa:ticipants*

ments are dlscussed in igre detail below.

SOurces of Teacher. Stteee‘kumy

'Mt of the q:*tionn;ire.

o

Questions were constructed that -

reflected pemeived sources of teecher etrees in the professim genertlly

and in the c:hilliweck School Dietrict. _

'meu were dexived in pa.rt f:en

Both imstcurff

rmerch questioanajrue ﬁ:cn Great. Britein (x:y:iecon & Sntcli:ffe, 191&; - = g

iudd & il:l.eennn, 1962) and the United Stetea (Cichon & Koff, 1978).

total of 153 questions was divided into six gtoupea (a) 'rine linxaqe-ent :
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Working conditijgns had 29 questions. - (d) Student behavior had 40 ques-

tions. (e) Teacher-teacher relations had 19 questums. (f)’ Fin&lly,
teacher-_a’dministi:atq: relations had 38 quustxons. '

A S5-point Likert scale was chosen to measure the responses. .The same

t

-—

numeration system of zero to four was employed as in the SOSI questionnaire
to allow for consistency with both instrme’;i;ts. used in the study. The

ratings on the Teacher Stress Pilot Survey(‘lsrs) were:

0 —-Not Streasful -
1 - Slightly Stressful B

"+ 2 - Moderately Stressful

3 - Very Stressful

4 - Extre:jle’ly Stressful
Respondents were instructed to circle the rating that mest accurately
expressed how stressful they perceived the event to be. The scoring. sys-
tem was also chosen because the responses could be key punched dire'qj:ly.

When the responses were tabulated, the total écore on each subscale was

equal to the sum of the éi:.;cled':e‘sponses. 7 o . g
Pilot. The questions for theTSP‘S were cut irto-individual-strips-- -

and put into a container. Their placement on the pilot survey was estab-

lished according to the random order in which they were drawn from: the

container. At the bottom of each page were three lines on.which the pilot

participants could write any comments about the questions that might

improve clarity of the questions or mention any sources of stress the

participants thought were omitted.

The sample of the pilot survey consisted of 25 teachers from seven

schools. As the TSPS was long, and involved a critical evaluation, only
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‘were from elementary schools and 7 were fron secondary schools._ There

were 11 males and 14 females whose agos rangud from 23 to 56. However,
’,one respondent did not give his or her aqe. The mean age !as 37.7 years.
The District Superlntendent gava permxss10n to conduct .the pilot
survey as d1d the princ1pals of the seven schools fram which the'teachers
were chosen. |

The TSPS was enclosed in self—addresssd, stamped enveIOpes that were

i dxstrlbutsd mostly throuqhuthedschool mall system, Houever, part1c1pants
5%

in the same school as the author recelvad the envelopes in thelr 1nd1v1duaL’

school mail boxes. The results wore returned through the publlc and. school

FRPPST

' ma11 systems or were delivered personally. (See Appendix A for Teacher '

Stress Pilot Survey )

-

Results. Most of the partlcipants ansﬁered the TSPS completely. ,Scne‘

" had dlfflculty answerlng certaxn qusstlons and. 80 no response was givan.

However, if no response was glven, a couuent ‘was usually addnd that was

taken 1nto conslderatlon when the author coapxled the flnal survey.

b it

Selectlon of flnal estlons. 'Four crlteria were enployed “to. select

'questlons from- the TSPS. Flrst of. all, onlymitems wlth -a mean of two or .

Mmore were selected for 1nclu510n. That is, 1tems that were perceived as
non-stressful were'elimlnated. Thera were two exceptions- (a) Item #94,7
* - T
"Time spent on extra-currlcular act1v1t1es » was kept to be measured

’ agalnst'ltem#lﬁ “Approxlmatsly how much time did,you spend on student—

related extra-currlcular activities... last YEAR?" of the Personal Data

M 15

.t

i e i A

'section on the SOTSS. (’b{}temﬂizmacﬁng ‘was retained as Kyriacou

(p.\lGO) The wordlng of Itmn#lZQwas changed to'"TEachlng (as a career)“"

— ~f~ 4x»nmke~thesitemfmorespreeiserfJuuunsstamsvwerefplaeedurnAa—miscellsssous



" category and chd not - 1oad “on any su.bscales. Secdnd, Pearson Correlations

90-

,valldlty,,axgued, far mclns:.on. \ An example is Iten #82 Of the TSPS.

: correlatmns of more than .6000 were kapt as their removal negatively i | 3

- The final criterion was based on comments by participants of the 'rSPS.

~ Items that participants found -easy to understand were kept while items

- 'The item-total cprrelatidns of this subscale were low and seemed redundant

were
cértalatioﬁ'of .5900 or nﬁrg were retained. SPécifically, items with low
item—-total réorfelatiqns were selectively moved to othevr subscales and

: then we'rev progress:.vely eli;minat; 'from: the item pool until ali remaining
items had an -i‘tén—total cortelatlon of .5960 or greater. "l!he;:e weré af"fe;ii (_ '

items that did not have high 1tem-1:ota1 correlatlons but their face

» (RN S -

*Supervision (e.qg. playground. lunch hour, etc.)". These items were

placed in a miscéllaneous categoryr and did kot load on any subscales. The {.

e e

thn:d step in the selection process mvolvod retaining items that had <

1tm—1tm correlations of .6000 or less. Some items with 1tem-1tem

»

affected the 1ten-tota1 cortelatlons of the- ‘renaanmg items (see Table 12).

A

ki

that were aﬁbiguous to, three or more partiéipants were elimina-ted or
; S ‘ : '
reworded. . . '
‘As a result of selectively moving and eliminating items with low

item-total correlations, the working conditions subscale was eliminated.

with other questions. - Three item-total correlations were raised above

tini .5900 level when the items were movad to other subscales (Items #43,
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' Sources of Teacher Stress Survey were cut 1nto 1nd1v1dual strlps and put

,mtoutherSOESSeéudeonerwasrchangadteeOneeitemeaddedewas4iteuL#31je12reparing};44$——;~f4

report cards". Tﬁe,second additionalaitem was itenr#43, "ﬁhen,there"is a
high but Eroductlve noJ.se in my class(es)" ' Item #91 of the TSPS ‘was-
'changed from “When there-is a hlgh n01se level in my class(es)“ to "When :

there is a hlgh, ugproductlve noise level 1n my class(es)"

F1na1 form. The items selected for'rnclu81on 1n the f1na1 form of

1nto a contalier. The items were then»randomly drawn from the'contalner.d’

.The order in which the 1tems were drawn establlshed the order on. the

SOTSS; (See Appendlx ‘B for SOTSS.)
There were 45 items on the SOTSS; The 5-p01nt leert scale was

employed'tofmeasure the responses.’ The numeration—system of zero to'four

was retalned frOm the Teacher Stress Pllot Survey to allow for consis-

tency w1th the Symg;oms of Stress Inventory. The ratings were. - [ﬂ; P

AO - Not Stressful

Sllghtly Stressful

[
1

Moderately Stressful ]

]
1

3 - Very Stressful

4

Extremely Stressful o
The 45 items in the SOTSS were divided into five subscales: (a)

Time management contained seVeu items; (b) Teecher-parent relations?had '

four items; (c) Teacher—studeut relations consisted of715—rtems;'(d)

»

rTeacher-teacher7relations¥contained~threeritemsrﬂ(e)—Finally1~teacher~~#mf—f~m~~AMﬂ

,;,redministretor;relations4had;fiye4itemsr44Ihere4wererllritemerthet did not

load on the five subscales above so these items were put-under a

Generalized subscale. For the SOTSS, the author changed the name of the

"student behavior" subscale used in the TSPS to "teacher-student relations".

K



Demographic data. The demographic data,'entitled:“Personal pData" -
on the TSPS, provided_indeﬁendent variablesiagainst which the sources .
and.intensity of teacherfstressfwould be compared. The 1nformation sought'

was largely based on relationships that were deemed impartial when com—f'r

pared to the sources’ and symptOms of teacher streSS and the coping

“

strategies of teachers.
The format of the "Personal Data“ section of the TSPS 1nvolved/one
of three'methods- filling 1n the blank, such as age, c1rc11ng the correct,
rect combination of numbers, as in the years of teaching experience. The | 'f
format was intended to be Smele for the respondents to understand and to
answer. The format was also developed so the results could be interpreted
easily. | kR |

The "Personal Data" section of the TSPS also featured three lines at

the bottom of each page for commentsvby the respondehts. 'The comments'
could relateitoﬁ “lack of clarity‘of questions and/or;instructions; dife.
ficulty enCOuntered in'answering questions;ASugeestionslfor imprOVement;_
or possibly suggestionsvfor_additional data.f' | '
Three basic ﬁistakeS‘in the formatvand';uestions’becamebobvious;'
First, the results had to be coded by hand and put into appropriate column
numbers - to the right of the page in order to be key punched. Second; ‘the :
methods'of~answer1ng~led'to;some~confu510n"and*p0351blefinaccuracieeainff~¥ﬁf ——————————
) - . ' . - | | G u

required to circle the correct combination of"nunbers_to represent:his/her

answer. For examplel several respondents wrote in. _answers r rather than

circling the correct combination of numbers. Fimally, one sequenceiof




q
R A

‘Mw%&uﬁﬁﬁﬁ v

1ncluded the number of parents 11v1ng at home The large nunber of -

'students taught by secondary teachers made . it 1m90551ble for them to know
-the home background of thelr students An- explanatlon of how the three

- basic mlstakes were corrected is prov1ded below under “Flnal Demographlc

Data Inventory .

A descrlptive anale1s of the results from “the "Personal Data"'sectlonllV”ffﬂ”

ylelded an absolute frequency and relatlve, adjusted, and cumulatlve per—

L3

_centage frequencles of-the data.

1§ection oflthe'soTSS was changed}to make the‘responses qore amenab;e for
‘t computer coding. :Rather_than'filling in the blanks,orvcircling'the correct
x»compination of numbers, the respondents were given a choice/of answers._hv
Thelrespondents'put tne'aporopriate number(s) of their responee(s)vin.the

squares sltuated at the rlght of each questlon. The answers could be key

. “The format of the."Personal Data™ — i~

e e

[P

hovih - Bt et et e

[

.punched dlrectly‘whlch would ellmlnate transcrlblng the raw data and

consequently wouldrlmprove‘accuracy. ‘The formatrchange-would'also 1m§rove,_/)/‘
tne accuracy’in'the responaes as the respondents could only select tbeir.
‘response fron the choicevof answers supplied. 'Forrexample,rin ;gé fSPS,
question four of the ;?ersonal Data"isection‘was worded: "4. Number of
children living at home: __". The format of the same queetion»indthe

) final‘SOTSS was°

]

4. Number of children living at home: . . . . . ‘FV -

(1) o (4) 4t 6
,,,,, (2) 1 (5) 7 or more
(3) 2 to 3 :

-

1

The latter guestions prevented a respondent fromigiving an exaggerated,

and thus unacceptable answer as was done by a respondent in the TSPS for

”thiquuestion.



. teaching experience.. The author~consulted"SimilarareSearoh4styles'for _‘

-
L

suggested age and experience groupings and adapted some ‘of the. groupings
(Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1979). YFOr*eraqple, questlon two °f}th§ SOTSS was:”
deSigned as follows: ';4, o 7“”,4,v‘f>':§ e |

.'2; Age: (l) 29 years and under'jf’

(2) .30 to 44 years . ”1:5,;;,_QQ,A”, . ML';_;r,Q'_,fir .
(3) 45 years and over_ wit L T fif'f.;;, :

- Other questions, such. as school size, had grouped information., The author _

! felt that grouping ‘the p0381b1e responses on the SOTSS 'Personal Data“?

¢

o section wouldrhelp ensure anonymlty Since “the information required was.
not specific. ~ On the TSPS,,therquestion about age elicited several : o
_iresponses, such as "40 +". One respondent did not fill out any of the
P a, M .

demographic data. Possibly, the person felt that the information on this

seotion increased'the chances for his/her 1dent1f1cation. By increasing

g

 the llkelihood of anonymity, the authpr felt that the respondents would
reply more»accurately and willingly;' _ | ’
,’The,content ofithe.'Personal-Data? section}in the’SOTSS was,slightly,
altered from that of the TSPS by.elininating’and adding questions. There,'

- were four reasons for eliminating questions; First .of all, question seven

. -;e, ~ S

of the TSPS, which required 1dent1fying the univerSity where the respondent .
received his/her - highest degree, was no longer deemed 1mportant.‘ Second,
a respondent may have felt that question eight, “Circlerthe head,adminis--

trator im your school:" mghf reveal’ hﬂ/hﬁr jen_tltr mirzh’fﬁaff‘mw"f‘”%f*

teaohers to answer and so were deleted.f Finally,‘it became abparent that

two quest1ons_nere4redundantr_rrClrcleithernnnber;ofryearsrofreducation

you have completed:” was slmilar to "Circle the highest degree you hold "

g . - . twe -



In two. other questlons, the author found,that the percentage of tlme the

o 3

: 1nd1vidua1 taught classes achlevad the same purpose as the number of

&

ihours spent teachlng in the classroom i The latter questlon was retalned
as it obtalned more preclse answers.

,o//) There were~three reasons for adding-new questions to the “Personal

¢ '_a - .
. A

7 Data 1nventory of the SOTSS. The amount of time spent per year on )

extra-currlcular activities needed to be separated from the number of

3

hours ‘per week spent on school—related work outside of the prescrlbed

Eéachlng‘time Sécoud’ further readlng by the author Ied to the 1nc1u51on

of the item on teacher absentee&sm (Kyrlacou & Sutcllffe, 1979).“Th1rd,\
the author developed the questlons on dev1ant student behav1or as these
questlons would prov1de spec1f1c background lnformatlon that could be
measured agalnst a partlclpant s percelved sources and 1nten§1ty of stres‘
ratlhgs. | o

'*7—7777—77777577/ -
In the f1na1 ver31on, the questlons in the “Personal Data" section

N could be grouped into tworgeneral,categories.r One type'of question canbe. =~ %.

il &L e o : ' '
identified as describing the characteristics of the respondent. Examples

of "teacher Characteristics“ questions would be PAge"'and ?Nﬁmber of

‘children living at home‘ There are seven “teacher charactsrlstics que34 R T
tions. The other. type "of questlon prov1d¢s 1nformat10n that descrlbes the>
teachlng condltlons of the respondent An example of the-"teaching

P

conchtlons questlons would be- "What grad& level do- you- teaeh%estwf%lae —f————l—}_{; vee

time thlS

per week for elementarf téachers; contains three *teaching conditions"

guestionsgrrThere are 19 "teaching conditions®™ questions in the "Personal

Data” section of the, SOTSS. 2 S L S e

St S sy e b o



Stress manag nt The SOTSS contalned a section on Stress Manage—

L 4

3

~ment Procedures. This section asked respondents to indicate the ‘extent to

which they used various common stress management procedures.v The purpose _:

- -

- of the Stress Management sectlon was to see 1f the respondents‘ 1eve1 of

stress was related to their- doxng anything about it. The‘Stress Managemeﬂt

section could provide additional "teacher characteristics questions,‘

) ’depending on the number of respondénts who use these procedures regularly. -

5ymptoms of Stress Inventory. A Self Assessment

The Symptoms of Stress Inventory was adapted from the Corn&ll Medical

't?**”*****‘*fndex: IQ#QifﬁeckIeAaiThcmpsenZAIQ#Qtﬁsin;i@##;and:was revrseé:in4i958:&ﬁd:f‘*‘***ff;

1979 to eliminate problems and redundanc1es.thhe purpose was a need'"forn'y.

1

a Cllnlcal 1nstrument to quantify the perception of the physxologlcal,, SR
behav1ora1 and coqnitlve components of stress responses“‘(Leckle &
.Thompson, 1979a,. p. i). ' ‘: . C 7

There were 10 subscales in the ;so‘s;; () First, the peripheral sub-

scale had seven items, such as, "Have you been’ bothered by- Skinirashes“

o

(Leckie & Thompson, 1979b p.rl). (b) The cardiopulmonary subscale

contained 15 items which were further subd1v1ded 1nto acute and respiratory

111ness. ‘An example of acute cardiopulmonary,symptoms would'be, “Have you,
experienced: Irregular heart beats“, while ‘an example of respiratory ift ~s5?'ﬁ§t

' symptoms-would be "Have you experienced. Colds (Leckie &/Thompson,

197Qp, PpP. 1—2). (c) The neural subscale con51sted of five items, sach . - 7:3”

as, "Have you experienced Feeling faint" iLeckie ﬁ,Thqmpson. 1979b. Pe- 2).

(4) There were 9 items in the gastrointestinal subscale.v An example would

be, “Have.you been”bofLered by: Indigestion" (Ieckie & Thompson, 1979b,}

P- 2)._ _(e) The muscle tension subscale had 9 items,,such as, “Have you S Aé_

noticed ; Excessive tension, stiffness,'soreness or cramping of the mn5cles o ';i

lin,your neckf (Leckie'& Thompsom,11979b,,p. 3).,'(f) Thechabit patterns




: Symptems of anxiety or” reetleesneee, euch as pacing' (Leekie &rThoupeon,~"
1979b, pP. 3). (g) There were 8 1tems in .the depression subscale.~ One
item was, "During the designated period&have you felt.{ Likercrying

'ea511y“ (Leckie & Thompson, 1979b, p. S). <h) The.anxiety subscale had
11 1tems, such as,'”Have you noticed: Being keyed up and Jlttery e 7‘7\ ;g

(1) The anger subscale consisted of 8

L ,,(Leckie & Thomgson, 1979b, P.. 4).
e [
":.% . items, one of which was, "Does.it seem: You becomeemad or angry‘e351ly

T
e

(Leckie & Thompson, 1979, p. 5). (ji Fiﬁally, the;cognitiye disorganiza-

~ tion suoecele contained 7 items, such as, "Tn your:dayego-day iiving do

' youlfind: ?ou get directions angorders ﬁrongf‘(LeckieU&,Thompsbn,_~

- 1979b, p. 6). . ‘ o \
A-S—Qoiht Likert frequency scale of "0" to w4 waerused for'iteﬁeilf;

to:107. The ratings were:

0 = Ngver ’ ; l

1l -~ Infreque;tly . .

3 - Often’ B | |
4 - Very Frequently

Questions were to be answequ according to the frequency the respondent f

experienced the stress related symptoms during the previous two weeks.
The scoring of the SOSI was "accomplished by summating the frequency

’”dEBIgnatlonS {0+ ‘11‘for‘each'of*the‘ten (1Od‘scateS*1ndependent1y“fscaierr4‘"rfrfrr

,' Lo B : - R . . : . -«

core" (Leckie & Thompson, 1979a, P. 10).‘

|

L ThewSQSI_a1so41ncludedvthree4sec:ion5vofmaddifionaliinformation,iijnuri_iAAViVi,,

first sectzon was for women only.- The data,from this section was not used



. ‘ tainad questions thatrdealt with,anoking,and drinking,hahitsi mthis,;tz;;iﬁj,;t

=

section provided five additional “teaohor characteristics' questions.vf

* The- last section contained qugstions ahout personal data; The“data from

this 1ast section was not used in this thesis as the format was different

from that selected by the author of this thesis. Although the data from

the “WOmen dnly and "Personal Data" sections was not used in this thesis,

the sections were “included for the respondents to ccmplete as Ms. Thompson
* ¥
granted permission to use the SOSI based on the—understanding that the

S o wnd Al R e

R

*1anonymous data would be sharad with the University of Wasnington Hanage-

\
- . - oL BN

‘\ o )

ment of Stress Proqram. (§ee Appendix C for the copy. of the letter of

-

permission from Ms. Thompson )

Reliability“andiyalidity. There wnre 561 people from whom data was
- — =
/’Z;llected (Leckie & ;hQFPBOn, 1979&1 p. 2). However, aAlarge number of

'these.ﬁere students at the ﬁnirerSiti 6?‘W&éhington; Nearly 86&'6fithe"

'non-student population was female and professional occupations ‘were over

sampled as compared to t@undorsamplad semi and- u.nskilled workers

(Leckie & Thompson, 1979a, ph 2).' Although_this was,not‘representative

of the general population,lit was quite similarvto the:population of

teachers- from which the Chilliwack sample was taken, espeCially in regards

to a higher education and a professional occupation. Consequently, the¢

construct validity was 1nterpreted,as,being reasonably high for the

’

< - -~ —Chilliwack- sample—rff——f S —

alpha), whereas coefficients for the'subscales varied from .71 to .87"

s - (Leckie & Thowpson, 1979a, p. 2). the 1977 SOSI was used to collect the

data and so was not identical to. the revision of 1978 Howevor, the 1979




: 'ddta provided Ln,the "Intetytntltina o£ thn Syugtana of Sttnsn,Ch‘cklist,"'n'

Consequently, the reliability was interpretbd as. beinq ae hiqh or hiqh.r

on the 1979 sosx ) ' ‘ .

Perm1331on to use the SOSI vas obtained Qn‘October 20, 1980, frum -

Elaine Thompson. (See Appendix C for SOSI and

r»oftperm1331pn.), .

Ethical Consideratlon jfi

Approval for the resedrgh and support ggr the*pppject were sought‘_

prior to the survey‘s dispersal. Approéel~for usinétChilliwack teachers

T ‘ » A ’ - A i ) T - . " ‘ * V . -

No. 33 (Chilliwack). The Simon Fraser University Rese&rch«Ethics Committee
approved the research proposal. (SeeAAppendlx D for a copy of the letter )
~ In order to»assure cooperation wlth the collectlon of data, support was

" obtained from the school admlnistrafors and'the 6£illiwack District’

=

TEachers';kuféiatiOn. IR T R B

Procedure

Distribution of Surveys

The surveys were~distributed*in sealed envelepesﬂthréugh tpe'sehqolr

mail system. - The enGelopes contained a Sources of Teacher Stress Survey,

a Symptoms ef.Stressrlnventory; a covering letter*and'an'envelape*with

the name and,returnvaddress ofAtheiauthor.: (See Apgendix D for ‘a copy of i?’

the coverlng letter to the partic1pants ) Labels with the name and school

- PR
i L

,,lue,Qofltheeselectedeteachersewereestuckfonmtheesealedeenvelepesj All—the

envelopes for each school were sent to the resident adminlstrator of the

respectlve school on October 19, 1981 TWenty-five prlnc1pals, one vice- S

ES

principal and two head teachers received the packaged envelopes.r‘One -

envelqpe went,dlrectly to the selected teacher as there was not a clearly‘




’designated residlmt a&inistrator m th& m111mk Secondary achool

staff list. N lettev wu eddrmod to each adninistrator roquesting
h.uu/her to persomlly distrihuts the emrolopes to the selectai teechers

snd to encourage the teachers to participate in the survey. Thc adl\inis- - ,s -
- 2 R o .

v trators were also thanked for t.he;u: support of the snrvey snd for dis—‘j -

: tribut:.ng the envelopes. (See Appondix D for a copy of the 1etter to. t.he g

!‘, N

e e '—resxdent mﬂnm-u&s‘lﬂ:at:ors.vL we:wz&, 19&},% lettermsem&déreetlyw e ——}—r«:

“,'to all of the selected teachers. In tha letter the anthor thsnked the

teachers who had already respondad and reninded the tsachers who had not -

'rete. (See: Appendix D for a copyof the‘»thank you. letter.“)ﬁ; |

Data Collection

The completed surveys were roturnod amnymusly via the school mil
system to the .author's school : 'rhe lam: coq:leted survey was received

three weeks after the drstributian date. The author» eheeked therstur—aed

surveys to see 1f the quest:l.onna.lre section of each survey was totally
icompleted. If the sowss and 5O0SI were. mleted, the same number from -
7 001 to 105 was then a‘BsJ.gned to each survey in the order they were R
received. Upon visual J.nspectlon abnomhtles in ‘some of ‘the surveys -
. were no,t:.ced.v Pot exanple, a few respondents returned only one of the -
two bookietst Other respondents did not anmr all the questlons., 'lhese
mcouplete surveys vere assigned a mmber of 500 or more for easy 1dsn-ru

\
PR

t1f1cat10n 1n subsequent data anelysis. A ’ ‘ o S

Upon mspect:.on of the data on a couputer prmtout, the author- foundj

, a”further 14 '1ncouple,tesumys which left 91 cc-plete surveys. 'Ihese 14

ix_xco@lete surveys yrere transferred to a "surplus dﬂe.ta file™ for possible

future analysis. A sobsequent closer inspection of the guestionnaire



e TR

fyx

usable data. That s, ‘the irugiuatitm did not ,.iffec':t»ztiu,sﬁbscah, R

scor'es’.' The remauu.nq 37 surveys nunbered 500 or more were left in. the .

- surplus data file™ £or ponsible future analysls- Of the 165 respondants,

— =

114, or 69%,. contalned usable data. 'I'he responses of these 114 teachers ‘

form the bgsus for'the data gnalys:Ls‘ degcrlbed in Chapper w.

-




'RESEARCH FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS. = .
In’this chapter, the analyses of the data from the.Sources of

... Teacher Stress Survey (SOTSS) and the Symptoms of Stress Inventory (SOSI)

are presented. For clarity of discussion,.each hypothesis is listed and.

© Ay

the results’relé&anf-tbAthat'hypothesiS‘ate‘préSénféd; Where: there are
significant findings in both the SOTSS and the SOSI, the results of-the
SOTSS are discussed first, followed by the results of the SOSI. Following el
the discussion the results for-each hypothesis, the conclusion for that 'y

hypothe51s is’ glven. o I ",'7 v ) . -

The frequency dxstrlbutlon for the somss and the SOSI are 1nc1uded

1n Appendlx E.»

k3
Hypothes1s #1 - Correlatlons Between the SOTSS and SOSI L3
There w111 be no significant rnlatlonships between the major percelved , ;

stressors of teachlng and the ma1n symptams of stress experienced by teach-‘fr

Results

The results of a Pearson correlation coefficient analysis indicated
that there were only very low correlations between the major perceived
stressors of teaching and the maln symptoms of stress exper;enced by

. teachers. (See Table 13). The anger subscale of the SOSI had the hlghest

. i . . ; - - . -
correlations. These correlations occurred with teacher-student relatiens,

r = +.45, g.=«(.01; teacher;teacﬁer'relations, r = +.39, E_=‘(.01; év
) gé;éher-éa;i;;séfggg;i;élaéiggg, r=+.41, p = (.617 and the -total score %

of the SOTSS., x = 4.46, p = €.01. Out of a total of 66 correlatidns,’SO . ‘é

had probabilities less than .05. This iarge'nunber was likely’due'to the %
- Iarge sample size. Although most of the probabilities ;;;;/1;;;‘;Ein *1Eh-—/“\v——-§a

&r!»

. the correlations themselves were below .50 and therefore were not con-

*

77”‘77170737:77”" el S ol :Vv,,, ol R,
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Table 13

COrrelation' and ‘Proha'b'iluity, Matrix '

for the Subscales and Total Scores

T

S o of the Sources of Teacher Stress Survey

“and the _mtoms of Stress Inventory

5ymptoms of s . I st . Lol e
Stress . 4 Sources of Teacher Stress Survey.

Inventory.

- Subéégles 3”; T TPR TSR Total sorss®

PHL .23 ' -.05 16 .06 06 .16 o
(€01 -~ (.31 (.04 (.28 (.2 (.05

CR .. .30 -.06 .25 .17 . 04 .23
' - (&o1)y L (.25) 0 KL01) - (.04)  (.32) -~ (€.01)

 NRL .29 .02 .17 .09 .05 .19
. (€.01) ‘,-41’ C(.03) o .16) T (.299 0 (.02)

, GI .24 -.01 .22 2 a7 | 24
B . Koo O IS)‘f‘T(toIT"A*T‘AHIY”r (.03 .01y

M7 .38 .0 .36 .8 .20 .37
: (€.o1) = (.14 (.01 (.03 (.0l (<.01).

HP .35 -.08 - .28 . .23 .23 .30
(€<.01)  ( .20) (€.01) (€<.o1) (<.01) - (€.01)

DEP .37 . .09 .28 19 . .19 .33
: (€.01)  (.17) (K.01) . (.02) - (.02) . (€01

aNx .30 03 .32 .32 . 34"

ANG .26 .14 .45 .39 .41 k .46 f'ifif;;,< .
SRR R § 7 9 M G ) B o 425 Ry | 5729 By € €30 5 SN € &) 5 3

CD—— : 25— 30 34 «32 =25 35

(€.01)  ( .16)  (€.01)  (€.01)  (£.01) (€.o1y

' Total sos1® .3 .03 .3 .28 .24 .38




‘Table 13 cont.

Note. eThe,probabilitieS'are enclosed in parentheses.

| The number of respondents is 114. '
N ’a The‘namesvefdtﬁe'sﬁbscaleé for the SOTSS ahdrSOSI~subscales are
:fabbrevzated on thlS table and on all succeedlng tables. The names of theﬂ
.SOTSS subscale abbrev1ations are: TM = time management: TéR = teeeher;
l'pereﬁt reletione; TSR = teacher-student relatlons, T?R,= teacher-teacher
e {?eietiens;~fA§ﬂ=mteaeher—administratorwrelations.A The names - ofitgeigéélii ﬂii:~ Sk
i s&bscaie abkareviet‘ionsra're:‘~ PHL,= pe{}phera;; CR = cardiopulﬁenary;
y NRL  neural, GI = gastrointestinal; MT = ﬁueeie;tensibn; HP = habit
o i;ezterns, DEPg; depre551o;;7ANi = anxle;f, ANG = ange;, Ch = cogni;ive .53;
rdlsorganlzetlon. S » Lo  ‘ - : ¥
b mhe tetaifSOTSS score_in all results in this thesis is the total ofrthe;
‘SOTSS subscale scores.
€ The total sosI score in- all results in this thesis is the total of the:
R 7SOSI subscale sCo;ee; | B k { | o ]




sidered to be clinically signif fcant.
‘Cdnéi§sions' |

The results of'the Pearson correlation coefficient analysis. sup- '§
portgd'hypqthﬁfis #1. éince ailsthe correlations were'lesélthaﬁ,.so,
the cqrrélations were too low for any df}thé rélgiionShipé“béfﬁééb’ghé |

major perceived stressors of teaching and the main symptbms,qf]stfe$$;f~J

‘experienced by teachers to be considered clinically significant.

Hypothesis #2 - Teacher Characteristics -

Hypothesis #2 states éhéf there will be no signifiéénf félétibﬁ;ﬂiés 1
bétween various—£eacher characteristics, such as ége or“éééiﬁg}étfﬁteéié%§=?jff'ff
‘the majof‘peréeived stressors ofrteacping, and the maiﬁ symptpms 6f stiess,’r’
experienced by teachers. This hypothesis was tested by uéing ihdebendéhf
t-tests or one-~way- analyses of variance procedures (ANOVA) with Neumaﬁ-

Keuls post hoc. comparisons.

Results

The results of the tests indicated that there wereksignifiCaht dif-
ferences between hine out of 15 teacher characteristics, the major

perceived stressors of teaching, and/or the main symptoms of stress.

experienced by teachers. T
Sex. There were significant differences between male andf£ema1e

teachers on three subscales of the SOSI. The resglts.of;tﬁe3indé§§h§entvrzl'
t-tests indicated that female teachers had sigificantly more symptoms

of depression,,g_(106),=,3;66L,g_§;§.01;,anxigtyp,5,(112)”=,2,74¢Wg,5,;”",w, e

<.01; and cognitive disorganization, t (112) = 2.22, p = .03, than their

male counterpafts. There were no further signiiicant differences found
on the other SOSI ,subscales. There were no significant differences found

between sex of teachers and the SOTSS subscales. (See Table 14).



. Table 14

Means and Standard Deviations of.the Syggtoms of

‘Stress Inventory for Male and Female Teachers

-Malesi L 1
Mean == Standard Mean .-
deviation

Subscale Females

-deviation

, . —
-Standard -

n s el

sz 4;43j © 409 B 5.23 ?'. 3:69‘ 
CR 9.3 "f7;7; :‘;Q;fo'f 8.20
‘NRL 1.64  2.19 1.92 . 2.04
ot . 5.94 f5312  | "?;il"n 5,04
MT ~7;36’j“’“6.15 ,'  1>§;;6:4:u é.i5‘U
HP 1238 821 - |

DEP O 4.49 3.74 - 7.70 . 5.56

N

1.23

S 1.82 -

.28

.36

.32

.01

L22

| ._07. :

Coe!

o 2.22

.64

.03

Total SOST 63,94 - 40.27 = 79.70  46.64

1.92

.06




'nlflcantly dlfferent 1nten51ty of stress with the total symptoms of stress.
‘However, female teachers did report 51gn1f1cantly hlgher symptams of |
depression, angiety,‘and cognitive disorganizatipn. Femalepteachers had"
semepbatlloWer seores on the qtherrdimensions whichvcqunterbalanced”tﬁe;7 RCIPPT .
ﬁidh-depression,lénxietylandncoénitive disOrganiration scores and;resulted: ‘

in tqtalésebres not sigﬁifieantly_differeht from males.

-~ Marital status. The second set of significant differences for =

teacher characteristics Qccﬁrred between the marital status of the-respon— I i
dents and two SOSI subscales and the SOSI total score. The resu Ifs ‘of° ”fj”;f”"*”??:;f

the ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for marital status for _ :
7 | , o | o . - S ' ‘ C :
cardiopulmonary symptoms, F (2, 111) = 4.98, p = £.01; for gastrointestinal . .

'symptoms,vg_(2;‘lll)' h)

3.31, p = .04; agd‘for»total,symptoms of streSsq'

F (2, 111) =f2.99,'p .05. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc,Comparison indicated

that separated or d1vorced ‘teachers had 51gn1f1cantly more cardlopulmonary

(Tl £ @ 1 s

e el ot TR

and gastrointestinal'symptoms'than marrled teachers. However, the Neuman-,_»_

Keuls post hoc'comparisdn failed to, identify any groupras‘significahtly

different from each other on the ‘total SOSI segre.~-There were no further

'significantidifferences found on the other SOSI subscales. There were no
significant differences found between teacher marital status and_the,SOTSS
subscales. (Seée Table 15). -

" With respect to teacher marital statds, separated or divorced

teachers had more total symptomsrcf stressrthan ether teachersj~AThe-~ff~—4}vfw!4ﬁf{fﬁlf

,ernq;pal cQntr;butLngrﬁactQrs44ere4s1gn;i;cantlyrh;gherrgard;gpulmonarv

symptoms and to lesser extent, gastr01ntest1nal symptoms.

Highest degree,heid. The thlrd set of differences for ‘teacher ’

characteristicswoccurred between the highest degree a respondent“held_and




When lines are used in a subscale, gfoups not connected by lines a

- significantly different from each other.

-:g .
report the results of an ANOVA are givan in parentheses.

' 109,
L _ P R %ﬁ _ ,,,4‘,‘ e " L S e o S
B e :Taﬁle 15
R Means and Standard Dev1atlons of the Symptqms ‘ E
of Stress Inventory for Marltal Status E
Subscale - lvmarried, ‘Single Seéafated/Divorced E 'B'
‘ i Mean Mean Mean o '
\ (Standard (standard (Standard -
. deviation) deviation) -deviation) 3
n 84 16 14 : .
PHL 4.64 5.31 5.64 .52 .60 . ¥
- (4.06) — (3.57) - ©(3.13) S 3
CR ~&£H~r~~mmﬁ?$£;——~zﬁ~ 1&3&——‘7«-s$38 4ageff::::;rge
' (7.10) (8726) (10.34) : ;
at B —) ) 4 ‘ ,
'NRL 1.67- 1.81 2.50 .94 .39 :
(2.18) (1.60) - (2.10)- : ]
 GI - 5.98 7.00 . 9.64 '3.31 .04 ‘
S (4.63) - (5.69) - © (6.16) '
) _ ak - B 4 1 o
MT 7.95 - 10.44 9.43 1.27 .29
- (6.45)- (4.19) (6.50) - 3
HP - 12.46 S 13.31 17.57 2,30 .11
‘ (8.23) (7.52) (9.16) -
an . &
DEP 5.57 7.38 ©. 8.7l 2.92 .06 :
(5.12) (4.06) (4.87) .
ANX 6.56 17.69 110.36 2.56 .08 :
, (5.88) (5.21) (6.67) B !
ANG 8.01 8.19 9.43 34 .72 i
' (5.99) (5.47) (6.58 - :
cp 5.31 ~ 6.81 7.57 2.28 .11 :
- (4.32) (3.92) (3.69) :
Total SOSI 66.93 80.25 96,07 2.99° .05
R (43.38) (40.59) 47.78) :
Note. Standard dev1atlons for this table and all succeedlng tables that F;:

‘
. .
tfﬁur@ﬁﬁﬁmﬁkgm&wﬂﬁwdfm*»"*”“”*““‘*‘””“%T““A



~one SOTSS subscale. The results of the ANOVA indicated a significant B e

‘ main;effectvfor the{highest7degree held‘for‘teacher;éareht relations,‘

F (2, 110) = 3.64, .p_ - .03. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc camparison failed .
"to 1dentify respondents with no degree, respondents w1th a bachelor s
degree, or respondents w1th a masteras degree, as Significantly different
from each‘other.- There were no further sagnificant differences found |

:betWeen highest degree held and the other SOTSS subscales: “There were

no 51gn1ficant differences found,between thefhighest degree held and the

-
. P S

SOSI ‘subscales. _(See Table 16). B }

- —Table- l&corxtaxns:.blarespensekramer;thanth&tatal;ciﬁﬂies~f S IR

ponses.  The number of responses forithe'remaining tables of this chapter

will vary from one table to another because some of the. responses to the

s
\

Personal Data section of the SOTSS were left blank by sol % of the teachers.;

Absenteeism. Thgﬂﬁpurthgset_of teacher»character;stics, teacher
absenteeiSm, produced significant differences on two SOTSS subscales, the

-

v

SOTSS total score, nine SOSI subscales, and the SOSI total score. (See

Tables 17 and 18) There were seven teachers who were absent ‘11 or mor

days and 16 teachers who were absent 6 to 10 days. Since the number of ~ Y
teachers who were'absent 11 or more days was considered to be too small

to. prov1de an accurate analy51s, these two cells were collapsed and the

.

results were regrouped under the category of teachers who were absent 6
i Y ¢

.. or more‘daysa

Vo

ot s

-~y

‘The results of the ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for

]

teacher absenteeism due to sickness for the SOTSS subscales time manage-

\

ment, F (3, 102) = 4.19, p = €.01; teacher-administrator relations, F =\

(3, 102) =2.77, E_—v.05 and the total SOTSS stressors, F (3, 102) = 3.03,

p= .03.. The_Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that teachers who

A,
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" Means and Standard Deviations

of the Sources of Teacher Spress‘Survey' \ ;

 fdr Highest Degree Held ) E

Subscale ' - No degree Baéheldr's7‘ff Master's . "E' P ﬁ
' v [ degree .~ ~degree = i

- Mean - - --Mean - - - Mean - - g -3

75 10

© (5.60)

13.95 |
(5.87)

14.50 -

.67

TPR . 9.18
(3.66)
TSR . 32,75

12,57

9,30
(2.91)

- .7.44
(3.20)

33.21
(9.31)

36.70

5.27
(2.84) (2.18) -

12.97. 16.10

(5.33)——(5.03} (2.42)

Y

- (7.83)

7.100 .

3.64 .

65

.52
2.62 .08

2,02 .14

A;MLMIN\HA_\N!Hy\lun*«»quL»Au»h» SN O il i e

&

Total SOTSS

76.14

(23.22)

'

83.70
(14.26)

72.84
(19.37) -

RS

1.40.% .25

b
B e e R AR

m S A b

e
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yere not absent the prev;ous year petceived time'management stressors as

A’131gn1f1cant1y less stressful than teachers who were absent~I’or more iv
jdays.f The Neuman—Keuls post hoc conparison 1nd1cated that teachers who
d';were not absent the prev;ous year perceived teacher-administratorv
lations and the total of SOTSS stressors to be less stressful than
'ﬂteachers who were absent 1 to 2 days. There were no further significant =
AN B »dlfferences found on’ the other SOTSS subscales. (See stie ]:7)* ’*"":"'.’*'f”f'*'”' ’i'"ff'

with respect to absenteeism due to sickness, the maiq distinguishing

. EactorS‘fhat‘teachers who were absent perceived.to be more stressfulvthan T

lesser.extent, relations with the administrator. ‘ ‘ ;,,;,

The results of the ANOVA indicated that there were significant main '
effects between teacher absenteeism due to sickness and the SOSI total
score and all SOSI subscales,_except anqer.v See Table-le for therapprop— '

riate Egand'p_values.' Therﬂeuman-xauls‘post hoc comparison indicated

Sy

‘that teachers who were'not absent due:to sickness'hadrsignificantly fe@er'
f'peripheral symptoms of stress, symptoms of depression and cognitive
k disorganization, and total symptoms of stress than tbachers who were
absent due to 51ckness 1 or mort deys. The Neuman-Keuis post hoc com-

parison 1nd1cated that teachers who were not absent due\to sickness had

/

' 51gn1f1cantly fewer cardiopulmonary and gastrointestinal\symptoms and .
. _

isymptoms of muscle ten81on and habit patterns, than teachers who were

B

;absent 3 or more days.s The Neuman-xeuls post hoc comparisOn 1nd1cated that

'vteachers who were not absent due to sickness had~signif1cantly fewer symp-

\

toms of anxiety than teachers who were . absent 1 or more days. Furthermore, e

s ’ \
s teachens who were absent l tO‘S days had significantly fewer symptoms of

T

anxiety than teachers whO'were absent 6'or more days. Houever,>the
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' Means and Standard Doviatlons

- of the Sources of Teachcr Stregs Survey for‘ B R T i%-
" . ' ;
Absenteeism Due to Slcknass the Prev1ous Year

Subscale : O'Duys' 1-2 Days 3-5 Days &6 Days E o KQ:_ o
‘ Mean ' . Mean = .

:
F
E
5
g

A 15 3 o3a o2 oo
m " 9,73 14.41 - 15.62 14.87 - 4.19 . (.01
(5.35) - (5.54) ~ (5.89) (4.86) . :

I ;:;47Auujf;i:;;Lt2gg::;::::4};52;:;::g::;51;91:;::;;ﬂuf
| L 1 (3.53)  (3.37) (3.02) -~ (3.45) -

TSR - 28.33 36.24 32,15 -+ 33.65 - 2.37 .08
- (12.03) . (8.28) (10 63) - (9.96) '

TR © . 5.07 5.97 - 4.94 .87  2.59 .06 .
' -(3.31) (2.54) - (2. 40) - (3.20) T

TAR ©10.87 . 14.97 - 12.82 13.13 . 2.77 .05 -
— (5.77) - (3.83) (4.91) - (5.26) R T o
a p—————t ar : 4, o ' -

+ Total sorss  61.27  80.21 73.50 . 76.00  3.03 . .03
' o a26.40)  (15.80) . (20.67)  (22.08) . . e
AbF—— _at 7 ¢ e

'Note. When lines are used in & subscale, groups not connected by lines ’

. are 31gn1f1cant1y different from each other.
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'Neuman-xeuls post hoc ccmparisom failed to 1dent1f;y any: group as sig- o

'f51gn1£1cantly,higher peripheralf A‘l ic

'nlficantly different from each other for neural synptoms of strees ‘,f,,_,[

?were not. absent due to slckness. Ths pr1nc1pal contributlng factors were »

‘(See Table 18).

With respect to absenteeism, teachers who were absent due to sick- 3.1

+

‘ness had.signlflcantly more total symptams of stress than teachers who

and. gaetrm.ntesrinal A

'symptoms and symptams of depresslon, anxlety and coqnitive disorganizatloh.:

To a lesser extent, neural syuptoms and symptomsaof muscle tenslon and

Stress management procedures. The Stress,managenent procedures 7fff:; F_

%\ that teachers used was the flfth set of teacher characterlstics produclng

slgnlflcant dlfferences betueen three SOSI subscales.s The results from B
‘responde?ts whorengaged in progressive relaxatxon, self-hypnosis, autogenic

relsxatlv ' transcendental,meditatlon;and/cr yoga uere,conslderedghecause:{
. \ v i , . . : T

' fanalees, :

 included becaige 110 resPOndents'had never used,the‘procedure. ‘The three

the total results of these procedures provided Sufflclentedata.to ruuu”'

results of Benson's relaxation requese procedure were notsfi L
respondénts who d1d use the Benson -] relaxation response only used 1t

rarely. The face validity of the results for prayer argued for a separate

set of tests. The cells of the results of the ratlng of the four‘stress

v

management procedures ‘with ratlngs of “0o" and "1" (never or: seldom) were

' collapsed because these tHo ratlngs ware deemed very simllar to each other%

Theucells of the results of the ratlngs "2% and "3" (sometlmes) were also \\ffé'»;

x

collapsed because these two ratlngs were deemed very‘simllar to Each other.jgf* -

£

The last ratlng of "4" (regular daily use) was deemed to be dlstlnct from

the other ratings and was kept separate although there were only seven 1




Table. 18 —_

. 'for Absenteeism Due to Slckness the Previbus Year , 

Means and=StAndard Devfatians of the §ngtom§,of Stress Invento:y

Subscale ' 0 Days  1-2.Days  3-5 Days ga Days F P
o T 0 Mean " Mean Mean .
n 15 C3g 34 ,23'
PHL 2,07 . 474 . .4.94 6.09  3.74  .0L |
o (2.58) (3.86) (3.26) (4.42) ' ]
CR. 4.80 9.06 10.88 ' 13.00 3.91 .01
- (5.53) (6.57) (9.09) (7.50) - o i
ars — B - . '\\
N ~ NRL . .73 1.35° 2.26 2.30 2.95 .04
(1.33) - (2.01) (2.22)  (2.18) '
GI . 3.33 6.00 7.09 8.48  3.82 .01
- (3,37) (4.93) (4.99) (4.93) : .
ar B b P - Sl . .
MT 4.93  7.26 9.59 10.17  3.24 .03
(4.45) (6.38) (6.‘06) €5.93)
a= B T : — S .
; HP 8.13 . 12.47 14.44 - - 15.87  ©3.06- -~ .03 - ‘-
(7.89)  (7.80) (8.56) \(8.48) : RS 3
—_— — - a-+ - B +‘ — i
" DEP - 2.07 5.91 6.71 . 8.17 ~  5.100 .0l
: (2.89) (4.41) (4.27) (6.80) ‘ i
"ANX 2.73 - 6.41 7.35 .'10.43 ~ -5.87 .01 .
(3.95) . (5.48) (5.22) (7.18) P i
a b - — c .- :
ANG 5.13 8.85 8.38 9.61 . 1.88 .14
- (5.22) (6.07) (5.81) (6.42) R
‘- cp 2.73 5.91 6.12 6.87  3.37 .02
(3.20) (3.99) (3.63) -(5.30)
‘Total SOSI  36.67 67.97 '77.76 '~ 91.00 5.33 . <.01
(32 Fzr'”'*'tmn*’*'i*'m LA (zrram
* - Note.

'slgnlflcantly dlfferent from each other.

When lines are used 1n a subscale, groups not connected by llnes are

The degrees of freedom for each subscale are 3 and 102.

3
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respondents who used one or more of the four stress management‘procedures

e -
.

: »1—'2/
o

: The results of the ANOVA 1nd1cated that there were. SLgnlflcant main 7

: -eﬁfects for the use of relaxatlon and meditation stress management

a

| éprocedures for-the SOSI subscales cardlopulmonary symptoms of stress,
’F (2, 111) =:3,06, E.‘ 05 neural symptoms of stress, F (2, 111) 4. 57,'

. R = [01; and symptoms of hablt PﬂtternS; E (2, 111) = 10. g =

? or more stress management procedures daily had slgnlflcantly more neural

I smptans of _stress and symptoms of habJ.t patterns than teachers who never .

fThe Neuman-xeuls post'hoc comparlson 1nd1cated that teachers'wbo used one .

e or rarely used stress management procedures.  However, the Neuman-Keuls

post hoc comparlson failed to identlfy any group ‘as 31gn1f1cantly dlf—'

ferent from each other for cardiopulmbnary synptoms,of stressu,‘Therelwere
. : N _ o , -

no further‘significant'differences found on the other SOSI»subscales. .

There were no sxgnlfxcant differences found betmeen the use of relaxatlon

and n@“taﬁon sﬁmgmmm

(See Table 19).

s

Wlth respect to stress management procedures, the use of relaxatlon

and/or medltatlon procedures did not suggest a 31gn1f1cant1y dlfferent

intensity of stress on the ‘- total symptoms of stress. However, teachers
. ) _ ) v X T

who used relaxation and/or meditation prdcedures daily did report sige

7n1f1cantly hlgher neural and hablt patterns symptoms of stress. Teachers

who used relaxatlon and/or medltatlon procedures dally had somewhat )

1ower scores on the other dlmenslons whlch.counterbalanced the high

.cardiopulmonary, neural'and‘habit»pattern scores resulting in total

scores that were not different fronlthe‘other groups;r

1




| (43,385 (43.40)

(49.56)

Note, When,lxnes,axe,usadfln%agsnbscale+fgroupsgnotvconnected4h¥,llnasgara4,

51gn1f1cant1y dlffergg;_;;om each othar,

117. :
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| Table 19 ;
_ ‘Means and Standarg Deviatxons of. the xggtoms of Sggess Inveggogx .
for Usa of Relaxatlon andfor Meditation Stress Management ?rocedures .  ;‘?
— - o b‘g _‘ = v .:‘
- Subscale  Never or - Use D1 . Use 21 . . E p =
rarely used Tprocedure,some— procedure dally ) o E
" (ratings 0, 1) times or" (rating 4) ' 5
' s - frequently : : :
L (ratings 2, 3) ]
n 78 29 7 ;
PHL, 4.42 5.66 6.43 1.69 .19 1
(3.59) & (4.26) (5.03) ) 1
9'%7777i . S S S . — R — 7,’:i¥;
CR - 9,00 11.55 15.71 3.06 .05 |
(7.70) (7.71) (9.83) =
NRL 1.47 2.17 3.71 4.57 .01
(1.83) ~(1.91) (4.11) i
. - ¥ b‘L 2 - ‘ '
6L - - 5,920 . 7.52 9.86 2.67 .07 3
< (4.88) (4.93) (6.82) :
- E.
MT 7.95 9,07 12.00 1.55 .22 . |
‘ (6.06) (6.02) T (8.17) e
o TS - ‘ S |
HP o 11.90 - 15.17 © o 19.m 4,10 .02 - -
o 8.26) - - 7.71) - 8.40 o
L.(8.26) bs( R I J R 4
DEP . -5.94 S 8472 7.14 .38 .68 * i
: . (5.25) (4.78) (3.93) , T
anx - 6.73 | 7.86 9.43 90 .41
(6.21) . (5.54) (4.86) ‘ o 3
ANG 8.17 |, _8.31 8.29 01 .99 i
. (5.92) ., (6.32) . (5.65) S i
o - 538 6.62 ; 7.29 1.40 .25 |
T (4.40) (4.0 ' (2.75) - j
Cas o §‘
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e égroblc exerc1se. The use. of aeroblc exerclse was a“Sixth,teacher"'

.t

characterlstlc produc1ng slgnlflcant dlfferences on one SGTSS subscale.;};gp;rj\

9 . t

Thefresults from respondents who engaged in runnlng or ]ogglng, walking;:‘
racket sports, and/or. swnnnlng were‘consrdered.‘ The cells of the results
of the four types of aeroblc ekerc1se wrth&ratlngs of “0“ and “l“ (never
_or seldom) were collapsed because these-two ratlngs were deemed very )
51m11ar to each other. The cells of the results of the ratlngs “2“ and

“3“ (sometlmes) were also collapsed because these two ratings were deemed

very 51m11ar to each‘otherf The last ratlng of n4n (regular dally use)

"wasadeemedfto'be4distrnct?fromfthe;othef:ratznqsfand;so—rtfwas*kepﬂrrt:::rf

E separate from the other ratlngs.»

The results of the ANOVA 1nd1cated that there was a 51gn1f1cant malni'A

: effect for the use of aeroblc exerclse for the SOTss subscale teacher—

4

teacher relations; g_(z, lll) = 3.73, p;= .03. The Neqmaaneuls,post hoc 35”

comparisoﬁ indicated,that teaéhers whopehgaged,in'one orimore{offtheefour

forms of aeroblc exerc1se dally percelved teacher*teacher relations to be
. 51gnif1cantlyjmore stressful than”teachers who engaged in one or more

- . . . : 8 S .
forms of exercise sometimes or frequently. There were no further sig-

nifiéant,differences found on the other SQTSS subscales. There were no
 ‘significant differences found between the use of ‘aerobic exercise and the
. . . . - . 'V.QS ] n ., | '

SOSI subscales. :(See Table 20).

Smoking. The,seventh'setvof significant differences occurred between :

'nonsmokers and smokers on two SOTSS subscazesl, There were two respondents o

who 1nd1cated onh the SOSI that tﬂey smoked less~than 6 c1garettes dally, six

|
[
B P

C respondents who 1nd1cated that they smoked between 7 and 19 cigarettes

Pty G B8 it sl

daily, and four respondents wbo‘indlcated'that they smoked 20 or more

R e T
2 e S S
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- Table 20
Means and Standard Deviations L
' of the Sources of Teacher Stress Survey
- fofrthé Use of Aerobic‘Exerdise
Subscales Nevef or Use 21 form of Use »1 form of - F E.'
rarely use exercisae some- exercise daily ]
~ . (ratings 0, 1) times or . ... .. . .(rating 4} .. ... ... E
oL . freguently. .. _* Lo
(ratings 2, 3) .
n 33 55 26
M B L T A = T e — 1o g s e
(5.90) (5.63) (5.88)
TPR 7.52 _7.85 8.88 1.28 .28 o
- (3.02) . (3.49) .(3.58) :
TSR 33.52 31.78 35.62 1.33 .27 i
(10.52) (9.90) (9.54) : % o
TR 6.00 < - -  4.91 6.65 3.73 .03 i
(3.17) -~ (2.76) (2.58) . ‘
P ,ba:g;,, = — b e - 4 ; -
TAR 13.27 12.09 14.73 2.46 .09
(5.16) (5.32) (4.29)
Total SOTSS 74.64 70.33 81.15 2.44 .09
(21.25) - (20,49) (20, 33)
Note. When lines are used in a -subscale, groups not connected by lines are
significantty different from each other. R
?
3
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cigarettes daily. .Since the number of respondents for these three:

categories was considered to be individually too small to proVidefan;f*

‘accurate analysis, these three cells were collapsed ana'thgftéSGits

_teacher-parent relations, t (112) = 2,99, p = <.o1, and,teacherél""

regrouped under the category heading of "Smokers".
The results of the independent t-tests indicated that teachers who -

smoked one or more cigarettes daily perceived the SOTSS subscales = =

s

administrator relations, t (112) = 332, b = <.01, to be significantly

. more stressful than teachers who did not smoke cigaréttes; 'Théfé were,

no further significant differences found on the other SOTSS,subScales.

There were no significant differences found between nonsmokers- and smokers S

and the SOSI subscales. (See Table 21)}.

Alcohol consumption. The amount of alcohbl,cbnSumed‘was an eighth
teacher characteristic producing sigﬁificahtJQifferendes‘on one SOSI ,

subscale. There were 16 respondents who ihdigéted'on_the‘SOSI that they

o .

- usually drank 3 to 4 drinks per occasion and five respondents who indicated

-

that they usually drank 5 or more drinks per occasion.. Since the number, of

respondents for the category of 5 or more drinks per occasion was con-

sidered too small to provide an accurate analysis, these two cells were

collapsed and the results!régroubed under the category of 3 or more drinks:
per occasion. |

The results of the ANOVA indicated a significant ﬁain>effe§£'fof the
amount-of alcohol consumed forbthe SOSI_subscale cardiopulmonary sym??pms

of streés, F (2, 110) = 3.38, p'= .04. The Neuman-Keuls post.hocfcom-~'

PSR . e

parison indicated that teachers who consumed 3 or more alcoholic ‘drinks

per occasion had significantly less cardiopulmonary symptoms of stfess
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Table 21 o T
'Means and~Standard;DeQiations
kof the’Sour¢gs of Téacher Stress Survey .
o for-Nonsmokers_and'Smoke:S",, "
~ Subscale - ’ N6nsmoﬁérs_ Smokersd® = ;;E B
o Mean Standard  ~ Mean = Standard :
' deviations deviations-
n 102 .. - f g 12 .
™ 14.37  5.86  13.08 4.81 73 .47
TPR 7.68 3.26 10.67 3.47 2,99 * <.01
TSR 32.99  10.62 34.58.  9.10° .52 .61
TTR 5.58  2.93 6.00 2.86 .47 .64
“TAR 1270  5.23 15.92 2.84 3.32 <.o1.
‘Total SOTSS - 73.31  21.31 80.25  16.91 ~  1.09 .28

a ‘ o . : o '
A person who smoked one or more cigarettes daily was classified as a

smoker.

Bt gy d bk e e

Eelk



‘consumed and the SOTSS subscales. (SeeiTable 22).

' There were four respondents who indicated that they usually drank beer

- and liquor;‘;since the results for these two categories were considered -

than teachers ﬁhofconsumed 1 to 2 drinks per occasion. There were no
further;significant;dffferences found on the other SOSIrsubscales; There

were no signifiéant differences found between the amount of alcohol

ety T AR

.Type of alcohol.  -The type of alcohol consﬁmed_was>a‘ninth’teacher

oharacteristiC'prodﬁcing Significent:differehces on two SOSI subscales.

?

and wine and two respondents who indicated that they usﬁallytdrenk;be€fv

#0000 i A K 5 . S 72

to be 1ndlv1dually too small to prOVIde an accurate analy51s, and 51nce'

the results of the seven categorles in the SOSI Frequency Dlstrlbutlon B S ; 3

(see Appendix E) were mutually»exclusive, the resglts for the'categoryf

headings of "Beer and Wine" and "Beer and Liquor" were not included in

. thislanalysis. '

‘The. results of the ANOVA 1nd1cated a 51gn1f1cant main  effect for the-

type of alcohol consumed for the SOSI subscales perlpheral symptoms of

stress,rg;(S,,lOl) 3.31, p = (.01, and gastrointestinal symptoms ofv

%

3.77, p = {.01. The Neuman-Keuls post: hoc comparlson

Bl

stress, F (5, 101)

indicated that teachers who usually drank only beer had less perlpheral

symptoms of stress than teachers who usua11y drank wine and liquor. The'

Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison also indicated that teachers who usually

.drank only beer had less gastrointestinal symptoms.of stress than teachers

who drank oniy.,liqgor,,and -teachers who,usuallywdrank wine and liquor.

ihere werefno,further~signi§ig§gt,differences found on the other SOSI -
subscales. There were no signifioant differences found between the type

of alcohol consumed and the SOTSS subscales. (See Table 23)..




(49.70)

(41.22)

Note. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not

are significantly different from each other.

connected by Iines

123.
.Table 22 _
7 Means and Standard DeViatidns
of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory -
for Amount of Alcohol Consuméd
" Subscale No drinks . 1~2 drinks o 23 drinks F P
o . *% per occasion pex occasion S o
‘Mean Mean Mean ..
n . 16 76 - 21
'PHL 3.81 5.43 3.43 2.92 - .06
o (4.04) . .. (3.82) (3.67) : A
CR | 9.94 10.99 ‘ 6.05 3.38 .04
' . (9.22) -(8.13) (3.89) o
S — ~ — .
" NRL 2.06 S 1.95° .90 2.26 .11
©(2.24) (2.21) (1.26) -
GI 6.31 e 7225 4.29 2.88 .06
' (4.57) (5.26) (4.42) |
MT ~8.75 8.58 - 7.76 .16 .85,
o (6.15) . (6.25) . (6.47) . B
HP » 11.44 14.17 10.81 1.74 .18
(7.81) (8.54) (7.83) §
DEP 5.31 6.30 6.67 .34 T
(5.49)  (4.50) (6.65) .
ANX 7.56 7.53 - . 5,76 - .74 - .49
‘ (7.55) (5.68) (5.90) ‘
ANG 7.69 8.47 8.00 14 .87
. (5.74) (5.72) - (7.09) E
c 5.88 6.08 4.67 .90 - .41
(5.76) (4.03) (3.80) . ]
Total SOSI 68.75 76.74 ©58.33  1.48 - .23 -
(43.91) y



(2.76) _ (4.05)

(5.11)  (3.53)

: i124.7 f
~ Table 23 B )
Means'and Standard Deviation o
"of the Symptoms of Stréés Ihyéntb;y  »ﬂ?‘
for Type of Alcohol Usually Cbnsumed .
_Subscalé None  Beer Wine ,vLiquor. Wine éndrBeer;‘Qiﬁé' F E; ‘
e : - SR e -liquor ~-and liguor . L L
Mean Mean  Mean . Mean..  Mean - ‘Mean_
14 11 39 9 17 17
 PHL 3.14  1.64 ° 5.15 .5.33  6.47 5.12 3.31 &o01 . -
‘ (2.51)  {(2506)  (4:50) (3+08) {2.81) -5 {310y e e el
" CR 9.79 5.18 10.92 - 11.89 . 10.65 9.35  1.06 .39 °
o (8.90) (3.76) (9.39) (8.30)  (6.72) . (6.20) R
NRL 2,14 .73 2.13 1.89 - 1.35 1.65 ° 1.08 .37 -
. (2.32) (1.10) (2.40) - (1.69) (1.80) (1.58) oo o
GI 6.07.  2.64 6.05 9.22° 9,29 5.18 3.77 .01
" (4.25) " (2.50) -(4.86) “(6.51) (5.05) (3.63) -
. ba. - b' . + 7 . a/ i Y ) P
MT . 8.43 4,00 8,51 - 9.11 . 829 ~ 9,53 1.27 28"
(6.24) -(2.76) (6.88) (5.62) (5.37) (6.46)
HP 11.14  9.73 12,77 15.22 13.53°  14.35 .73 .60 i
(7.64)  (6.93) (8.63) (9.88) (7.30) . (8.09) AR =
DEP 5.00 -3.45 6.13  6.33  7.82 6.00  1.29 .27
- (5.66) (2.66) (4.58) (5.12) (4.97) (4.66)" oo
ANX °7.07 3.27 7.26 '6.73_3 9.18  6.14  1.45 .21 .
(7.62)  (2.76) (5.62) (6.26)-- (6.53)  (4.57)
ANG ' 7.43 . 4.91  7.77  6.44 11.18 8.41  1.85 .11
(5.96) (3.73) (6.36) (6.19). (5.64) ~ (5.06) .
cp 5,70  3.27  5.77 5.89  7.06  5.47 1.06 .39
 (6.06) (4.14)

Total SOSI 65.93

(48.04)

38.82° 72.46  78.11 84.82
(24.49) (46.94) (46.99) (39.70)  (35.45)

71.47 1.71 .14

-

S
e :
Ry

Note. When lines are used in a subscdla; groups not connected by lines

are significantly different from eaéﬁlqther.f
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Conclusions
Conclusions

Of thevtindings'gi5cu55ed aboye;’only ;;xioﬁtqu,isipdteﬁtiAi bfv
teecher ohéraoteristios supported hypotheSis #Z;AAThejresoitsiof the; r‘: o 51,1 é
h‘independent,tftests and‘the ANOVA,inoiosted thét;there were no7sighifioent'as'
t differenCesvhetween»the‘six teaoherrcharacteristics;of'ege; number.og‘;
‘children‘iiving at home; teaching'experience;‘useeof'prayer"asva‘stressiﬂ -

h management prooeoﬁre;rthe'anountiof{teelor7coffee”consnmeéﬂeachlday, the- .ﬂlf; Dol

<

frequency of ‘alcohol consumption, and the major perceived stressors of

TR

L teaching and/or the main symptoms of stress experienced by teachers., How—

%

’ ever, thexeewere s;gnifioant diﬁfezenoeSFWAth;the,follouing;teaoherﬁme::;éAuflgmﬁﬁe;;

g S

N,Characteristics: sex; maritel-status; highestvdegree‘held;’days'sick theft
preVious‘year; use of:relaxat;on‘ano/qr meditation strgss menegenent ;,;7

7Pr°Cedures;‘use of aerobic‘exeroise; nonsmokers§endvsmokers}—emonntyofv'
alcohol consumed;-anditype of alcohol nsnaily'consunedi HSince"there'were

_significant differences between-nine teecher Charhctéristics-end the: major

77perceived stressors of teachlng and/or the main symptoms of stress
7experienced'by teachers; hypotheSis #2mwas,not.sgpported,>/f :-' S ti o : :

Hypothesis'#3 - Teaching,Conditions

HypotheSis #3 states that ‘there" w111 be no 51gnif1cant differences

between various teaching conditions, such as grade level or subjects taught,

the major perceived stressors of teaching) and/or the main symptoms_of stress,'

: experienced by teachers. This hypothesis ﬁas'tested by using,independent Ll

t-tests;;t ANOVA procedures w1th Neuman~Keuls post hoc comparisons.

[ U U O S

Results ' . : o : - ‘ ST oo 'ci

ek

The results of the tests indioated that therefwerebsignificant dif—j

ferences between 13 out of 19 teaching conditions, the major perceived

stressors of. teaching, and/or the main symptoms of stress experienced o

ok b }mg@,; e B8 o




by teachers.

K 126 . 1‘

¢ e R

‘Elementary versus secondary‘teachers.

e =TT

.The first sat of significant

differences for teach;ng conditions occurred,between elementary'teachers

2l

versus secondary teachers and one SOSI subscale.

-

The results of the

-independent t—tests‘indicated that elementary teachers had_significantly

7more”3ymptoms'of'cognitiye disdrganization, t (lll)’=

secondary teachers.

‘on the other

SOSI subscales.

There were no further Significant differences found

Therefwere no 51gn1f1cant differences*fOundr"“‘”“

.hetween elementary teachers versus secondaryvteachersvand the,SQTSS

; subscales.

(See Table 241,

Split’versus single;grade classes.

The;second set of significant

differences for teaching conditions occurred‘between elementary 51ngle :

grade classes versus sp11t grade classes and one SOTSS subscale.\

S e

The;.

results of the independent t-tests indicated hat teachers who taught

split grade‘elementary classes perceived teach

grade elementary classes.

—-less. stmssﬁulfirﬂfl—y =4r99fﬁ=T05TJehan—

There were no further significant differences

-parent relations to be

- . found betweenfsplit grade versus single gradetelementaryyclasses'and’thé

.other‘SOTSS'subscales;

There'were no significant differences found between

Spllt grade versus Single grade elementary classes and the ‘sost subscales.

(See Table 25)

Secondary class size.

class size, produced significant,differences,on one SOTSS subscale.

The third set of'teaching conditions, secondary

There

) ) N - i ‘ ' . 4?‘;4; - &

were two respondents who 1nd1cated that they had an average class size

average ‘class size of 16 to 20’students.

- of 15 or less students and 10 respondents ‘who indicated that they had an

Since the ngnnber of respond_em;s

with classes that averaged 15 or less students was considered tco small

T




] o -+ Table 24 ~

‘Means and "Standard‘ Deviations

» ‘ . for the Symptoms of Stress 'Invéntory o A _- S

and Elemeh,taxiy@?,eir,:’sqs _Secondary Teachers

Subscale . . Elementary ; Secondary . . t p
' teachers - =~ teachers . - e

‘Mean - Stafidard . Mean. . .Standard - - .ot

.. - deviation’ - ¢ deviation . e

n 55 58 - .
PHL 4.89 3.90 ;dév .95
R  ees 747 8.47 © .57 57
~ NRL 1.87 2.12 .33, 7,74
o  6.85 4,95 R 6;41'1 ’ 5,22_,,7;7f';4§ 7;[465 ,':' .
MT_ / 8.98 6.39 8,10 - 6,08 i s e
HP 13.27 8.01 13.24  “ 8.78 . v;b;‘. ,98' ,
e Wﬁﬁﬁffﬁﬂ;fmwosuxﬁfo77fﬁmﬁﬂ_fgv_41fls;_,ffesfssf;;%f;ﬁf;s;s6f424m44f43_tr 2 "Lfsé;.' >:Q5 :;/’
m ANX a5 3 6.18 o 6.40 5.75 148 14
ANG f: . 8.5 6;385 - 7.98  5.58 - .sorfl .62vf
e - 4.39 K 5;03 4.04 2.00 .05
,;moﬁal sdéi_ v_f‘ 75.69 »: 44#85 ?  , Aégi§4. f;44;13f‘”r }756 ;:;Aé,f
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Table 25  ~‘  . f" R ; ,! ’ ) L vftf

- Means_and Standard Deviations
of the Sourcés of Teachef-Stréss Survey
. for Split Grgdeyversﬁs Single GradavElementary Ciasses

|t
LA

\\i” o Subscale . . ~ Split grade  Single

: : - - .~ class , © - grade class , S ,
. . ' Mean  Standard = 'Mean ' Standard -
- . deviation . deviation | o

o S 35

TSR .+ 32,56  11.51 32.97 ° 9.74 .13 .90

prR 6.6 3.3  5.76  2.76 .34 .74

TAR . 11.88  6.15 13,15 5.21 . .76 . .45

. ‘Total SOTSS 73.50  26.18 76.64 - 19.95 . .47 .64

D e
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to prov1de an accurate analY51S, these two cells were collapsed and the R

;‘results regrouped under the categbry of classes whlch averaged 20 or
'less students. Furthermore, there were 21 respondents who indicated that e

thelr classes averaged 26 to 30 students and one: respondent ‘who 1ndicated

[

b et g £ 1

) that hls/her classes averaged,31 to 35,students. ‘Since the_number ofj
-'reSpondents in this latter,category’was considered too‘smallfto'provide R S B

: } - an accurate analysls, the two cells were\collapsed and the results re-

. - = . T

'grouped under the categOry of’classes whlch averaged 26’or more stuﬁénts. I A
The results of the ANOVA 1nd1cated a 51gnxf1cant main effect for

'secondary school class size for ‘the SOTSS subscale teacher-student

relatlons, F (2, 54) = 3.36, P = 04 The Neuman-Keuls post hoc
comparlson 1nd1cated that secondary teachers with an-. average class size of 20
rstudents or lesscpercelved teecher—student relet;ons:as s;gnlfrcantlygless N

stressful than teachers with an average class size of 21 to 25 students.

//There'were no further significant-dlfferences found on the otherrSOTSSl

e subscales. “There were no si

' class size and the SOSI subscales. (See Table 26).

Employment status.  The fourth set of significant differences for

ot DI s - b 3

teaching conditions occurred between teacher employment status and three
~ SOTSS subscales and the SQTSS total score. " The results of the independent -
. 8 X . P . \\’

: ' i . W ) : \ .
t-tests indicated that full-time teachers perceived teacher-student \

‘relations, t (112) = 3.01, p = €.0l; teacher-administrator relations,

£ (112) = 2.52, p = .01, and the total of the SOTSS stressors,v £ a2 |

= 2.61, ;B'— 01, to be sig-nlfica;ntly more stressful than part—t.tme o S ,’ R

teachers. There were no further signlficant dlfferences fOund on the

other SOTSS subscales. There were no. signlflcant dlfferences found

Lot o vyt

iﬂbetween teacher employment status and the SOSI subscales.' (See fable 27) T

b an el
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~__Table 26

PR Ry

i

t

P

Means and Standard Deviations ==~

L

";forVSECbndaty'Schbolrcléss~SiZeA;

for“the'Sdurces—of Teacher Stress Suf%ey,‘

Subscale '
. averaged

Classes whichv

Classes'whichv

‘averaged

21-25 students

Classes which,?*'ggkkr,’ii
averaged ’ '

-£20 students

Mgan

. Mead

1;26 students - =, "

Mean . -

-23

22

4803 Al {538

27.25

,a‘(;3'82)

4.83

.12.83

b

(3.95)

14.30
- 1.57
- (3.04)

35.87
. (8.26)

34,00

-a

'14.05 1.70 ..

(2.94) . '
(7.67) :

5.78
(3.23)

13.22

5.09 .52

{1.72)

13.36

.04

. .60

‘.}’»‘mqmwﬂmw&uwm}; b g

B R 1 S ST "

R

(6.29)

(5.42)

..04 .96

(3.62)

Total SOTSS ~

“

63.9

(28.39)

76.74
(16.80)

73.50 1.74

'”;18
(15.87) :

are significantly.different from each other.

()

‘Note. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not connected by lines -

B PRy [




Table 27

R R TR

A ' ' o ' Means,gnd Standard Deviations

of "the Sources. of Teachgg,Stress,Sutvey_f

(ﬁﬂ:;- t e A T for Empidjmept Sﬁatﬁs

s

Part-time
teacheis
Mean . Standard
" deviation

, Full-time
teachers - -
- Mean ..  Standard .
deviation

Subscale 9

et

oa

i o b e

- 99

15

© 14,39

13,20

’-75.0

.6.80.
26,43 |
7\.

10.00

.75

1.47

~3.01°
.79

12,52

VRSt bidipn 1 e e e

N
i

'Totsl SOTSS

61.20

2.61

o1

-

ey

%;‘iwu-ﬂ‘“ .



ful than part-time teachers were the relationshkps with students and

<

»administrators,

T

» ‘Teaching position; The fifth se ’cf s;gnlflcant differences for - ";“.v .

teaching conditions occurred between teaching p051tion held and one SOSI -i”.
vsubscale. There ‘were . four counsellors, three learnlng a351stance teachers,
"and five spec1al education :Zachers. Since the number of respondents

in each of these three pQSltlonS were con51dered too small to prov1de

an accurate ana1y51s, and 31nce these 9051tions were con51dered to be L

similar because of the very small number of students these’indiVidual‘
’ \ teachers dealt with for each lesson compared to regular classroomee-
teachers, these three‘ce{islwere‘collapsed and the results regrouped

‘under orne heading. There_were two enrichment class'teachers, four

librarians, two department heads and one uncla551fied teacher. Sincé*;

—the numbef~of~respondents41n/each"ofrtheseerSItIon5'were‘coﬁsid‘“ed*foo
small to prov1de an accurate‘ana1y51s,.and because these positions had
no similaritiesitd‘each other, the‘results'fromvtheSe'respondents were
eliminated from therindependentrt-tests.

The results of the 1ndependent t—tests indicated that regular classroom:
teachers had 51gn1ficant1y more gastr01ntest1nal symptoms of sttess, t (103)
= 2.61, E = ,02,_than counsellors, learning assistance'teachers and special

- education teachers. -There were no farther 51gn1ficant differences found

on the other SOSI subscales. 'There were no significant differences found

between teaching p051tions and the SOTSS (See Table‘28).’

Preparatxon hours. The sixth set of 31gn1ficant differences for ,‘7 e

-

" teaching conditions occurred between the weekly number of preparation

hours spent and one SOTSS subscale. There were four respondents who had

| .
i e g el e e e
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. Table 28
o e oo 7 -
" Means and Stapdard Deviations
of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory
for Jeaching Position Held o S ,
Regular teacher Counsellor, learning L f;_)_
. - assistance teacher,
~_special education o
. - " teacher - r ,
) Mean Standard  Mean Standard
deviation deviation

n , 93 12 ’
PHL 4.67  3.92 4.25  2.49 .36 .72 -
CR 10.05 8.05 8.42 7.37 .67 .51
NRL 1.75 2.13 1.42 1.62 .53 .60
GI 6.54 5.17 3.92 2.94 2.61 .02
MT 8.31 6.31 6.42 4.25 1.01 .32
HP 13.27  8.42  9.92 6.93 1.32 .19 B
DEP 6.09 4.67 4.33  4.64 1.22 .22
ANX 7.33 6.00 3.92 4.25 1.91 - .06
ANG 8.46 5.92 5.33 6.43 1.71 .09
cD 5.82 4.35 4.67 3.96 .87 .39
Total SOSI  72.29  44.62 52.58  33.15 1.48 - .14

- =




iy

" less than 1 hour per week of preparation time or “spaies“ during school

hours. The number of respondents in ‘this category was considered too | M“\

-~

small to provide an aecurate anal&sis. r_;J:hi:-:‘~~é:e11“wétss»co.’clapsed along with ;

4

the cell containing results from 10 respondents who had 1 to 2 hours of

preparation time per week during school ‘hours. - The results of these

»

two cells were regrouped under the categpf?lof teachers with less than
1 to 2 hours of preparation time per week;“ffhere was onekrespondent:”

who had more than 6 hours of preparation time per week. This number
. o ‘ .

was also gon%?dered too small to provide én accurate analysis. uThngCéll e
was collapsed with the cell containing rg;ultsffrom'eight,res?dhdénts‘
_ who had 4.1 to 6 hours of preparation time per‘hegk, The’resulté/werev‘

kS .

regrouped under the category of teachers with 4»or5morebﬁaﬁfS Cf““5 S

preparation time per week.
The results of the ANOVA indicated a significant main efféét fo“,f;S
- the weekly number of preparationmhoursrforwtherSOEsswsubscélé:FéQCheI:f'¥{¥¥;iﬁffw

Lo

parent relations, F (3, 109) = 4.04, p = £.0l. vTﬁé‘Neuman—Kéuls pbs§7'_ , 
hoc'comparisonrindicated'that teachers th-had two of less hours'qf ff:
preparafion timé per week perceivedlteacher—pareﬁt*ielatioﬁéfaéisiéni?'v.”
ficantlfﬁhére stressful than teachers who had no preéaratibhvfime éf‘ 
teachers who had 2.1 preparation hours or more pér week; fherevwere ho
ofurther significaﬁt differences found on the oﬁher SOTSS subséales,k

There were no significant differences found between:the weekly‘humbéf

of preparation hours and the SQSI subscales. (See Table 29).

Amount Of school-related work. The~geventh set of significahtraif'frw
ferences for teaching conditions occurred between the weekly hours of
school-related work per week excluding classroom teaching time, and one

SOTSS subscale and one SOSI subscale. There were f{ve respondents who
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Table 29 -
Méans,ahdjstanaard—néviatidns‘
- of thQVSdurc§S'ofuTeacher Stress Survéy
fﬂ~forvthe'Weekly“Number of Preparation»ﬁﬁﬁrs‘
-Dﬁring School Time ;
o , | -
Subscales ‘QﬁNone <1 Hour to 2.1 to - 4.1 Hours F p
"2 hours 4 Hours 7
n 54 14 36 9
™, 15.04 13.57  13.44  13.56 . .67 .57
- (6.23) (4.40) (5.53) (6.02)
TPR 7.96  10.71 7.39 6.89 '4.04 (.01
(3.09) (4.38) (2.99) . (3.18) : -
a—"-—"%5 , a ~ : .
TSR ' 32.35 34.43 33,58 . 33.44 .21 .89
(10.89) (8.80) (9.85)  (8.32)
TTR "~ 6.19 6.07  5.08 4.33 1.86 . .14
(2.95) (3.15) {2.63) - (2.45) . '
‘TAR - 12.46  15.29  13.50 12.56 1.31 .28
(5.40) (3.00) ~  (4.64) (5.90)
Total SOTSS 74.00 80.07 . 73,00  .70.78 .48 .70
: ' (23.00) (17.20) (19.64)  (20.22)
— '

Note. When lines

are significantly

are used in a subscale, groups.not‘connected byvlines

different from each other. . .

at



worked . 26 to 30 hours per Qeek oRn scnoolerelated work excludlng classroom
teachlng tlme, two respondents who _worked 31 to 35 hours and one respon— |
zdent who  worked 36 to 407 hours per week. Slnce the number of respondents
'for each‘of these three categor}es was con51dered too small to prov1de an.
accurate analysis, these three cells Were collapsed and the results :.
rregrouped under the category of teachers who' worked 26 or more. hours

‘per week on school-related work excludlng classroom teachlng tlme.i

Therresults_of the ANOVA indicated a 51gn;f;cant maln effect for

‘weekly hours of School-related work for the_SOTSSisubscale’time ‘manage-

o . P il

ment, F (5 108) = 2. 84 g_ .02. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparlson‘

failed to 1dent1fy teachers who worked l to 5 hours, teachers who worked
6 to 10 hours,,teachers who worked ll to'lS hours, teachers whoiworked‘

16 to 20 hours, teacherS’who worked 21 to 25 hoUrs, orlteachers who

worked 26 nfurs or more per week, as 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from each

other, There. weredno further 51gn1f1cant dlfférences found on_the other

v SOTSS subscales. (SeerTable 30). | |
The results of the ANGVA indicatedra,signifiEant,mafn effect;for

weekly hours of school—related uork'for the SOSi subecale‘ancer; |

F (5, 108) = 2.26, p = .05. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison fafled

to identify any of the. six groupe of respondents as significant dif-
ferent from each other.  There were no further significant differences -

foundaon the other SOSI subscales. (See,Table 3L .

, Amount of excessive work. - The eighth’setvof significant differences
for teaching conditions occurred between the weekly ‘amount of excessive.

school~related work excluding classroom teaching time, and two SOTSS sub-

scales, the SOTSS total score and one;SOSI subscale; There were,six responfr
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Table 30 .
Means and Sﬁandatd Deviations ‘
of the Sources of Teacher Stress Survey
: for the 7Weekly Hours of School-Related Work,
Excluding Classroom Teaching Time

Subscale 1-5 6-10  11-15  16-20  21-25 226  F . p

‘Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours :
n 13 24 " 20 26 14 8
™ 11.15 11.75 15.79 15.08 ‘14;93 17.13  2.84 .02

' (4.88) ~ (6.37) (4.71)  (5.44)  (5.28). (7.14) '

TPR 8.54 7.38 7.52 8.50 8.71 7.75 .58 .72

(3.43)  (2.99)  (3.15) (3.35) ~ (4.21)  {4.33). L
TSR 36.62  28.58 33.24 35.12 35.21 31.00 1.75 .13

(6.92) (10.02)  (8.28) (10.42)  (9.58) (16.04) -
TTR 6.85 5.13  5.17  6.38 5.43 4.63 1.31 .26

€3.13)  (3:03) ~(3.01F - (2.68)  H{1.87) S (3.T70) o
TAR 13.23 12,92 12455  14.00 14,07  9.88 .96 . .44

{5.36) - (5.01)  (4461)  (5.51)  (3.75)  (7.36) -
Total SOTSS  76.38 ,'55,75‘ -74.28 79,08 78.36 70.38  1.27 -?8:

(17.02) '(23.57) (17.80) ,(19.29) ~ (19.30) (32.77)
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' Table 31
ST Means;éxlld Standard VDeviatiovnsr
of the Sxmptomé of Stress Inventory
for the Weekly Hours of School-Related Work,
‘Excluding Claésrdom Teaching Time
~ Subscale |, 1-5 6-10 11-15 ~ '16-20 2125 226 . F - p
' Hours Hours Hours _Hours Hours Hours
n | 71 13 24 29 26 14 8
PHL . 4.85 4.00 4.52 6.04 5.14 4.38 .79 .56
(4.26)  (3.58)  (3.61)  (4.78)  (2.54)  (4.03) o
. | . : \ - :
CR /// S 13.31 7.04 10.90 10.96 = 8.07  11.38 1.50 - .20

(11.29)  (5.61)  (8.74)  (6.94)  (6.53) . (9.07)

NRL 2.54 1.21 1.66 . 2.31 1.79  1.13 1.21 .31
: (2.70)  (1.77)  (1.B6)  (2.53)  (1.81)  (1.46) '

oI 6.77 4.50 6.66 8,12 6.57 7.13  1.32 .26
(5.29)  (4.19) (471} (5.29)  (5.77) _ (6.15)" -
MT 10.15 6.88 9.10 8.58 7.79 9.25 .62 . .69

(7.29)  (5.80) (6.43)  (6.07) (6.23)  (5.92)

HP 14.69  10.63 - 12.66  15.96  -12.93 12,13 1.17 233
- (9.37)  (7.87) - (B.39) (8.29) . (8.22) = (7.83) ‘

DEP 6.85 - 5.21 - 6.34 6.50. - .%6.93 5.50 - .33 .89

(5.47)  (4.36)  (5.45)  (4.10)  (7.28) . (3.66)"
"ANX - 7.08 475  7.24  9.85  6.86  6.38 1.95 .09
' (8.04)  (3.93) (6.30)  (5.63)  (6.10)" - (5.10) . . -
ANG © 9.69  6.54  7.79  10.58 8.50  4.13  2.26 .05

(7.03) (4.87)  (6,16)  (5,77). (6.12) - (3.98)
o] 5.69 . 4.38  '6.45  6.77 " 5.64  5.00 1.0l .42
(4.96) (3.62)  (4.93)  (4.01) (3.67) (3.66)

Total SOSI  81.62  55.13- . 73.31 85.65 70,21 66.38 1.37 .24
(54.05) (35.60) (46.38) (42.38) (44.67) (43.79) -




W

‘dents who felt that 16 to 20 hours of'their*wQekly amount of school-related

work wérg exqéssi;e‘and,oﬁe respondént Qho fe;t.ﬁhat élfto 25 hourslﬁére :
éxcessiﬁe; The numbefkof reSpoﬁdqntslin eaqh ofl;hesertworéatagbfiésvwéé
considered too small to provide an.écéufate énélysis. The*fespltélpf
these two gells wefe cqllépsed'aionglﬁithAﬁhg cellvcontéiniﬁg fésﬁ;ts
from 11 responde;tsvwho felt that 11 to lS,hpufs of their weekly amount

of sﬁhbol-réiateddwork were excessive, The results of these>thfae cells

were regrouped under the category Of twachers ‘WhU' felt that 11 ocrmore” 7~ 77

hours of their weekly amount of school-related work were excessive.
o ‘ L NP o ' :
The results of the ANOVA indicated significant main effects for
excessive weekly hours of school-related work for the SOTSS subscales of

time management, F (3, 106) = 11.83, p =<.0l; teacher-student relations,

F (3, 106) = 3.35, p =-.02; and the total of the SOTSS stressors, F (3, 106)

4.42, p = ¢.0l. .The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated ‘that

#

;9achér5‘who felt that.,l to 5 hours of their weekly school-related work.

'~ were excessive, 6 to 10 hours were excessive and 11 or more hours were

.oa

excessive, perceived time management stressors as signiftgantly‘more stregs-
ful than teachers who felt that none of their weekly school-related work ; 
was excessive.’ The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison also indicated that

teachers who felt that 1l or more hours of school-related work were exces-

sive, pefceived the total of the SOTSS stressors as significantly more:" . ..

PRV | A P NY

viat H

stressful than teachers ghgkfelp that none Qf{gbqirhschool-rel;ted‘Qork
was exﬁessive. The Neuman-Keuls psst hoc comp;rison failed to idgﬂtify'
any gréup is significantly different from e;ch other for ;gacherfstuer£ ;
relations. There were no further gignificant differeﬁces found on the ‘

other SOTSS subscales. (See Table 32).

9
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" 'Table 32 -

Means and Standard Deviations -

- of the Sources of Teacher Stress ShIVeY' o

B
T

B T S e PR P

- for the Excessive Weekly Hﬁu:s of'SChodl—Related work,

et

. Excluding Classroom Teaching Time:

Subscale ' Nome  1-5 . 6-10 DIl
' ' ‘ ' "~ Hours Hours =~ = Hours.

i
"o

o &3 3’ 14 18 g

mamﬁm‘mﬁw*@impmum ittt b <

(5.26) . (4.74) (6.13) - (4.48)  __ __ ]

™ 10077, 16.23 - 15.64 - 17.89  11.83 .01

TPR ., .7.37 823 7.00  9.33  1.89 .14 4
‘ ©(3.15) (3.35) . (3.55) (3.69) : SRR
" TSR 29.56 34.46  36.21 36.72  3.35 .02
- (10.31) (9.90) ~ (9.77)  (8.58) -
TR 5.8—— 5.26  5.43  5.83 .33 - .80
(3.28) (2.84) (2.50) (2.83) E

T R Mt i s it g

w
()]

14.71  14.00 1.27 .29

TAR e 12.00 . 1
e s (4.50)  (4.97)

S 5.4y (

w)
o s
Nio
]

Total SOTSS = 65.58 77.23 79.00 . 83.78 4.42° - <01 - . .
o (21.87) (19.75) (20.77) (16.96) = R : S
) , ‘ R RTRE

Note. When lines are used in a éubscalej groups not connected by lines
are significantly different from each other. -

&

- 5



main dlstxngulshlng factors why soﬁb.teachers percelved any of’ thexr work

as excesslve were the tlme 1nvolved and to a lesser extent the relatxon-f

_ ships wlth the students.‘ ‘ e

The results of the ANOVA 1nd1cated a 51gn1flcant main effect for

excessive weekly hours of school related work for the SOSI sub5cale

perlpheral symptoms of atress, F (3; 106) = 284, p = .04., The ueuman—

Keuls post ‘hoc comparlson falled to 1dent1fy teachers who felt that nonem

of their weekly school—related‘work to be exCe851ve, teachers’who felt

that 1 to 5 hours to be excessive, teachers who felt that 6 to 10 hoursﬁfhifquj
_to be excessive or teachers who felt that 11 or more hours,per weekrto be;i

jexcessive, as significantly different from each other.  There were no

further significant differences found on the other SOSI,subscales. (Seefjl
Table,33).

School 51ze. The nlnth set of 91gn1f1cant dlfferences foilthchlng

bkt

conditions occurred between school size and one SOSI subscale. There;were:

four respondents who taught in schools with loo-orﬁlésS;students., Thls
number of respondents was con51dered too small ‘to provide an accurate

analysis. Thxs cell was collapsed along with the cell contalnlng results

' from 17 re5pondents who taught ln schools w1th lokito 200 students. The

results of these two cells were regrouped under the cateqory of teachers

who taught in SChools:with 200 or leSS'students. There were six respondents

who taught in schools w1th 601 to 800 students._ Thls number of" respondents P

was alse eeasideredsteessmallstesprev1éeAansaeeuratesanalys&s%f 4%154ee

SRR S

B 2 L LENP

TR

© was collapsed alonq,with the cell c0ntaining 21 respondents who tauqht in
schools with more than 800 students. " The results of these two cells were -
regrouped under the category of teachers who taught in'schools with 601

or more students.

s e



©(42.37) -

e _ i _— ]j@: v,,,,,,, S
: L )
 E— 33 :
 Means and Standard Deviations )
of thé'mtons .of Stress Inventory
for theAExces.gi‘vre“ Weeklg Hours of. Sc_h.oo}l—nella:‘_ted‘ work, |
-Excluding Classroom Teaching Time. '
Subscale None 1= - 6=10 . - 311 "F . p
, 7 o fours Hours &
n 43 35 14 18
PHL 412 4.3 6.00 6.89  2.84 .04 - ..
(3.72) (3.62) - (3.94) (4.40) o o '
CR 9,51 9.71 - 13.86  10.00 1.11 .35
‘ - (8.53) (7.20) (10.77) (5.69) TR
N . ) .
NRL 1.67 ~l.46 - 2.50 2033 1.2 .30
(2.22) . (1.80) (2.53) (2.11) ' :
GI . 6.09  5.57 9,29 8.11  2.50 .06 @ - :
(4.82) (4.39) ° (6.45) (5.47) ' ’
MT 847 7.4 8,50 10.56 .80 .50
‘ (6.80) (6.19) (5.36) (5.96) . -
HP 11.65 13.17  16.14 14.89 1,31 .27
(9.09) (7.23) (9.53) (7.63) .
- DEP 5.21 6.80 . 5.64 8.44 1.92 . .12
: (4.52) (5.15) - (3.82) (6.48) ’
ANX 5.88  -6.94 - 8.79 10.17  2.57 .06 -
' (6.15) (5.87)  (4.53) .~ (6.35) S o
ANG . 7.65 8.11 ' 8.50 9.67 . .48 .70
(6.02) (5.91) - (5.68) - (6.74) - '
cD 5.30 _ 6.26 5,86 6.22 - 4 .38 - T7 o
(4.27)7  (4.89) (2.98) (4.04) - '
Total SOSI 65.56 70.11  86.07 - 87.28 - 1.41 .24
(46.02) (44.93) - - (44.47)



S Y-

B The results ofrthe ANOVA 1ndlcated a 51gn1f1cant main effect for
:school gsize for the SO0SI subscale cognltlse dlsorganlzatlon, F (3, 110)

;= 4.26, p = (.Ol. The Neuman—Keuls post hoc comparlson 1nd1cated that
teachers in schools contalnlng 401 to 600 students had 51gn1f1cantly more
symptoms of cognitive disorganization thaﬁ teachers in schools containihgx,
201 to 400 students and.teachers in schoolsrcontaining more than GQQ;
students. There were no.furthervsiénificant dlrferences foundjontthev
other SOSI subscales. ihere were”no-significant dlfferehces found bétween

school- size and the SOTSS subScales. (See Table 34)

PhQsical assault.v The tenth set of 51gn1f1cant dlfferences for
teaching conditions occurred between phy51cal assault on teachers*by a
student and three SOSI subscales and theVSOSI_total_scorea_ There-Were_

three respondents who had been physically assaulted:by;a'student'3 to 5

times in thelr teachlng careers and one respondent who had been phy51cally A

R it ot kg

il #5al.

A i

T AN B O gt B A ween pd
N P

,assaultedeby a,studentfé or_moreftlmes* AThe,numberuofﬁrespondEhtsflnfenﬂhV
-,of these two categorles was con51dered'tooesmall to prov1de an accurate
analysis. The results‘of'thesebtwo cells were,collapsed along with the
' cell containing results from 16 respondents who had heen_physicallyc |
of these three cells were regrouped{unaerlthercategory of teachers‘Who"hadu
been ?hysically assaulted by a student 1 or more.times ln thelr teachlng
careérs. ) 'A : o , "' e

The results of the 1ndependent t—tests w1th the SOSI subscales

-assaulted by a student 1 to 2 times lh;their‘teaching careers. The results

1nd1cated that teachers who had ‘been assaulted by a student 1 or more times

in the respondents' teachlng careers had 51gn1f1cantly more gastr01ntest1nal

Do

symptoms of stress, t (112) = 2, 19, E_='.03; symptomS»of ahxrety,,t (112) =

2.64, p = .0l; symptoms of anger, t (112) = 2.89, p =<.0l, and total



are signifieantly_difEEfent from each other.

Note. W§fn lines are used in a subscale, groups not connected by lines

" Table 34 o
Means and Standard Deviations
of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory for School Size
, St for 8 N
Subscale <200 201-400  401-600 600 '  F . p
Students® Students Students  Students = - -
n 21 30 36 27
PHL 4.86 4.03 5.28..  5.22 .66 .58 .
(3.61) (3.57) (4.14)  (4.14) C
CR. 10.86.  7.67 9.69. ~ 12.59° 1,95 .13
» (7.38) (8.13)  (6.75) (9.25)
NRL 1.52 1.70 2.00 1.81 .25 .86
(1.69) (2.26) . (1.96) ° (2.45)
GI 7.33 5.37 6:50 7.41 © . .96 .41
(5.55) (5.35) (8,15 - (5.55) '
CMT 8.76 7.67 ©  9.06 . 8.41 .28 .84
- (6.04) (6.86)  (5.70) (6.50)
HP 1333 11.27 14,72 . 13:26 . .94, .43
(8.42)  (8.57) (7.89) (8.66)
DEP 6.10 6.33 7011 4.96 .94 .42
(3.99) (6.38) ° (4.66)  (4.59)
ANX 7.95 5.93 7.92 7.00 .74 .53
(5.20)  (5.88) (6.36) ~  (6.18)
ANG 9.67 7.10 8.64 7.74 .88 .45
(6.30) (6.17) ~ (5.98)  (5.45) |
D ~ 7.05 4.30 7.22 4.50  4.26  €.01
2 (4.34) (3.04) (4.50) (4.27) R
. — LA ————a
b — bo————c
. Total SOSI ~ 77.43 61.37 78.14 - 73.00 .91 .44
(42.57) (46.78) (40.41) (47.91)
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sigg£g§§>df'§p§éssj Eﬁf}12)J=‘2f09i,EL% ;Q4' ggggrﬁéachéts’ﬁho'had notvv;
",beén éssaulted4by a studept,intghe regpqﬁdenps' teaching éa;Ze£;f ‘Thefél.  (5F'
- were no fﬁrther s;gnifiCaht differencgsifbuédhqn'ﬁhe other SOSi‘subséalésg.‘ -
There wérelno‘signifipant differgnc;s fdﬁnéfbétﬁeeh physicai:asséﬁlfl§n e
teachers by'é studeht ahdithe SOTSé subsc;les}v‘(Séé,Table_35);
| With respect £o physical assault by_avs£Qden£,rteach¢rs wholhad,been
physicaliy_assaultea by a spﬁdent'in their;téacﬁihgc$¥eers.had'sigﬁificég;;}.
v-horevtoﬁal symptoms of‘géreé%FZ£an teaéhef% who- had ﬁét been'assaultedf_'Ther
princiéal'confributing‘factdrs wefé significaﬁti& higher-symptéms of angér‘A., .

and anxiety and to a lesser extent, g&stroiqtestina% symptoms of stress. . = S

Verbal threats. Thefeleventhnset of significant differences for

teaching cénditions oéburred between the incidence of teachers béing ver-.
bally threatenéd*by a student and three SOTSS subscales,'the’tbtalstTSS

score, nine SOSI subscales, and the total SOSI score. There Qefé six'-

2

©

respondents whb had been verbally’threatehed;G or'moré times by a étudenﬁ

in their teaching careers.

"This number of respondents ;éé,'consicfe*};ed,too' R
smallrto_provide an accuiate anaIYSis, Thié ééil_wés.collapééd7élang §i£h i
thépééli'%onﬁaining results froﬁ nine rééP@nHents.Qho<h§drbeeh,vetbéilyt
threateﬁed 3 td»5 times.by a student in thei;’teachiﬁg careérs. 4Thelu
resﬁlt§ qf these two cellskwere regroﬁped underfthevéategory aof teachers
who had been verbally threatened:by a student 3 or ﬁore,tiﬁes'in fﬁe;f
feaéhing careers. | B

In'the‘SOTSS,'the rgéﬁlts of the ANOVA indicated sigﬁificént?maiq'
effects fbr the incidence of tééchérg‘wﬁé had begnivér?a}%y t?{faFéPé§3?¥ L‘
a student for the SOTSSrsubscéles teacher-student felétions; E!(?,Vlli)

= 3.09, p = .05; teacher-teacher relations, F (2, 111) = 3.33, p = .04;

e

a

teacher-adﬁinistrator relations,- F (2, 111)

3.95, p = -02; and the total



) i %
’ , i S s V(T B
R B _ _ o
; Table 35
Me‘ansr' and : Standard-,Deviations .
of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory . :
‘for Physical Assiaultr of Teachers by a Student.-
E- N . :
" Subscale Never .assaulted -  Assaulted Zl v t - E
o in teaching career times in teaching careekr - . 2
Mean  Standard Mean . Standard ‘ 2
deviation . - deviation b 4
n 94 20 S 3
‘ P - ‘ - i
PHL s . 4.65 . 3.90 - 5.85  3.73 1.26 .21 -3
CR 10,01 8.24 . 10.30  6.80 .15 . .88 g
NRL 7 1.66  2.08 " 2.40  2.16 1.44 .15 !
er 6.10  4.91 8.80  5.46 2.19 .03
MT . 8.02  6.07 " 10.65  6.59 1.73 .09
“HP N 12.63  8.47 15.95  7.35 1.63 .11
DEP . 5.87  4.75 ©7.85  6.11 1.61  -.11
ANX © 6.52  5.70 10.30  6.40 2.64 .01
ANG 7.49 5.59 11.60°  6.59 2.89 <.01
) 5749 4.33 7.25  3.58 1.70. . .09
Total SOSI  68.43  43.79 90.95  43.03 2.09 - .04
+
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of the teacher 5€§§350151,E;(Zlmllll,%,3-55L”ELE139§- "~ The Néumaq-Keuls

post hoC‘Céﬁparisbﬁ ihdiqéted;that teachers who had been verbally

N

threaten;d 5y é;stﬁdént 3'of more. times in'their teaching careers
perceived teacher—teacherVféiationg to-be significantly more stressfﬁl
- than teacﬁers who‘h;d neVér b;en verbally threatenedrby a student. vfhe
Neuman-Keuls posﬁ’hqc comparisgp”indicated that teéchefs who had Seen

. _ v - o I
: verbally threatened 1 to 2 timesfin'their teaéhiqqggéreé:s perceived

teécher-adminiStfatofjrelations"and the total of the: SOTSS St;éssors ﬁo

be signifiéaﬁtly moré streésful than teachers who had nééer been verballyi
threatened by a'éfudent,v kéwever, the Neuman-Xeuls post ﬁoc éémpariseﬁrff——f«7:af
failed to~idenﬁ%}fzany of thé three teacher groups as;éignificantly dif-

ferent from eachv§£h§r for teacher-student rglaéiqn§. There were no - ”Af -
further significan£;differences found on the othéf SOrss éubscales. (Seé

Table 36).

With respect.to verbal threats, the main distinguishing factors of

teachers Who,héé béeﬁNQ;fQ;iif ﬁhreaﬁenéd Sira sﬁu@éﬂt Qére tﬁéﬁéw
teachers' perceived stressful relationships with édministrators, teachihi
staff and to a lesser’extént, students.

The results of the ANOVA indicated that'there ﬂére’§{§nificant main
effects between.the incidence of teachers who had been verbally. thréatened
by a student, the SOSI total score, and all SOSI ;ubscales, except deprés-
sion. See Table 37 for the approPFiate F and E;values. The Nepman-Keu}s
post hoc comparison indicated that teachers who hadf,been,ve:bal,ly,' threatened

by a student 3 or more times had gigy%ﬁiggpt}gVggggﬁgeripheral and muscle

tension symptoms of stress than teachers who had never been verbally
threatened by a student. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated ]
that teachers who had been verbally threatened by a student 3 or more times

had significantly more cardiopulmonary, neural, and gastrointestinal symp-



' o ' o S, oo 1as.

- - Table 36
Means and Standard 5eviations‘

of the Sources, of Teacher Stress Survey

for the Incidence of Teachers Who Had Been Verbaifijhfeaténéd

- by a Student
Subscale Never verbally Verbally Verbally F P
threatened in threatened 1-2 threatened 23~ :
teaching career times in times in
teaching career teaching career
n ’ " 63 36 15
™ : 13.52 15.64 T 13.87 1.60 .21
(5.47) (6.33) - (5.18)
TPR | 7.86 . 8.78 . 6.67 2.21 .16
(3.58) (3.19) & (2.69)
TSR 31.14 - 35.17 36.80 3.09 .05
(10.73) (9.03) (7.44) :
TR s.o8 5.97 7.07 3.33 .04
(3.14) ' (2.51)° (2.25)
avr b~ ] i ) .
TAR 11.86 - 1l4.61 14.20° . 3.95 .02 .
. 4(5.79) (3.61) , (4.09). . : o
Total SOTSS 69.46 80.17  78.60  3.56 .03
(21.97) (19.45) (15.55) .
—_—— b a‘—_.‘ .

¥

Note. When lines are used/i;\ifsubscale, groups not connecﬁed‘by lines

are significantly different from each other.
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toms of stress thap teééhers wﬁo hédinever béeﬁ Qérbally'tﬁfeatened by
a student and’teachersu;hO'had been Verbally‘fﬁreatened 1 to 2 times

in their teaching,cafeers. ,The‘Néuﬁan—Keﬁls post hoc éémparison
indicated that teachérs whorhéd been verbaily threatenéa by a'stuéent 1
or more times in their teaching careers hadvsiqnifiéantly more symptoms
.of habit patterns, angef) ahdrCogniF}Ve ﬁisorganiZation,jand tptél |
symptoms of stress than teacﬁers Qﬁoihaa never beeh verbally threatened
by a student. However, the Neuman—xeuls“pbstvhoc comparison féiled to -
identify any group of teachers as significantly @ifferent from eééh i
other for $Ymptoms,9£ anxiety; (See Table 37).

With ré&gsft to verbgl threats by a‘student, teaéhers who had been
verbally threatened in their‘teaphihg'career by a étudépt had
significantly ﬁoréttotal symptomé of‘stress fhan teaéhegs who had never
bgen verbally threatened by a student. :The p;incipal contributing
factors were significantly highe?rsymétems of anger; co§nitiveldisf
organization and has;t patterns. Furthe?more, teachersiwﬁo had beén»
verb;lly threatened by a student 3Vo£ more‘t;ﬁes hadtsignificantly
higher gardiopulmonary, neur;l and gastrointestinal stptbmsfof stress
than teachers who had never been threatenea or_thréatened 1 to 2 times

'in’theif-teaching career. Finally, teachers wﬁo had}beén threatened 3
or more times had significantly higher muscle tension and to a lesser

% . . - : . .
extent, peripheral symptoms of stress than teachers who had never been

threatened.

Wilful damage to persongffE?bperty, The twelfth set of significant
' /7 ,

differences for teaching conditions occurred between the incidence of

teachers who had personal property wilfully damaged by a student on school
Y 3



 Table 37

Means and Standard Deviations

of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory

- 150.

for the Inéidence of‘Teacheré Who Had Baen Verbally Threatened

by a Student

Subscale Never verbally * Verbally

Verbally

e
ro

threatened in  threatened 1-2 = threatened 23 :
teaching career times in - . times in ) ——
teaching career teaching career
n 63 - 36 15
PHL 4.13 5.36 _6.73 3.29 .04
(3.41) (3.91) (5.02)
a ¢ ]
: S e E
_CR 8.84 9.89 ; 15.60 4.64 .01
(7.58) (7.34) ¢ (9.18)
NRL 1.54 1.64 3.20 4.13 .02
(1.92) (1.81) (2.96)
61 - ©5.38 6.89 10.80 7.81 <.01
(4.58] ‘ (5.07) (5.09) - .
- :
MT 7.37 - . 8.86 12.27 4.08 .02
(5.93) (5.62) (7.46) e '
A P——— e - oy — - N
b — » ‘
HP . 11.25 - 14.69 17.87 4,95 <.o01
(7.99) (9.02) (5.50)
DEP 5.43 7.69 5.93 2.40 .lo
(5.54) - (4.36) (3.69) E
ANX 5.95 : .8.39 9.47 3.30 .04
(6.04) (5.83) (5.00)
3
ANG 6.32 10. 44 ’10.80 - g.01 .01
(5.83) (5.46) (5.06)
cD 4.63 7.25 7.20 5.72 €.01
(4.33). (3.86) (3.41)
Total SOSI 60.84 81.11 99.87 6.25 <.
{44.03) (39.37) (42.24)
Nete. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not connected by lines
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Table 37 cont. B ' S
are significantly different from‘eéch otber; : T
" The, dégrees of freedom for each éubscale are 2 and 111.
2 :
L k i
- *
7
B .
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premises and.one SOTSS subscale and one SOSI subscale. There were
three respbndents who had perscnal property wilfully damaged-by a- student -
on school premises 6 or more times in their teaching careers. This

" number of respondents was considered too small to provide an ancurate

analysis. _Ehis‘cell wéslpollapéed leng‘with thé Celi céntéining fesulﬁs.
ffom_io reséondents wnorhad personél’property‘wilfuily damaged by a -
stuaent'on school premiseéVB to S:times.in théif‘teacning careerg; ther
resulnérof ﬁneseitwo célls we#é regroupedvunder the;éa;egory‘df:teachers ‘n

- who had .personal property‘wilfully damégéd by a student on school premises..

3 or more times in-‘their teaching careers. .. -

° The results of the ANQVA indicated a significant main effect for the

incidencé of wilful damége t&w%eachers' personal property for the SOTSS .

subscale teachef—administra;éi'relations,ig_(2, 111) = 5.36, E_='<.Ol.,
The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that teachers who had

personal property wilfully damaged by a student on school premises 1 to 2

times during the respondents' teaching careers perceived .teachgr-adminis-

)

trator relationsrtorbé;signiﬁicanﬁly nore stressful than teachers Qho
never had any bé}sonal'probeity‘wilfully damaged by a student. There wefe
no further gignificant Aifferences foundron the other SOTSS subscales.
(See Table 38).

The results of the ANOVA‘indicated that ‘there was a significant main‘.
effect_for‘nne incidence of wilful damagé.to-teachersf pérﬁonal property
for the SOSI subscaie pgripheralvsimptoms:of stresé,7§>(2, 111) = 5.28,
Ei= {.0l1. The Neuman-Keuls post ho; compa:iéon’indicated that teéchérs :

who had personalsproperty wilfully damaged by a student on school

premises 3 or more times during the respondents' teaching careers had
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Table.38 -

~

I

N

N\

N,

of the Sources of Teacher‘Stress\Susey

AN

for the Incidence of'TeaChers»WhQ Had Petsoﬁé;rProperty

6 AN

Wilfully_Damaged'byya Student on'SchoolfP:emngs

(23.32)

Subscale .Never 1-2 Times'in~ 23 ' Times in ' F o é;
' : e ' . teaching career teaching career '_ L
n 62 39 13
™ '14.45 14.31 13.000 .34 .71
(5.87) (5.60) (5.92) )
TPR 8.00 8.23 723 .42 .66
(3.78) (3.27) (3.96) ,
TSR 32.87 34,95 29.15 1,70 .19
(11.21) £(7.96) (8.90)
LA ) . - )
TR 5.68 5.69 5.15 .19 .83
(3.19) (2.71) (2.19)
TAR 11.89 15.13 12.23 ~ 5.36 C.0l
: L (5.73) . (3.38) A (4773) :
Total SOTSS 72.89 78.31 §§.77 ' 1.71. . .19
(17.30) (1%.10)

Note. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not connected by lines“"w

are significantly different from each other.
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sigﬁificantly more peripherai~symptoms of stress.than’teqchers who
‘néverfhadoan&,pérsbnal=ptoper£y ﬁilfully’damaged bfla student. There:
were no furthér significant differences found on: the other‘SOSI subscales.f_

//3/"

+  student defiance wish/ foul language. The final set Of significant

(See Table 39).-

differences for_teaching’qondftidns occurfed;bgtﬁeen thé incidén¢e qf
teachers whb>héd beeﬁ defied by étudehts-usi;g foul lahguége éndlsix'éOSI 
,subscaleé énd the,SOSI totaiVSCOre; jTﬁe rtéult§ of theLANOVA inaicated a
siénifiCapt“mgipréfféétnﬁétweeﬁ,the‘incidep;é'df”studeﬁt defianceﬂwith
.lféul langpage:and céfdioéulmOnéry symptohs Of‘StrESS; E:(3,‘l10)’; 4;64;

p = <€.01; neural symptomsidﬁ stfess,>§_(3) 1105 ?.3.28; p= ;Oé;‘gasﬁro;.
intéstinal symptoms éf“;tress, E_(3;H11Q) =_3.él, E_='.62;ISYmptoms of
"muscle tehsion, F (3, 110) = 3.08, E = .03; symptoms of habit patterns,
E.(3’>110)’=A5.32,‘g_= (.Oi; symptoms of anger, E.(3; lib)_ﬁ é.65;>2_= .05;
and the total symptgmsief‘streés7r£;(3,¥ii0§;¥741147w25;h4301;f’E%e;—ﬂf~:¥—~4w~;ff'—ri
Neuman;Keuis post hoc comparisonripd;éated that teécﬁ;ré who had bgén |
‘def;éarﬁ} students using foﬁi';anggagejé or mére timesrinxﬁhe respondents"
teachipé cépge;s had sighificéntlyrmére gastrointestinél ahd‘ﬁotal’stptéms,.
of stress £haﬁ teachers who had never been defied; Furthermoré, the |
Neuman-Keuls post hécrcomparison'indicated that teachers who had been

defied by,studenﬁsfusing foul languagé 6 or more ﬁimes in the respopdents“
teaching careers héd significaﬁtly more éafdiopulmohary>symptom§ ofVstressw
than teéchers whé had neveribeen defied andlﬁeachers who had been défied‘l
to 2 times. The‘Neumaﬁ—Kedls post hoé compa;isoﬁ also i'ndicavted.tﬁz-it'7G

teachers who had been defied by students using foul language 6 or more

‘times in the réspondents'»téaching careers had significantly more symptoms

vy
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" rable 39 RN
.. Mea;js.’ and Standard Deviations . = . . )
, {_of‘the]Souréesvof Teacher Stress Survey |
for the Incidence of Teachers Who Had Personal Property
7 Wi}'ful.ly barhaged 4by_ a Student on School Premisés
'Subsca'l—'e . Never - - 1-2 Tiines ‘in Z_BWMTimés in , F P
: teaching career t-é’aching career
n 62 - . 39 13
PHL - 3.95 - © 5.46 . 7.38 s5.28 <.01
' . (3.10) (3.93) . - .. (5.68)
a ¢+ - ) o J 2 — . . :
CR o 9.47 ~ 10.26. 12.31 .70 .50
(8.27) ©(7.18) - (8.98)
NRL ~1.66. 177 . 2.46 .78 .46
(2.05) - (2.16) (2.22) -
GI - 5.94 6.87  8.69 . 1.70 . .19
©(5.11) - (5.09)  (4.64)° - :
MT 7.85 . B.74 . 10.69  1.18 - .31. |
(5.92) (6.21) - . (7.49) : '
HP 12.52 12,92 | S 17.38 . 1.89 .16
(8.91) ©(6.44) © (10,01) '
DEP . 6.05 o 6.23 . 6.92 .16 .85
© (5.37) . (4.59) 7 (5.07) ‘
~ ANX .+ 7.08 6.82 8.1 .54 .59
' (6.27) (5.33) (6.58) -
ANG 7.26 T . 9.56, . . .8.69  1.87 .. .16 - .
~ (5.98) (5.66) (6.36) —
cb LT 5.87 6.00 .03 .97
(4.41) . (4.12) (4.16)
Total SOTSS  67.48 74.51 89.31 1.38 .26
(45.13) (40.79) (49.20)

Note. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not connected by ‘lines

are significantly different from each other.
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ofAhébit,patteinglthén-teachefs who had'beenxdefiedfs or less times in .
the respondents"teachingfcaree;s.b'However, the Nedmaaneuls;pbst hoc
compérison failéd to identify any groﬁp-of teachers as significantly

different from each other for neéural and muscle tensioh‘symptoms of
stress and eyﬁptOms,of anger;- There. were no further significént.

C . 4 i . A .
differences on the other SOSI subscales. There wererno'significant

differences found betweennthe’inCidehce of‘teacherS‘who had been defied

by students with foul language and the SOTSS subscales. (See Table 40).

°
4

With respect to the incidence of studefi\defiance, teachers who:pad
been defied 6 or more times by students using
ly more total symptoms of stress than teachers who had never been defied by

students using foul language. - The principal contributing factors were
cardiopulmonary, habit patterns and géstrointestinal symptoms_of'stress‘

o . v ) . ¥
and to a lesser extent neural and muscle tension symptoms and symptoms’®

of anger. U ERI

Conclusions o ) : : o . : — ,
e — . L S .

The fxndlngs dlscussed above only supporteﬁ hypothe51s #3 in 51x out

} 19 teachlnq condltlons. The results of the lndependent t- tests, the

A
™~

ANQVA procedures, and the Neuman-Keuls post, hoc comparlsons lndlcated that

: E AR
there were no 51gn1f1cant differences between the six teaching conditions
of elementary class size;’eiementaryvteachersf eontact heurs with
stﬁ&ents; subject,épeciaiization for éle?entery teachers; subject -
specialization for secendAIQ'teachets; the ampﬁnt of subject spec;aliZa—_
tion by elementary\teachers; the time spent eﬁ stuaéht-reIéEéa'éitré-
curricularyactivities; and the major perceivedvStressors,of;teecﬁing, and/or

- .

she main oms of stress experienced b?:teécﬁers. For the elementary

a

foul language had significant-
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Table 40 .

VlMeéns and Standard Deviations

oﬁlfhe:SZmptoms,of Stress Inventory

for the.Incidence ofrsiudant'Defiance with Foul Language

’gubscale v Never T 1-2 T}Mes 3—5'Tihes - '2§ Times 4 ,'E:, P
- in teachihg in teaching . in-teaching o
' - career ' career -  career
n 32 a5 5 S 1=
PHL - - 3.58 4.78 6.05  6.06 2.39 .07
(3.14) (3.67) - . (4.72) . (4.14) : :
CR . 7.00  9.69 © 11.43 - 15.44. 4.64 <.01
-~ {7.49) - {6.56) - (8.38) . . (9.45) T
a ——B* , -~ ‘ :
NRL - S1.31 1.42 ©2.57 2.75 . 3,28 .02
‘ (2.05)  -(1.78) . (2.40) (2.21)
GI - 4.59 . 6.49 7.8l © 913 316l .02
' (4.29)  (4.77) (6,31} {4.46)
I ooa o— m s . '
MT . 7.28 7 7.31 ©10.62 11.38 -~ -3.08 .03
' (6.27) (5.50)  (6.92) . (5.89) e .
HP. 9.88  14.00 12000 19,25 5.32 .0l :
(6.59) (8.37) (7.78)° (9.09) ' :
DEP 5,00 6.60 © 5.52 8.44 1.92 .13
(5.01).  (4.48) . (4.33) . (6.80)
AN 5.31 7.64 7.05.  ~  9.81 2.25 .09 "
' - (5.99) (6.08) (4.93) . (6.19) o
* ANG 5.84 8.7t - 9.38 . ©  10.00.  2.85 .05
(5.38) (6.33) (5.51) (5.66) -
cD 4.50 6.27 5.95 - 6.88 1,58 .21
‘ (4.68) {4.02) {3.93) (4.15) '
Total SOSI  54.31 72.91 . 78.38 99.13 4.17 €.o01
L (41.54) (41,68 (44.77) - (46.72)
5 : -

Note. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not connected by lines..

are significantly differennt from each other.

-
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teaché;s"coﬁtact,houzsrwithrSthents, theterwereroélyiﬁouﬁ téachg:;piiif ~
who had fésponsibilities‘with s;;erAI élassrooms,v This numbéx bfi
reSpondenés ;;s conﬁiderea ﬁoo sméll>t¢ p?oQide an éccurate ?nalysis and
[T} theSe resulté were eliminatedvfrom the ANOVA. Hdwever, there were .
'signific"aht'diffe'rences with the following 13 teaching vcondirt:.iorixs‘:'
élementary versus secéndary tegéhers; split grade vg£5us Single'grade _
elémeﬁtAry classes} sécgnaary schoél CLSSsTsize; ﬁeééhing'pp§itibn ﬂeld;
weekLy number.of school timeAprépgratioh houré; Wéekiy hours of schoolf
rélated work, excluding>Cl;ss:oom teaéhing time; excéssive weekly hours
of school—reiated work, excluding ciassroom teaching time; school size;
physical assault.of-teachers by a student; inéidence of teachers who had"
been verbally threathed byra student; inci@gnce of teachers who had
personal property damaged by a-student on scéool éremiseé; incidencé of{
student defianéé with foul langﬁaqe; and employment status. Since there
- were éigpifiéént differences bétween 13 teaching conaitiéns and the majér‘

: perceiyedistressors of teaching and/or the,main syﬁptoms of stress

experienced by teachers, hypothesis #3 was not supported.

Hypothesis #4 - _Miscellaneous Factors )

‘H;éééhesis #4 states that there wi%l be:nov;ignificanﬁ>éifférences
between feqcher ratings of some individual percéived stressors, such as
"Téach;ng (as:a caréer)", the major perceiveé stressors of‘teachlnéj énd/or
the main symgﬁoms-of stress experienced by teaéhérs."Thfs'h§§otheéis-wés 

tésted bv using ANOVA procedures with Neuman-Keuls post hoc com@ariégnsg

?he individual perceived stressors used ig,hvpothesis 84 were taken ffom

the 1tems that did not load on any of the five subscales used in :the

©
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| SOTSS. These items were filed under a generalized subscale. ~Items which- -

had a ‘mean of 2.0 or more on the SOTSS were selé¢ted for analyses. That

is, items  that were ﬁefcéivéd as nonstressful Wefefeiiminatéd;‘ There was
one exception. SOTS# Item #44},"Teacﬁih§‘1as §:.aréer5;rwaé usédiin
hypothesis #4 because KYfiadqﬁ ané Sutcliffe (lQiQ)Vgsed a éimilat ques-—
tion as a "ﬁeasﬁré of se;f—reported'stressﬁ {p. l60f. Tﬁé?g_wefé,niﬁgb
individual pefceivéd,Strgssérs‘of.te;chiﬁg used to ﬁést'hypothésig #4.7
Results | |

The resuits of the tests indicated that there were significant dif-
fereh¢e§ between the nine'inaividu;l‘pergeived stressors, thesmajofi
perceived sﬁreésors of teaching,.and/or the~main symptoms of stress

experienced by teachers.

Inadéquate,téaching suPpiieSs The first:set of’siéhificant différénges
for individuél'éerceived stressors occurred bet&een the réspéhden;s'~fa£ings
of SOTSS Item #4, "Working with inadequate.teaching su;;zues'" and the five
SOTSS subscales, thé SOTSS total score, and three SOSI #ubscaies. _The
cell% for the qot‘§tressful?andVéiiqhtly stressfui'ratingslyefercollaPSed
because the not stressful rating contained séven responaents, This numb¢r 

of rés?ondents was considered too small to_prévide an accurateranaiysis.
The resulﬁs of these Lwo cells were regrouéed under the raging of not or
slightly stressful,

The results of the ANOVA indicated ﬁhatAthere were significantrmain
effects for all the SOTSS subscales, the SOTSS total éco:e; and the )
respohdents' ratings of Item #4, See Table 41 fbr the appropriate g and p
values. The Ne;man-Keuls péé; ﬁQeAcoméérison indicﬁted that teaéhers‘ﬁho
rated inadéquate téach}ng supplies as very or extremely streésful éefceived
time management stressors and the total of the teacher stressors to bé

significantly more stressful than teachers who rated Item #4 as not,

-

. S L S o | )/: '
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jslightly,>ok moderately stressful., Fur;hermore, teacherskwhd rated
ihadequate'teéching_supplies as moderately stressful perceived time
management stressors and the total of the teacher stressors to be sig-

nificantly more stressful than teachers who rated Item #4 as not or

slightly stressful.. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that
teachers who rated inadequate teaching supplies as moderately, very, or

extremely stressful perceived teacher-parent relations, teacher-teacher

relations, and teacher-administrator relations as signifiCantly more

stressful than teachers who rated Item #4 as not or slightly'stregsful.
Finally, the Neuman-Keuls post hoc analysis indicated that teachers who

rated inadeqﬁate teaching supplies as extremely stressful perceived

.«

teacher-student relations to be significantly more stressful than

2

teachers who rated Item #4 as not, slightly, or moderately stressful.
Furthermore, teachers who rated 1nadequate teaching supplles as
moderately stressful perceived teacheristudent'relatIons to be 51gn1f1caq;i,~

lv more stressful than teachers who rated Item #4 as not or sllghtly

~

stressful. ‘(See Table 41).

With respect to inadéquate teaching supplies, the main distinguishing

<

factors why sdﬁe teachers perceived working'With inadeguate teaching v
supplies to‘b;‘stressful were the time involved; relatibnshipslwith &
parents, students and administrators; and to a lesser éxtent,>relatibn—‘
ships with the teaching staff. : |

The results of thg ANOVA indicated that there were significant main

effects for the respondents’ ratings of SOTSS Item #4, "wOrking with

1nadeguate teaching supplies" for the S0OSI subscales muscle tension, F
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Table 41

‘Am v Means and Standard Deviations

of-the Sources of Teacher Stress Survey

for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #4, -
13

“Workiné with Inadequate Teaching Supplies"

RS
.

Subscale Not to Moderately Very ' Extremely F B

slightly stressful-. stressful stressful- -
stressful ‘ ’
n 28 41 32 13
™ 10.43 13.27 16.69 ' 19.46 13.26 <.01
(5.49) (4.98) (4.84) (4.24) ‘ '
' ar—— b \ 5
TPR 5.86 8.24 8.63 © 10.23 6.99 .ol
(3.63) (3.03) (2.71) . (3.44)
TSR 25.25 33.39 36.56 41.08 12.79 <.o01
(10.36) (8.41) . (8.12) (7.40)
: ar— Br — .
TTR - 4.18 5.90 6.03 . 6.85 3,63 - ;02 - e e e
‘ (3.08) (2.69) (2.71) (2.88) ’
TAR 9.71 13.17 14.75 15.54 7,17 €.01
(6.19) (4.21) (3.76) (4.99) .
Total SOTSS  55.43 73.98 82.66 93.15 18.86 €.01
(20.64) (15.22). (17.18) (15.26) -

: Note. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not connected by lines

are significantly different from each other.

The degrees of freedom  for each subscale are 3 and 110.

-4

~f



»1ad somewhat lower scores on the other dimensions which counterbalanced
v - , )

o ' 1l62.

(3, 110) = 4.07, p = .01; depression,E;(3, 110) = 4.67, p = {.01; and

-

anger, F (3, 110) = 4.09, p =¢.0l. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison
indicated that ﬁéaéhers who rated‘inadequate teaching supplies as very
stressful éxperienced significantly more symptoms of muscle tension than
teachers who rafed Item #4 as not or slightly stressful. The Neuman- .
Keuls post hoc comparison also indicated that teachers who rated
inadequate teaching supplies as very stressful exRerienced-significantiy_
more symptoms of depression and anger. than teachers who rated item #4 as
noé, slightly,” or moderately stressful. -There were no furtﬁer significant
differences on the other S0OSI subscales. (See Table 42).

With further respect to inadequate teaching supplies, théApgrception
of inadequate teaching supplies as being stressful did not suggest a
siénificantly different intensity éf stress on "the %otal éymptoms of
stress. However, teachers who perceived inadequateiteaching ;uppiies‘as

stressful did report higher symptoms of muscle tension, depression and

anger than teachers who did not perceive ‘pdequate teaching supplies as,

stressful. There was a significant differfnce with these three symptoms

’\1’\

3

between teachers who Berceived inadequate~teaching supplies as very
stressful and teachers who did not perceive this item as stressful.

Teachers who perceived inadequate teaching supplies as very stressful

the high muscle tension, depression, and anger scores which resulted in

a lower total SOSI score. &

Teaching subjects outside specialgy. The second set of signi-

cant differences for individual perceived stressors occured between
the respondents' ratings of the SOTSS Item #5, "Teaching subjects

outside my usual specialty"” and all subscales except one on the SOTSS

-

. | C
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Table 42
Means and Standard Deviations
of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory
for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #4,
"Working with Inadequate Teaching Supplies"”
éﬁbscale Not to Moderately very Extremely E P
slightly - stressful stressful stressful :
stressful : ‘
n 28 41 32 13 -
PHL 4,29 ’ 4.44 5.44 6.00 .97 .41
(3.51) (4.27) (3.64) (4.00)
CR 8.82 . 9.27 11.34 12.08 .91 .44
(6796) (8.46) . (8.14) (8.11)
NRL 1.39 1.85 2.19 1.46 .83 .48
(2.06) (2.40) (2.05) ( .97)
GI 5.75 ©.46 7.13 7.31 .46 .71
- (4.05) (5.50) (5.2¢) (5.78)
MT 5.57 8.22 10.78 9.92 4.07 <.ol
(4.67) (7.08) (5.42) (5.94)
ar o — a "7’
HP 11.18 $Q.22 15.34 {5.46 1.79 .15
’ (7.44) (8.40) (8.27) (9.44)
DEP 4.00 - 5.63 ‘. 8.44 7.31 4.67 <(.01
(3.45) (5.33) ' (5.56) (3.35) '
a — b a»———;
ANX 5.86 6.88 8.41 8.00 1.03 © .38
(5.04)" (7.01) (5.72) (4.60)
ANG . 6.25 7.12 : 10.91 9.23 4.09 <£.01
S (5.56) (5.91) (5.48) (6.11)
,—g’; [, b; a~>—..____4
CD - 5.25 5.37 6.44 6.77 .76 .52°
(4.63) (4.77) (3.51) (3.24)
h)
Total SOSI 58.36 67.46 86.41 83.54 2.55 .06

(38.34) (48.68) (40.96) (41.85)

Note, When lines are

are significantly different from each other.

used in a subscale, groups not connected by lines
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and the S0TSS total score. The ‘results of the ANOVA indicated that there
were significant mein effects forrall the SOTSS subscales, except teacher-
parent relations, for the respondénts' ratings of teaching subjects out-
side” their specialty. See Table 43 for the appropriate F and p values.
The Neuman-Keuls post hoc. comparison indicated tnat teachers who rated

E T B . - .
teaching subjects outside thelr specialtv as extremely stressful perceived

teacher~student relations and the total of the teacher s;ressdrs to be

significantly more stressful than teachers who rated Item #5 as not,

sligntly or modera ssful. Furthermore, teachers who rated teach~

heir specialty as slightly, moderatelv, or verv

W

ing subjects outsiddt
stressful pefcelved tegcher-stUdent relations and the tot;l of the teacher
“stressors to be ?ﬁgnificantly more stressful than teachers who rated

Item %5 ?j/ﬁot stressful. The Neumaaneuls post hoc comparison indicated
that teé:hers who rated teaching subjects outside their specialty as
extremely stressful perceived teacher-teacher relations to be significantly
mére stressful than teachers who rafed Item #5 as not stressful. The
Heuman—Keuis post hoc comparison also indicated that teacheré who rated
teaching subjects outside one's'specialty as exg;emely stressful perceived
teacher-administrator relations to be significantly more stressful than
teachers who rated~Iteﬁ #5 és not or moderately stressful. Pufthermore,
teachers who rated teaching subjects outside cne's specialty as slightly,
moderately or very stressful, perceived teacher-administrator relations

t0 be significantly more stressful than teachers who rated Item #5 as not
stressf;l. However, the Neuman-Keuls post hoc COméarison failed to
identify any of the five groups of teacher ratings for-teaching subjects
outside their specialty as significantly different from each other for

time management stressors. There were no significant differences between

any of the SOSI subscales and the respondents' ratings of Item #5. (See

Table 43).
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With respect to the subjects taught, the main distinguishing factors
why some teachers perceived teaching subjects outside their usual

specialty as stressful were the relations with students, administrators,

and tc a lesser extent, the teaching staff, as well as the time involved.

Principal leadership. The third set of sign}f;éant differencés qu
individual perceilved stressors occurred betweenytbéEieSpondents',rqtihgs 
cf 30TSS Item'#l4; "When my princiéal does not.show~dgfinite leadershié
in the school" and four SOTSS subscales, the SOTSS total score an§ one
S50SI subscale. The results of the ANOVA indicated that there were sig;
nificant main effects for the SOTSS total score and ali,SOTSS subscales
except  time management,fér the respondents' ratings of lack of definite
leadersnio En a school.,: See Table 44 for the appropriate g and p values.
The Neﬁman—Keuls post hoc comparison 1ndicated that teachers who rated .

lack cf definite leadership in a school ag very or extremely stressful

erceived teacher-parent relations to be dignificantly more stressful than

P'(x
.

teachers who rated Item #14 as not or slightly stressful.

The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that there were téP
sets of sigpificant differences between the teachér ratings of‘léck of
definite leadership in a school. and teacher-student relations. First,
teachers who ratéd lack of definite leadership in a School as very or
extremely stressful perceived teacher-student fglations as significantly
more stressful than teachers who raéed Item #14 as not or slightiy
stressful. Second, teachers who rated lack of def;nite leadership in a

school as moderately stressful perceived teacher-student relations:as

significantly more stressful than teachers who rated Item #14 as not

stressful.. ‘ 7
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Table 43
‘Means and Standard Deviations A
of the Sources of Teacher Stress Survey
% ' for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #5, _ —
"TeAﬁhzﬁg Subrects Outside My Usual Spéclailtyﬁ
Subscale Not Siightly Moderatelv very Extremely F - p
strgssful stregsful stressful = stressful stressful
. PR 12 25 13 le N
™ 11233 13.36 13,37 15.76 16,25 2.41 .05
(7.03) (5.68) (5.27) {4.89) {(&.31)
TPR .93 7,29 8,17 g.61 3.06 .80 .53
_ 13.56) (4.55%) (3.29) {2.92) (2.42)°
TSK 2,87 30.71 2.29 36.00 40.31 8.88 €.01
(12.10) (9.13) °  (8.28) (7.44) (9.06)
QA =~ - — I
TTR 3.87 . 5.50 . 5.49 5.94  7.19  2.80 .03
(3.25) (2.41) (2.99) (2.36) (3.23)
R a* —T - e e ——— .
TAR 8.80 13.71 12.11 13.79 16.75 6.08 €.01
(6.28) (4.83) (4.72) (4.61) (2.89)
S <11 S b
Total SOTSS 53.80 70.57 71.43 80.09 88,56 7.86 .01
{25.46 20.91 17.29 (16.31 17.94
{ ) a ( ) ( ) - ) ( h

— . e - - I . [ [ _72_~‘__.__M_.-.._____ |

Note. When lines are used in a subscale, groups not conneéted by lines
' $
are significantly different from each other.

&

The degrees of freedom for each subscale are 4 and 108,
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‘

-The Neuman-Keuls post hoc.comparison indicated that there were

three sets of significant differences between the teacher ratings of

lack of definite leadership in a school and teacher-teacher relations.
¥

¥irst,  teéachers who rated Item #14 as extremely stressful perceived

teacher-teacher relations as significantly more stressful than teachers
whe rated Item #14 as not, slightly, or moderately stressful. Second,
reachers who rated Item =14 as very stressful perceived teacher-teacher

relations as silgnificantly more stressful than teachers who rated this

. ’ : . i
item as rot or slightly stressful, Third, teachers who rated® Item #14

L

as moderately stressful percelved teacher-teacher relations as

significantly more stressful than teachers who rated this item as not -~

< .

t

1
Gl 1

stress
‘The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that there were three

sets of significant differences between the teacher ratings of lack of

™

definite leadership in a school and teacher—administrator relations.

® .
First, teachers who rated Item #14 as extremely Stressful perceived .

teacher-adminigtrator relations as significantly more stressful than .

teachers who rated this item as not, slightly, or moderately stressful.

" »

Second, teachers who rated Item #14 as'very stressful perceived teacher-

administrator relations to be significantly more stressful than teachers

who rated this item as not or slightly stressful. " Third, teachers who

rated Ttem #14 as slightly or moderatély stressful perceived teacher-
administrator relations to be §ignifi¢antly more .stressful than teachers
who ratéd this item as not streé;ful.

Finalli, the Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that there

were two sets of significant differences between the teacher ratings of

lack of definite leadership in a séhool and the total of the tquper

~
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stressors. First, teachers»who rated Itém #14 as“véry‘or extremely
stressful éerceivéd all the teacher stressors 1 the fivé SQTSS s?b?
“scales as signif;cantly more stfessful than teachéré»wﬁo rated this item
as no£,isiiéhtly, or moderately stressful. Second, tééchefs who,;é;ed
Item #14 asrmoderateiy stressfui perceived all thevteaeherlstfessors in

the five subscales of the SOTSS to be signifiééntly more stressful than

¥

'teachgrs who rated this item as not stressful. (See Table 44).

With respect’tq léadetship, the main distiﬁguishing factors why
some teachersvpercéived igék of definite leadership‘by their principais"
as.stressfﬁi were very éleagly the relationéhips with administrato;s,
and to a lesser exteﬁt, the relationship with teaching staff, students‘ ’
and pargnts. The F value for teacher-administrator relations was the
second highest of the F values reéorted in this thesis. ‘

The results of the ANOVA ;ﬁdicatedithat there was a significant
- main effect fof the respondents' ratinés of SOTSS Item #14 for the sosr .
subscale anger,‘g_(4, 199) = 2.50, p = .051 However, the Neuman-Keuls.
post hoec comparison failéd to iéentify any of the five groups of te
ratings for Item #14 as significantly different frpm eacgkother.' There
were. no further ;ignificant main effects found on the other SOSI sub-
‘sééiéai (See Ta%&g 45) .

Staff meetings of 1.6 to 2 hours.T The fourth set of significant

differences for individual perceived stressors occurred between the

respondents’ ratings of Item #25(c), "Staff meetings that last 1.6 to 2

- hours” and all SOTSS subscales, the SOTSS total scofe, and one SOSI

Y
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Table 44
Means and Standard Deviations

of the Sources of Teacher Stress Survey

for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Itém #14,

@

"When My Principal Does Not Show Definite Leadership in the School"

- N r

—— . JEUERE e

Subscale Not - Slightly Moderately Very . ‘Extremely F B L
’ stressful stressful st:essful stressfuL stressful ‘ o
n 10 14 24 37 29 :
™ . 13.90 11.57 13.13. | 15.49 14.97- 1.57 .19 =
' (6.28) (6.84) (5.86) (4.99) (5.62)
TPR 5.20 6.29 7.54 8.76 9.17 4.54 €.01 .
o (3.19) (2.46) (3.04) (3.46) (3.28)
c(:,a' aA b . 7 i
TSR ' 21.20 27.79 31.79 35.89 37.52  8.52 £.0l
(9.91) (10.71) (7.37) (8.71) (9.07)
a B a— N , :
TTR 2.40 3.86 5.21 " 6.38 ™~ 6.97 8.36 (.0l )
(2.80) (1 83) . (2.92) (2.41) (2.77)> :
. R b S -
TAR 3.50 ©10.50  12.63 14.54 15.97 22.34 (.01
(4.55) (4.91) (4.00) - (3.19) (3.77) :
. a B = —~ , -
Total SOTSS 46.20 . 60.00 70.29 81.50 84.59 12.87 <.01
(16.24) (23.05) (18.17) (15.37) (17.19)°
D T . '

Note. When lihes are used in subscales, groups not connected by lines
s : ) ’
are significantLy:difﬁgrént from each other. 7 .

The degrees of freedom for each subscale are 4 and 109,



"When My Principal Does Not Show Def

of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory

Table 45

Me::§ and Standard Deviations

.

for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #14,

176.

inite Leadership in the School"

Not

Slightly Moderately Very

Extremely F

" CR

. MT

Q (49.26)

(47.51)

Subscale : B
) stressful stressful stressful  stressful stressful
n 10 14 24 37 29,
PHL 5.30 4.29  4.17 5.62 4.58 .68 .61
(4.95) (3.67) (4.47) (3.36) (3.79)
- 10.20 8.29 9.13 11.16 10.24 .43 .79
(6.94) (7.81) (8.15) (7.539 (9.02)
NRL 1.60 1.29 1.71 1.92 2.00 .33 .86
(2.12) (1.82) (2.26) (1.86) (2.45)
GT 5.40 5.43 5.88 7.51 6.90 .76 .55
(5.08) (6.25) (4.74) (5.05) (4.90) '
6.90 5.21 VP79 10.35 8.79  2.14 .08
(7.19) (4.04) (6.59) (6.49). (5.51)
HP 11.50 S11.71 11.13 15.35 13.52 1.22 .31
(9.03) (9.29) (7.08) (8.62) (8.15)
DEP 5.80 3.57 6.04 7.59 6.00 1.73 .15
(5.61) (3.48) (5.23) (5.44) (4.50)
ANX 6.50 5.43 7.42 7.78 7.31 .43 .79
(6.31) (5.73) (6.72) (5.28) - (6.38)
ANG 4.60 6.50 7.00 9.92 9.10 2,50 .05
(4.93) (6.56) (5.30) (5.90) (5.97)
D 3.70 4.50 6.29 6.73 5.55 1,51 .20
' (3.40) (4.40) (5.53) (3.49) (3.94)
Total SOSI  61.50 56.21 66.54 83.95 74,00 1.38 .25
(43.24) (41.11) (43.23)
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subséale. Thé resuits ofv£he'ANOVA inéicatéd tﬁat-there were sig-
nificaﬂt main effects for all SOTSS Subscéies and. the SOTSS to#a} scoré
for the regpondéﬁts' ratings of staff meetiﬂgs that lag} 1.6 Egggihours.
See Table 46- for tﬁe appfopriate F and p values. The Neuman-Keuls post
hoc comparison indicated that teachefs,who rated SOTSS‘Itém #25(05 as
slightly, moderately, very; or extremely gtfessful perceived fime

management stressors, teacher-student relations, and the total of the

teacher stressors to be significantly more stressful than teachers who -

rated Item #25(c) as.not stressful. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparisén‘

indicated that téachefs who rated staff meetings of 1.6 to 2 hours as
very or extremely Stressful percei;éd teachef—parent relations £o be
significantly more stressful than teachers who rated Item #25(c) as not
stressful. The Neuman-Keuls post-hoé comparison indicapéd that teqchers
who rated Item #25(c) as very stressful perceived teacher-teachér:
relations to be significantly mofe stressful than teachers who fatéd
Item #25(c) as not stressful. However, the Neumdﬁ—KeulsEEOSt hoc
comparison failed to identify any of the five groups of teacher ratings
of Item #25(c) for teacher-administrator relations as significantly
different ;rom each other. (See Table 46).

Witﬁ respect to length of staff meetings, the main distinguishing
factors th some teachers perceived staff meetings that lasted 1.6 to 2
hours as stressful were thé time involved, relations with students and
parents, and to a lesser extenf, relations with the ﬁéacﬁing'staff and

administration.
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Table 46 -
Means and Standard Deviations
of the Sources of Teacher Stress Survey =
for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #25(c),
"Staff Méetings'That Last 1.6 to 2 Hours" ® .E‘
Subscale Not Slighﬁly Moderately Very Extremely F P
stressful stressful stressful stressful stressful
n ' 8 16 - 35 - 29 20
] T , ‘ T
™ 6.88 , 14.69 13.54 15.52 1l6.85 6.22 €.01
S (6.96) © (5.22) - (5.14) (4.73) (4.36)
TPR 5.25 7.00 7.11 9.24 9.65 5.32 <.01
(3.99) (4.03) (2.43) (2.46) . (3.67)
' = v .
TSR .- ©21.00  ° 30.94 33.43 ©  35.83 °  36.85 " 5.68 <.01
(6.37)  (11.46) (8.24) (8.88) (7.61) '
PTR . 3.13 '5.13 5.80 6.69 5,50 2.82 .03
0 (3.14) (3.46)  -(2.74) (2.49) (2.54)
i a b o ys— - S a——
TAR . 11.63 10.94 12.43 14.66 14.80 2.54 .04
s (6.93) (6.45) (4.80) (4.02) (3.12) : :
Total SOTSS 47.88 68.69 72.31. 81.93 ~ 83.65 8.16 .01
! (15.53)  (21.84)  (17.90) (16.54)  (12.73)

Note. When lines are used in subscales, groups not connected by lines are
significantly different from each other.

The degrees of freedom for each subscale are 4 and 103.
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Thelresults:of the ANOVA indicated é'siﬁnificant4main‘effect‘for
the respondents' rating§ of SOTSS‘Item #25(c)j‘"Stéff'meetings;éhai lasﬁ 
1.6 to 2 hours” for the SOSI subscale of anger, F (4; 103) = 2.70, g -
.03. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison_indicated tﬁat teachers who*
‘rated staff!meetings that lasfed 1.6 to ? hours as -very stressful hédr, -
‘s;gnificantly more Syﬁptoms of angér th;n teachers who rated this item
as not stressful. There wefe no igrthér significant main effects found
,on_the_othef SOSI subscales. (See Table 475.

Staff meetings of more than 2 hours. The £ifth set of significant

differences for individual percei&ed stressors occurred between the #

>
Y-

respondehts'iratinés of Item #25(d), "Staff meetings that las£ more
vthan Z~H8u£§"-and all, SOTSS subscales, the:SOTSS total score, aﬁd two
SOST subscaiés. The cells of the not stressful‘ana slightly étressful
ratinés were collapsed Because_the notggsressful rat;ng contained six
respondenté‘and the slightly stressful raﬁing contained three‘respdndeﬁts:,
This number was considered too small to provide an accurate analysis.:
The results of these two cells were regrouped gnder the rating not or
slightly stressfui.

The results of the ANOVA indicated that there were significant main
effects for all SOTSS subscales and the SOTSS éotal'score for the 

respondents' ratings of étaff meetingq_thét‘lasted more thanﬂ2 hours.
See Tgple 48 for the-appropriézg F. and p values. The Neumgn;Keuls post
hoc qémparisonfindicated that teachers who rated SOTSS Iteﬁ #25(d) as
extremely stressful perceived time management stressors and the total of
the teacher stressers to be significantly more stressful than teachers

who rated Item #25(d) as not, slightly, moderately, or very stressful.

Furthermore, teachers who rated Item #25(d) as moderately or very stress—
~

£
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. Table 47 \
, L - ‘ . ]
. Means and ‘Standard Deviations

of the Symptoms of Stress Inventory

for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #25(c),

®

"Staff Meetings That Ldst 1.6 to 2 Hours".

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely F

o
.

E
stressrful stressful stressful stressful stressful

n 3 16 . ¢ 35 29 20

. SN -

BHL 1,75 . 6:07 4.71 5.10 . 5.00  1.83 .13
(1.91) 1 {3.75) (4.08) ° (3.34) (4.24)

IR .63 12.350% 10,23 11.00 8.80 .94 .44
(6.52) (8.74} (7.90) (8.36) (7.80)

NRL - s . 1.81 1.71 2.00 ©2.30 .83 .51
(.71 (1.94) (2.24) (2.12) (2.39) '

51 3.75 6.81 65.29 7.83 5.15  1.11 .36
(3.24) (5.06) (4.61) {5.92) (5.41)

MT 4.75.  8.19 7.51° 9.59 10.20  1.56 .19
{3.45) (5.78) (6.12) (6.57) (6.83) : '

HP 3.88 15.19 11.71 15.72 13.40  1.77 .14 -

' (8.56) (8.28). - (7:65) (8.59) (8.11)

.DEP 4.50 6.75 4.60 7.52 7.60  2.04 .09
(4.07) (3.86) (4.56) (5.41) (6.24)

ANX 3.50 8.94 '6,06 9.14 6.90 2.26 .07
(4.17) (4.86) (5.07) (7.22) © (6:32)

ANG 3.13 g, 31 7.26 10.07 9.30 2.70 .03
(4.49) (5.90) (5.92) - (5.77) (5.97) ‘

as 5 . —_—

CD 3,75 ' 6.00 5.26 © 7.38 5.45 1.73 .15
(3.99) (3.97) (4.20) (4.68) (3.32)

Total SOSI  41.38 80.56 65.34 85.34  75.%0 2.03 .10
(33.23)  (42.13) (42.87) (46.80)  (44.68) ;

Note. When lines are used in subscales, groups not connected by lines

“

are significantly different from each other.

-

Jr
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ful perceived time management stressors and the total of the teacher -

stressors to be significantly more stressful than teachers who rated -

Item #25(4) as not or slightly stressful. The Neumanixeuls post hoc ,"
_comparison indicated that teachers who rated staff meetings of mqrelthad
2 hours to be extrémély stressful perceived teacher-parent felations and

-

teacHer-administrator relaﬁibhé to be significantly more stressful than .-

" teachers who }apedzltem‘#ZS(d) as not,’slightly;‘modeiately, or vefy

o - -y .

stréssfuls . Finally, the Neumgnéxeuls post hoc comparison indicéted-that
tea&ﬁerstwho ratedf;tem #25(d)JHS'moderately, very, or,extreméiy strésé;'

N .
e

.~ *ful’ perceived teacher-student relations and teacher-teacher relations to

“be significaritly more stressful than teachers who rated the item as not

[

“or slightly stressful. (See-Table 48).

-.With respect to the leﬁgth ofrstaff meetihgs; the main distigguisﬁipg o

' }§§5Eo;; why sqme,teache;s pe;ceiied staff meetingé that lastea_more
.éhgn.jfhourscﬁs strésstIQWere the'timg involved; relations with parén?s;
éﬁﬁdent;,,admihistrator;; and to.aaslightlylleSSer extent, rélg%ions‘

L';Jiththe’teé;cl%ing stéff. _ * : _‘ |

>

The results of the ANOVA indicated that there_wefe‘signiﬁicant
. * » ' i . e
‘mgin effects for the respondents' ragings of SOTSS Item #25(d), "Staff

meetings that.last more than 2 hours" for the SOSI subscales of habit

a

patterns, F (3, 103) = 2.69, p = .05; and anger, F (3, 103) = 2.99,

L g_=‘.03} The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that teachers

s

wHo rated Item #25(d) as extremely stressful had’significan;ly more
- ;, symptoms of anger than teachers who rated this item as not or slightly

stressful. However, the Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison failed to o

L] N N
t

o . : ‘ . s L ien A
T %geqtlfy any of the four groups of teacher ratings of Item:#25(d) for .

N .

'8



Ay

7" ,‘ 7 _ el ‘,: 3
- B 176 R
o Table 48 -~ L
Means and Standard Dcviaﬁions _
of the Sources of Teachsr Stress Survey . 7 .
% for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #25(d), o ' |
o “Staff Meetings That Last More Than 2 Hours"” g
Subscale Not or Moderately Vary Extremely. F - p ;
slightly stressful strassful stressful c :
stressful ]
n 9 21 27 . 50 ) i
™ | 7.78  12.71 14.15 16.62 8.83 <.0l o
(7.05) {6.03) ~(4.15) (4.86) * : N |
. a . b — S ' -
TPR 5.00 6.62 . 7.37 9.44 8.41 <00
- (3.81) (3.31) (2.66) (3.00) -
TSR | 23.22 32.62 33.00 36.48 6.41 <.01 3
(8.94) L(Q.SB) {9.27) (7.63L ;
CrR 278 5.81 5.8l 6.18  3.92 .0L
(3.11) {3.19) ' (2.91) (2.38) :
TAR 10.33 11.81 12.70 14.90  4.22 <.01 o
(7.55) (5.96) (4.31) (3.7 R i
Total SOTSS  49.11 69.57. 73.04  83.62 12.58 .01
"~ ¢{15.00) (19.96). (18.03) ¢14.52) . T I
. a b — c
Note. When lines are used in subscales, groups not cjfﬁﬁected by 1i’he’sr
are significantly different from each other. N
The degrees of freedom for each subscale are 3 and 103 ‘

]
‘
-
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- symptoms of habi; patterns as sigﬁificantly different from each other.
‘There were no further significant differences found on the other SOST

’subscales. (See Table 49).

Preparing rggprt cards. The slxth set of signlflcant differences

for individual perceived stressors occurred between the respondents'

ratingsrof—Item—#Bl, "Preparing report cards’Aandﬂfour»sowssmsubggaies

and the SOTSS total score. The results of the ANOVA indicatad that thére _

were significant main effects for the respondents‘ ratings of “Préparing

,"rgggr;;cardszffqrgfnnrgsamss;snbscalaswand_thBASQTSSatQtalrchre. See

Tabigtso.for the appropriate F and p values. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc

comparison indicated that the five teachers' ratings for preparing

report cards were significantly differnnt from each other for time

mahagement.v First, teachers who rated Item #31 asfextremely stressful

perceived time managément stressors as significantly more stressful than

:m:ffachers’who rated this item as not, slightly, moderately, or very

stressful. Second, teachers who rated preparing report cards as very

stressful perceived time management stressors as 81gn1ficant1y more

stressful than teachers who rated this item as not, slightly, or moderately

‘stressful. Third, teachers who ratod preparxng report cards as‘moderately

stressful percelved tlme managemont stressors as 81gn1ficant1y more

stressful than teachers who rated thls item as not or sllghtly'stressful._

Flnally, teachers who rated preparlng report cards as slxghtly stressful

percelved time management stressors as slgnificantly more stressful than

teachers who rated,this item as not straséful. :
: . , ~
The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison indicated that teachers who

rated report cards as extramely stressful perceived teacher-student



are 31gn1f1cant1y different from each othox

S SO SR SEASE & /- T ———
S - ' Table 49 ,7
- N . . .
- ﬁa&ns and Standard Deviations :_
of the §mtcns of. Stress In&g ry
for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #25(d’) »
"Staff Meetings That Last More Than 2 Hours"
‘ . :' N ) . .
Subscaler Not or  Moderately Very  Extremely 'Fp ) g
slightly stressful = stressful stressful '
. o stressful ‘ : .
n S N 27 50
PHL ~ 2.78 5.57 - 4.67  4.96  1.84 .32
) (3.56)  -.(3.98)  (3.94) . (3.66) »
CR. . 833 12,05 8.59  10.00 .92 .44
S (7.97)  (9.15) . (7.75) (7.08)
NRL A 2,29 133 192 1.77 .16
(.71)  (2.43) (1.84)° (2.17)
Y- S 4.56  7.81 5.00  7.14 1.95 .13
o (3.88) (5.14)  (4.19)  (5.65)  *
MT 6.11 - 8.62 -  6.89 - 9.76 1.75 .16
“ (5.21) (6.67) (5.36) - (6.54). -
HP 10,44 14.62 10.22 . 15.06 ° 2.69 .08 |
(9.29) (9.17) . - (6.65) . (7.98)
DEP - 5.11 6.24 . 4.59 . 7.24  1.79 .15
’ L (4.23) (4.71) . (4.21) (5.58). , .
ANX 4.78  8.10  5.78  7.98  1.51 .22
(5.47)  (5.88) - (4.41)  (6.52)
ANG ‘4.0 8.9 - 7.3 9,82 2,99 .03
) ) (4.95) (6.04) (5.62) (6.01)
———p—— —
cp 4.44 6.24 4.9 6.52  1.21 .31
- (4:28) (471 (3.59)  (4-30)
Total SOSI  51.22 79.71 - 59.37 80.40 2.32 .08 :

- Note. ‘Hhen 1iﬁas are used in subec‘alés,*qrbupa»not; connected by lines -



relations as significantly more streeeful than teeehers aho ratéd this S

"

item as not, slightly, moderately, or very streesfnl Teechers uho

rated preparing report cards as slightly, moderetely or very stressfui ) R B

. than teachers who rated this 1tem as not stressful.

o

%
AT %
' ‘perceived teacher-student relations as significantly'uore stressful v SRR ‘
7 The Neuman-xeuls post hoc comparison indicated that teachers who
i

- rated preparing report cardsfasfextremeiyfstressful pereeivedﬁteacher-af~—ef”ma-—m~;

iadministrators relations to be significantly more stressful than teachers : ,>;

who rated this item as not, slightly, moderately, or very stressful. '

eeee.ieeef;,gmeJkmmmmJbuh;iget;umegmmgruzgeimﬁseggttmge;emﬂmmsJamrnumd
preparing report cards as extremely stressful perceived the total of
the SOTSS stressors to be significantly more stressful than  teachers who
rated this item as not, slightly, moderately or very stressful; Teachers-

who rated preparing report carde.as moderately stressful perceived the

total of the ‘SOTSS stressors as significantly more stressful than

teachers who rated the total of the somss stressors as not or slightly

stressful Teachers who rated preparing report cards as very stressful

perceiVed the total of the SOTSS streneors as significantly.more strees-f
" ful than teachers who rated this item .as not stressful. ;he Neunan-keuls :;t;v
1postthoc comparison failed to identify any of the five éroups-of:teacher L
‘:ratings for preparinq report carde as significantly differeﬂt fron each | | f -
eother for teacher—parent relationa. Tbere .were no further significant P

7:aifferences found on’ the other SOTSS subsceles.' (See Thble 50).

with respect to report cards, the nein distinguiehing faetors uhy eone

' teachers perceived preperinq report cards as. stressful were the tine taken




Means and Standard Deviations R ;:;,,%W,,Lig,,f :T;

of the Sources of Thachar Streass Survey

for the Teacher Ratings of SOTSS Item #31, "Preparing Reportfcatﬂa"t

L,

-

- Subscale ﬁot Slightly Moderately Very. . Extremely F - p
' ] stressful stressful stxessful stressful streasful

. . o e B e 19 ud;wagmw;mw_ﬂ;mzj”fﬂw;fw,21WLJM;;Uﬁ“4JJ;;;;;;f;§ﬁh.u‘~7f

A —

™ 5.75 9.47 | 13.72 '16.59;7 19,71 25,29 <.01

(5.47) (3. 55) (4.66)  (4.00) (3. 59) ‘

=R~ 6.25 .05 ‘473‘26“*""7‘27"f“‘10400““3f40‘*“01““‘*‘
(4.89)  (373) (2.7 . (3.17) . (3.10)

’ TSR  21.25 20,95 33.82 31.93  40.95  8.34 {.01 '
’ L .(12.08) (7.63) (8.97) (10.14) (6.70) L
a - b - — — G : L
5.38 '4.79  6.41 4.78 '6.10 - 1.88 .12
(4.41)  (2.99)  (2.74)  (2.98) . (2.08) |

i

TAR - . 10.75  11.84  13.56 710 9%  16.67  5.17 &.0L
. (6.98) - (5.00) ”(4’24) "(5 91) (2.35) o R

| Total sorss  49.38  €3.11  75.77 . 7158 . 193.43 12,21 <01
R . 30,08 (14.36), - @7.70) (19, 59) J069) -
o . : e - e

‘ﬂl
3

kdte. When llnes are usod in subscalds, groups not: connected by lines are
‘significantly dlffqrent fron each othar o
- The dogrees of frcodo-n for each subscalc -are” 4 and- 109.‘ if’

a All groups differ frcu each othar on the time managanent subscalo.
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"students, and only in ext.rm cases did accountability to the principal

dlfferences for 1nd:.v;|.dua1 perce:.ved stressors occun'ed between ‘the -

rseem to be a J;actor. The Fsvalue for time management wasg the hiqhest E

value reported in thls thesis. ‘

Classes of 31 to 35 students. '1‘he seventh set of signlficant

~

' mteac‘her ratxrrgs ‘of SGTS&ftem #aﬂ 69}, J‘Teach:.ngnatciass ofstudents whzc}r """""" %f?%mjf

SISV [ S e (NSRRI e i et i i e

.numbers 31 to 35" and three ‘SOTSS. subscales and the SOTSS total score. ‘

The cells for the not. stressfnl and sliqhtly stressful ratlngs were col—’ . J o

: pectively.; The nwer o£ respondents in each of these two tatlng

:results of these two cells were regrouped unde: the ratinq cf mt or

_ sl:.ghtly stressful

' heachngs were considered too small to provzde an accnrate analysis. ’me

o -

The x:esults of the m indicatod t}ut mere wem siqnificant m.’m

'the teacher stressors, F (3, 102) = 7 M, p- <.01.

'post hoc” ccuparism indicatod tint tnchpzs 1lho rated teaching a clus

effscts foa: Item Ml(e) for theso'rsssubscalos tine mnagenent, F (3, 102)

L

= 10. 62, p =< 01; teacher—pa.tent zslatiens, r (3, 192) = 3 20. R = .03;

teacher—student relations, F (3, 102) = 5 16, p_ <. 01' and the total of

Y

' of 31 to 35 students u cxt.mly st:ouful gomim tiu nnagmnt
' stressors to be significa.ntly lbro stxmful than towhers vm rated S

'_ ,this itn as not, slightly, m:mry, er nzy stressful Furthszaore,y - o

teachsrs who rated Iten Ml(e) as vw:y ntrcslml perceivod t;iuo uaeqc

- ment sttessors to he lignificaatly more ltrelsful th.ln uachers o

ratad thm item as not or -ngtly sttmful m m-nuls post hoc._

ccq:arison indiceteé that teachon m zntnd teaching - cltu of 31

to. 35 smdents as cxtx:mly ntreettul p‘mivod tuchsr—paxnnt rclatianl_ iR




to be significantly more, n:z:eufut than toache:s who ratod tﬁis i:ten ,;f y :

"as not or sliqhtly stressful. nnuly. the m«ms post hoc
comparison indicated that taachera who rato& itel fllie) as extrenaly Tf"”Ai
stressful perceigfd&teacher-student relations,and'the total of the SOTSS ;jt,j,
stressors to be sig'éificantly more stressful than teachers who rated o

tth" 1tem as not, slightly, modarataly, or very st.ressful ere were

, E— ‘ ‘no. further s;gn;ficanLdiffe:ﬁnca& onij;hutheLSQms suhscales,,,m:ef,,v,;: o
Lwere no 51g;i§icaht”diE}erences betﬁeen any cfmth;wsosiw;ﬁhscales“;Hammmmumwmwwwm

. the respondents’ ratings:of Item #41(9)‘ (See Table 51). L

With regpect to class 31ze, the prinCipal distinguishing factors R

why some teachers perce:.ved teachmg a class of 31 to 35 students as ‘
stressful were the t:.me ;uwolved dealing with this s:.ze of cla.ss; to a ‘E
i B lesser ‘extent the relationship with parents; and in’ extreme cases, the ,

| "relationship w;th the studants. A . -

S ” o ’, ' aaases of 36 or more studonts - ':I!he aight.h set. o.ﬁ significant R

differences for individual percoived strossors occurred bemen tue
: 'teacher r:atings of SOTSS Iten #41(f), m<:h1ng a class of studonts which . "‘,' '

mnbers 36 ¢ or. nore and three SO'BSS subscalea. rthc sms tatal seais. six
SOSI subscalaa, and the SO8I- tota.‘; ocore. The cells for the not R;treu- L |
ful, slightly nmnful and mchzatoly streutul ratinqs \nxa collapatd
bocauae the rmlts of each cell were 1, 3 l.nd 9 rupectively.» ,m- »
" , :"results of the not streutul and :liqhtly ltrouful ratingl wero considaxo&

S to ‘be individually 400 mll to providc an. uccmte mlysis.

'Ihe results of ‘the ANOVA indicat.d that thcre mre signiticmt main

effectc foz the ma' ratings of ms Ttem- Nl(f). 'Mhinq a ‘

';'clusof studmuwhichnuhuasam'ﬁoxmmsmuu:m

Ere
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g “""65 ﬁb Scm:m bf m m W el
fo: the Tbacher natinqs of somss Itcnrf41(e), ,ij'

"'I‘oaching a Class of Stu:hnts Hhich Rmbers 31 to 35" Y

no e 23 . 3 . 39

Subscale Not or bbdcrauly Vcn:y : thramely v _{
S . slightly 'sumﬁ; strossful strassfuI LT

e

-

stresgful = . O ,

s e 2Lt s i s e Sl i i o 4 o e ot e s i e i 1 3 s 1 i 2 1 e s s s = a2 L

S

-

™ /133,3;?::' 12.30 . 13.91 . 17.56 10.62

{01

(3 91) " (3.26) . (3.43) (2 991

TSR T 25,89 - 31.48  32.43 37.44 . 5.16

(8.28)  (9.30) _ (9.96) = (8.08)

TTR 511 6,43 5.43 5.8 .77

(2.89) - (2.97) (3.07). (2. 49)

sz 88 763 f 8.90  © 3.20

-03

.52

TAR 12.060 13.17 12.23 14.35 fA 2.26

d

-119;771' (18.381 ‘ ,(is.QggA, (17’49)

, Total SOTSS ~ 56.67 — 71,57 7163 B&S59 ﬂ;,m, 34h4<fexmfﬂv;+4ffg~;

Note. YM lincs are uud inaubscahs, qroupsnot comnct.odby lin.s

= are significantly dift.mt frc- cach oth.r




rmnag“nt, P (2, 102) ‘= 16 92. «g = (.01: teachnr-parem: relacions,

7.02, p =¢€.01; and ‘the total of the soTss stressors, E (2, 102) =10.71,

* ‘f"very stressful ‘l'bacﬁers “who “Fated Ttem #ﬂ(ﬂ as “very stfegsﬁﬁ‘p'éfbe“ivé&

P (2, 102) = 4, 78 ga 01: t.acher—-studont relaf.ians F (2,‘102) -

B -( ol. 'l‘he Neman-xanls post hoc calparison indicated that teachers

who rated Itm #41(15) as ext.renely stressful pexceived t:hne nanaguent

stressors and the total of the SO'!‘SS stressots to’ be significantly more ’:

’

' _ stressful than teachers wha ratqd this :i;tcn as mt, si:ight]:y, mderataly. or

the time management stressors and tho total of the so'rss stressors to ha

<sggnificamtly more streasful than taachers who tated this item as not.

ful. Flnally, the Neman-xeula post hoc conparison indicated that teachers

sl:.ghtly, or mderately stressful. 'I'he Heman-l:euls post hoc cmpatison

indicated that teachers who rat:.d Item Nl(f) as - extrenely atressful
’ I

perce;wed teacher-pa.tent ralatums to be ugnificantly -IOTE atressfnl

than teachers who rated this 1tem as not, sliqhtly, or wdmtaly atrcss- L

' were the tj,-e involved; d-aling vit:h the studom:s"i:w to a lesscr extent, . 5_}:".

student relations to be significantly nore straasful than taacbexs vhc

f ratad this J,tem as not, slightly, or no&etatofy stressfixl There ware B ',"_' 

no further sigmficant min effoctc found on the othqr sm'ss snbscales.
(See 'rable 52).

llit:h resyect to clus sim, thc uin diatinguighing fmtors \my scno MRS

: teachets perceiwad toaching a clus of 35 ot -ore studeuts as strossful

7deialing w:lsth the patatt:s

o

' 'Iha results of tha m iadicatad that thute _were sig'nificant anin

'.'7«2

S
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'rlhlo 52
A naans and Sundard D.viations

of the SOurccs of ‘m‘chtr Stross Survey -

for: tha Teacher Ratmgs of sorss Im Ml(f).
' "I’eachntg a C:Lass of Studo‘nts vmich N\morw j36 or Hore"

Subscale . Not, 'siigﬁéﬁl‘y‘j_ Vﬁry'. - Extraely Fp
R ‘ or moderatsly stressful stressful : :
' stressful S

n Coe a3 20 72

'ma . 8w00 0 12415 16,21 16,92 <.01
S (4.95) 0 =7 (4.25) (5.29) .

™R 5. 92 ,l; ”:l " 7.10 ' »,ili3.63 '4378f', .er
, Sl (3 20) oo (2.88) 0 (3.34). " |
R 25.31 32,00 - 35.29  7.02 <.01
, AR O (8.32) (9 39) SRR

TIR. . 5.46 . 6.20 5.67 35 0 -
S (3.26) ©(2.91) 12.73) -

TR 10.77 - - 12.75  13.96 . 2,74 .07 -
| S 438 (4.45)  (4:80) e o

Total SOTSS? , 55.46 C70.200 . 79.75 - 1071 €.01
| Sas.08) A4S0 ass)

Noto. Hhen lines are used in submlas, groups not connectod by 1ines

are slgnlflcantly differem: frcn .ach othor.

a. All groupa d:.ffer from each othar on- the time nanaqament subscale and o

on the total SO'.l‘SS scores.




effects for the réspondents’ ratings of sm'ss Item Ml(f}*, “Teaching

a clasa of students vhich nuﬂbezs 36 or nbre' and the total of the SOSI 'sf

<

synptbns and for all the SOBI suhscales except neural synptws,,depres-
.sion, anger and cognitxve dlsorgdhlzstion. SQe Table 53 for the

,appr0pr1ate F'and Eivalues.“ The Neumansxeuls post hoc ccnparison"

oW \

”1nd1cated that teachers who rated Item #41(f) as very or, extremely

stressful experxenced slgnlflcantly more perxphezal and total. symptoms

of st:essvthan did teacher5'who petcelved this item to-he not, slightly,

oi'mbderately stressfﬁl. The Neunan-Keuls post hoc comparlson indlcated

that teachers who rated Iten #4l(f) as extrenely stressful.experlenced

v

'51gn1f1cantly more cardiopulnonary and gastroxntestlnal symptams of - '

stress and. symptons of mmscle tension, hab;t patterns and anxlety than

-

- did teachers who petcelved thls itan to be not, sllghtly,'or moderately

stressful. (See Table 53).

‘eclass of 36 or more students as very or. extremely stressfuI had sig-

: nlfxcantly nore total synptans of stress. than teachers who percelved ;

thlS 1tem as not, sllghtly, or moderately stresstI. The pr1ncipa1 con-

trlbutlng factors were hlgher syﬂptans of muscle tension, hlgher

fperlpheral symptoms and to a lesser extent, hlgher cardxopulmonary, ;’blf

pulmonary and gastr01ntestinal symptoms ‘and symptoms of muscle tenslon,

e e JE— N

hablt patterns and anxxety were signxflcantly hlgher for teachers who s

'1anx1ety, gastr01ntest1nal and habit patterns symptoms of stress. Cardio— -

hE perce1ved teachxng a class of 36 or more students ‘as extremely stress— ’

“ful than for teachersrwho percelved this ;ten,as not,_slxghtly, °r,.w;fs

'hbderately stressful.
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zable 53
) ofthomot Stress Innntory B
5 £or th. w RAt.:ans of SO'BS It- Ml(f), .
Minqatlusotscnd-num:hwwormn
| Subscales  Not, slightly Vo:y . Extremely | R - s
- ‘ or moderately atrustul - stressful ,
. ! stressful | S
. mL A,jfiJJZf ,,,,, N 5,20 . 5.35 . .4.93 €01 L
(2.33y - (3.25) (3.92) o ‘ ;
CR O 4.46 9.35 11.08 4.36 © .02
: (4.27) (7.01) ~ (8.05) :
- WRL N (A 1.85 2.01 1.95 .15
o T (l.42) 0 (2.35) - (2.11) '
e . 3.3 6.50 7.40 - 3.82 .03
e e M : 3.77 ———7:50—9.86 —6.38 <.01
S ' a.03:85) - (6.07) (6.11) o
7 , — e -
7.85 13,30 . 14.50 3.18 .03
(7.15) (8.19) P
s @ - - %
DEP 3,77 5.60 7.04  2.63 .08 !
. (3.19) . (5.00) - {5,27)
AX 3,3 e 6.50 8.11  4.14 .02
o 3-82) (5.76) ~ ° (5.91) ‘
NG 5.23 ) 7.60 9.14 2.59 . .08
° ' ’ (‘.51) (5098’ ) (6.1‘) :
®© = 3.3 .00 6.14  2.51 .09
ST Y TELS0Y T T T U (ALTOY T (4.04)
. Total SOSI  37.77 . 69.40 80.64  s5.96 <.o0l
: - (29.53) . .  (41.99) . (43.16)

‘Nota. i!han lmos are used in subccalu, groups not connected by lines

. are s:.gm.ficantly diffemt from sach Other.

The degrees of freedom for each subscale are'2 and 102.

i -
ol iont s s = S
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for 1n53v1dual percelved stressors occurred between the respondents
-rat&ngs of SOTSS Item #44, "TEachlng (as a career)" and.- two SOTSS sub—

scales and the SOTSS“total score. The cells for the very stressful and

extremely stressful ratings were collapsed because the extremely stress-

ful rating contained only one res; dent; This number"was considered'

<

o - ',f ,v- too—small to. provxde an. accurate ana1y51s. The results of these two g i
ells were regrouped under the ratlng of very or extremely stressful
The results of the ANOVA»lndlcated a significant main effect for'

. S e . — o

the ratlngs of teaching as a career for the SOTSS subscales tlme manage-

Fre=

ment st:essors, P (3, 110) = 7.09, 2_ ( 01 teacher—student relatlons,'

F (3, 110) = 3.83, E_—,.01~ and the total of the teacher stressors, g

&

(3, 110) = 3.86, p = .0l. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparlson 1ndlcated .

[

-

that teachers who rated teaching as moderately, very, or extremely stress—

o

ful percelved tlme management stressors as 51gn1flcant1y more stressful

than teachers who rated teachlng as not‘or sllghtly stressful The
Neuman—xeuls post,hoc comparlson also 1nd1cated,that teachers who rated, e
teachlnga?a very or extremely stressful perceived teacher-student relatlons
to be 51gn1f1cant1y more stressful than teachers who rated teachlng as not

%

or slightly stressful. ﬂFinally,_the'Neuman-Keuls post;hoc CQmparlsonr

y

indicated that teachers who rated teaching”as very crAextremeiy stressful

perceived the total of the teacher sttéSsors to be significantly'more s

‘stressful than teachers who ratea’teachlng as inghfIy*Stres‘fuL.:fThere'

wereAnOAfurtherastgnrfrcantadrfferencesAfeundgcngtheAethef—seTssssubsea%esssssss4
4
(See Table 54).

- . Withsrespeci;tosteaching,_the mairrsdiétinguishing,iactcrsrxhxd:each\er.srg,ﬁ;,



o S T - -5 Y- B e e
—— 4~74iL ;'  ' Means—anéﬁSEanéétdﬁaé;i#tiens
i N ’ e ’ s
of the Sources of Tnacher Stress prvey ,
for the Teacher aatlngs of SOTSS Item #444’ .
”Teachlng (as a Cageer)" -‘ff4‘
- N .
. "‘(—,w‘—""“‘“‘ .v
Subscale z Not : ‘Slightly -~ Moderately Very to.”. f{f K B N
. stressful stressful{ -stressful extremely
R » LT o U stressful o v oo
A RN . = TS
. n © 1S 2§:75:‘ﬁ§~195 . 26. f

T 11.80 11.32 - 15.09 ”'<17L31 '7.09 €.01 .
o A7.59) (5.20) (4 40)° - (5.45) ‘

Yo e I N

TPR 7.53 8.25 . 8.07 7.85 .17 .92
| | (2.67) (3.89) (3.36) ~ (3.40) =

Tshhfi“"‘f - 29.67 29.57 . 34.02 37.54 "-3.83
- (12.74) (9.10) (8.78) (9.78)

a — - : B AU

TTR 6.20 5,00 .. 5.69 = 5:85 = .68

' ©(3.63)  (2.76)  (2.79) (2.89) '

E e
TAR 11.80 11.79 - 13.71%
N €73 75 B C 1 i) E € 21K )

S 13.92. 1.38 .25
B

82,46 ﬁa.eéjir.gl . )

Total SOTSS 67.00 = 65.93
' (19.15) .

. (28.48)  (20.14)

Prsmm———————

Note. When lines are used in sub8t@les, groups not connected by .lines =

- are significantly différent'from1eé¢§b¢t§§fA?}

<
’
v
. .
. .
12
C %
L4 \
’ =
R N - . _ = _ _ - - -

o - N
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who percelved teachlng as a very or extremely stressful career ‘were
Q‘the tlme 1nvolved and the relationships with students.
A,The results of the ANOVA indicated that there were;significant
t maih effecte,for all'the SOSI subscaies, except neural sénptoms cf‘stress,
7 the SOSI total score and the respondents vratings of 'TEachlng (as a
career)" ~ See Table 55 for the approprlate F and;g_values. The Neuman-
_’Keuls post hoc comparlson 1nd1cated that teachers uho rated teachlng as |

very or extremeiy stressful had significantly more symptams of‘hablt“

Vpatterns, depre551on and”anger, perlpheral and total symptoms of stress,

than teachers who rated teachlng as. not, slxghtly, or moderately stress—
ful. The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparlson 1nd1cated that teachers who
rated teaching as very or extremely stressful had sighificantly more. -
_symptoms of’huscle tension'than teachers who rated teaching as slightly
‘stressful. The Neuman-xeuls post hoc comparlson also 1nd1cated that

- "ﬂ"f*teachersrwhvntet}teachrnﬁs vmmwmmmw 7
WA

ly more symptoms of anxiety than teachers who rated teachlng as not or
slightly stressful The Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparlson 1nd1cated that o
teachers who rated teachlng as very or extremely stressful had 51gn1f1cant- -

ly more symptoms of cognitive disorganization than teachers who rated
-teaching as not stressful. However, the Neuman-Keuls post hoc comparison’ ' ..

failed to identify any group of teachers as significantly different-frcm,j

each other for cardlopulmonary or gastr01ntest1na1 symptoms of stress."

(See Table 55) : ) .

With respect to teaching, teachers ‘who percelved teachlng as very or

extremely stressful had 51gn1f1cant1y more total symptoms of stress than

teachers who percelved teachlng as not, sllghtly, or moderately stressful‘ '




i
] S - 191, .
e | " Table 55
‘Means and Standard Deviations
" of the,gxgé;ans of Stress Inventory for p :’ -1
the Teacher Ratings of $OTSS Itam,fﬁ4, "Teaching (as a Cgrper)"
Subscale. == Not Slightly Moderately Very to F -~ p
' ' stressful stressful stressful extremely : g
; oo . . stressful . . . {-
n 1s 28 45 26 :
CPHL ,  ° 3.33 3.79 4.8  6.92 a.27 .01 o :
S (2.90) (3.79) (4.12) (3.31) -
'CR -7.07  9.61 9.33 13.54  2.62 .05 = ;
| (7.69)  (8.14) (7.89) (7.39) , R
NRL 1.33 1.50 ‘1.8 - 2.27 .87 .46
(2.61) (1.67)  (2.24) (1.97)
GI 4.20 5.29 1.29 8.08 2.88 .04
(3.82) (3.48) (5.71) (5.46) -
MT " 6.80 6.46  8.89  ° 10.92  2.89 .04 o
v b= = , S
HP 10.27 11.71 12.82 17.19 - 3.09 .03
(8.62) (7.67) (8.84) (6.93) :
DEP . 4.47 4.75 . 6.09 9.00 4.41 .01
(4.67) (4.25) (4.93) (5.31)
| ANX | 4.00 5.79 7.51 9.96 4.18 .0l . | i
: (4.26) (5.04)  (6.73) - (5.24) : o :
aw : » ‘ ‘ “ - :
ANG ‘ 5.27 6.75 8.07 . 11.73  5.37 £.01 S
(4.45) (5.05) (6.01)  (6.16) -
cp - 3.93 . 5.57 . 5.3 7,58  2.68 .05
C, 391 (4.14) . (4.53)  (3.56)
-2 - — -
Total SOSI 50.67  61.21 ' 72.22 97.19  4.99 .01 . N
(40.09)  (39.67) (47.51) (35.25) - o

Note. When lines are used in a subscala, groups not connectedlby Iines

f
-
AR o i

are significantly different from each other.

The degrees of freedom for each subséale are 3 and 110.

°
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The prxncxpal contrlbutinq facto:s were significaatly hiqher symptans of

“contrlbutlng factora-ﬁ\{c"

<—~=+4&L4hmg34pémgmm

“in the 5chooi "

or more.” - o -

- anger, depresslon and anxlety, and periphoral synptons Tb a 1esaer

extent, h&blt patterns, muscle tension, cognitive dlsorganizaticn,

, Conclu31ons. There were 81gn1f1cant dlfferencea thh the EOIIOW1ng

K

‘xnd1v1dualfperce1ved'stressors from the Sourcesfof Teachsr StresSVSuxvey';'%=fﬂ

~ Vo

(a) Item #4,,“work1ng thh lnadequate teacﬂlng supplies..

(b) Item #5,«“Teach1ngvsub]ects cut51de myuusual,spGCLaLty.“

' gastrozntestinal and cardiopulmonary symptoms of stress were siqnifxcant "'_'

(d) Item #25(c), "Staff maetings that last 1.6 to -2 hours.”
(e) Item #ZS(d), "Staff maatmgs that 1ast more than 2 hours. '

(f) Item #31, 'Preparlnq repoxt cards.™ ,"-' N 'ﬂ e

- {g) Item #41(6), Tbaching a class of stndents whlch numbars 31 e

i
e

to 35." o S L

Teachlng (as a caroor).

.

slnce the tesults of the ANOVA procedures and the Neuman-xeuls post hoc

comparxsons 1nd1cated that there wure szgnificant differences betuaon all.

of the n1ne individual percolved strossors, the major percelved strassots

) of teachlng, and/or the maln synptons of stress experlencod by taachnrs,

S

hypothe815 #4 was not supportad

Chapter‘Sumnm:y

‘ ‘The analyses of the data from. tho Sources of Tbachdr Stress Survuy

and the sy@ptoms of Stress Invantory,wnre presented Bypoth381s-#1




(correlations betueen the somss and SOSI) vas sdPPorted. Hypothesis 52

S

: terlstics and the magor perceived stressors of teachiné end/or the main o

'symptoms of ‘stress experienced by teachers. Hypothesis #3 was | not

(teacher characteristics), hypothesis #3 (teaching conditions) and

hypothesis #4 (miscellaneous factors) were not supported Hypothesis #1 ‘f

"was supported beceuse there wsre no significant relationships between _

& R ! 7\_':‘:".
‘the major perceived stressors of tesching and the uain synptoms of ‘
‘kstress experienced hy'teachers., Hypothesis #2 was not supported because fﬁf

there ﬁere’siénificant,differences,betwennrnine—out,of 15 teacher charac—;;n;nﬁ,,nfg

& ) .

N;ggpported because there were sxgnificant differences between 13 out of'19“

N

‘ teaching conditionS'and the majorfEEmceived stressors of teaching and/or y

the main symptous of stress exporienced by teechers.' Finelly,
hypothesis #4 was not supported because there were- signlficant differences
between all nine 1ndividual perceived stressors,»the major perceived

stressors of. teaching end/or the mﬁxn symptams of‘stress,experienced,by

~ teachers.

The results presented in Chapter IV will be 1nterpreted and discussed

b

in'Chapter V. The 11mitations and strengths of the study will be presented

Implications of the study in relation to varioUS groups of people 1nvolved

with education in British COlumbia will be discussed. Directions for ) ii“

.

future research w111 be proposed . e , ; | ' ?L

e
R
"_ﬁv

LY




.~folloued by a discussion of the limitatlens and strenqths ofjthe‘study””

"f:teacher stress researcﬁi

In this chapter, the main conclusions of the study willrba

‘discussed -

a Impllcations of the study in,relatxon to various Ievels of the teaching

'Tprofesslon and the British Columbxa education system will be,presented.r;;,r

Thls chap%er w1ll conclude with proposals for the dlrection of future

e e

Conclusions o ' T en?_"i‘fﬂffﬁ”‘.gé:"v

- Some of the results appeared to be c0nfusing or contradictory Certainly {0

a multltude of conclu31ons ‘were possible. However, there were several

conclusions thet stand out frum tha rest because of the magnituds of the

| dlfferences‘that were found,and heceune of their corroberation,uith,various %;

4», -~

related aspects of the questionnaires. cnly these most powerful conciusions

will be dealt with in this chapter. The comlusions will be presented in -

fdecreesing order starting with ths,most powerful and ending with,the least

-

’powerful. R

Conclusion #1

Teachers who have expexiencedsovert negetive etudent reactions, for ex-

ample, belng verbally threatened, belng defled through uge og foul language.

" being physxcally assaulted, and having damage dqne to personal property,

-

Wpercelved,mgre stre Ssors ln teechlnq and _more symp;, ‘ of stress than their

peers. In partlcular, teachers who have experlenced auch overt negetlve

LE

,=Jstudent reactlons one to’ two times in thelr teaching careeererceived the -

’,» most stressors in teachinq (see Tiblea 36 and 38). Hbuever. the maxe often

i

teachers hava experienced overt negative student reactions, the nore aymptens i

|
R TR
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successfullyspractlcinq stress management procedures,

¥

Canclusion #2 .. o - S e

' Research to date on. the relatlonship between teacher absenteeism due

to 51ckness and teacher stress Ls conflxcting. Comparing the results of

: ! - S

the symptoms of Stress-and the percelved stressors of teachers who were(s

absent due to 51cknessrln thlsistudy, theaconfllctlng prevlousvresearch

flndlngs appear to be somewhat resolved._

Teachers who were sick ths previous year had more symptoms of stress

,,0

than thelr more healthy pgers (see Table lB).»,H Furthermore, the results T

ke - s

1nd1cate that the greater the amount of teacher absence due to 51ckness. the

more extreme the physioloqical, cognitivefand someebehaVLQralesymptoms
‘ stress become.’ These results are supported by Coller (1975), Douglas (1977)
and Pratt (1978) who found that stress is correlated w1th 111ness.; -; ,
Teachers who were sick- 1 to 2 days the previous year'perceived,more

: stressors in teaching than.their peers1 particularly peers who had.npt been

absent due to sickness (see Table 17). - . What' is.xnteresting,is\that teachers‘

“Who were absent 3 or more days perceived less ‘teaching stressors than teach- -~




ﬁdand absenteeisn was uncleer. n\ese reeults could elso lend sane support

to Kyriacou and Sutcliffe { 1979) wlv fomd no re);etiomhips hetween job

stress and,teacher absenteeism

'!he results of the SQSI very clearly indicate that teechers vho were

n } o

absent due to sickness were not successfully coping with their sgmptans

-

,of stress, These teachers need to improve their stress menagenent skills. .'i

»

",7The results of the SOTSS suggest that teechers,whkoeze ehsent ‘due to

‘sickness weald benefitmf—rem mprew:ﬁg +their- tme menageﬁent ski-l-};s«;gr«u—« : ,‘ SR

Conclusxon #3

o

Teachers who rated "Teaching (as a career)” as very or extremely

stressful had more symptoms of stress than teachers uho rated teaching as

not or slightly stressful (See Table 55). TEachers who felt teaching'to'be

a stressful career had the symptoms of strese which reinforced their percep—

tions or perhaps these teachsrs' perceptions of teaching reinforced,their

' existlng symptoms of stress. Teachers ‘who rated teachinq as very to

,extremely stressful perceived only time menegenent and teacher—studsnt

Yo

g
§

-

relations as more stressful than teachers who rated these items AB. ot or
» sllghtly stressfui—(see %able 54}.Afsinee teechers uhOArated teaching asfﬂ~

very or extrenely streseful perceivpd teecher-parent relations, teecher-

' teacher relations and teacher—adninistrator relatians torbe no more stxnse—.“

'ful than. their peers, these results indicete that these teachers coped uith
. some portionn of teeching.: Obviouely, teechera uho retedrteeching esevery :

‘or extrenely sttessfui need to. inptove their tine menagement skills,» fs

zeletionships with stuﬂents end:theix stre-s neaegement skille to help
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R

teaching a class of 31 to. 35 studenta as vory stzmtul' ‘-'zho 39 m

vho rated teachi.nq a clm ef 3.1 to 35 atndam:s as oxttmly lt:mfnl R
perceimd more teachinq stxomrs than their pacra (seo Mla 51}.1'1!!0 "

mnamnt. teacher—student. relations and teacher-pamt !'elations m, the PR

- signiflcant stressors. 'meise°39 t.achors dld not have mote syuptms of

: stress than thsis pears.v 'machofs poreeivad teaehing a- slm of 3&, or more

! .
1

ing a class of 36 or more students aa extremly stressful perceived mre :

stressors in teaching ami had - wore smtoms of stress than the 13 teachera

who rated thlS item as not, slightly, or noderately straagfu.l (see Tahles

52 -'and 53) » The resuits indicate that teaching a class of 36 o:: mre

_students is too ];arge sinc' lsv 1:Dee1y to be gtressful for a 1&:9& number ,

- of teachers. 'ro reduce teacher perceptions of stress to an accaptabla

5

' level, classes should be kept to. 30 stmionts or less. -

B TN R e s

Conchsion #5

. sStaff meetxngs which last langer than 1 5 hours we:e perce:.ved as beinq

»

stressfnl 'neachers whtrnted atuff mtingrcf 1 6 to 2 hours asvarror

B extremely stressful pemived nore utresoors in teaching than the teachers

uho rated t:his item as not strcuful (see 'rable 46)..: 'naaclurs who ratad
staff meetings of 2 or nore }mrs a8 mtely, very or extrencly stressv -

ful genenuy perceived wra strasso:s than taachctarwho rated this itm

as not or slightly stressful Csae ‘l'ablas 58 and 49). Principals can

-

! reduc& temhers' perceptions of atrnss bf minq that staff mim a.m R

ot longezxthanISbours.»‘ — T I

Con‘clmion %6 o RN S S

wn stressful. : nachors ubo rated working w:lth inadequate n:ppliu as :

mderately, very, or oxtruely sttmful percoived more ltrensors in-




s Hinistry of Eaucation can reduce teachers* perceptions of atr.uss md aome

.

teachlng. ,Alsq.pe:hapa teachets; ‘

and 42). g Consemxently,, theﬂe resulta indicate that principals *‘and th

symptms ‘of s’cress by ensurinq that teachers h.avemquate wpplios fo:

pe::ceive mrliﬁg with 1nad¢quata o

supplies as stressful should lowe.r their expectat:l.ons as to what e

constitutes adequate teaching supplies. k A ST

' Teachers perce:.vnd wrkm 2

1eadership in the school as atresafu' :'melss teachers who rated this itam

as very or. extremly stressful perceiv ad mre stressors in teachinq than
teachers who rqted thia itm as not, slightly, or modetately stressful

(see 'rable 44) ‘l'he ‘oSt nbviqu- ;tressar ﬁor teacheu ihao rartad Ehis item'}

as shghtly, mdﬂﬂt&lyt vary, or exttmiy stmssful ‘wag tmher-aﬂmim.s—~ e

trator relatxons. Clmly. a principal who sﬁows dafhstta leadntahip in

a school helps t:o m;tniniu tcachers' perccptions of streu in teaching. o L

'rhe sevea nlin conclmim u& miz.d holow in oz:dor of imorta.m:e.
(a) melmrs who have -xperiemed thm or more owrt ncgative
studént xuctions perceivod nore teaching attesaora and had nor. smtm )

Mmaumgjmj; M

DIE S (U

a
R

(b) 'l’nachers vho nre sick tb- prcvi;ous M hdim:e smtm of -
' stress than t.he:l.r peers. o R

(é) Wsmmimmuwymmm

- more amtom cf tteaz and pameim -om tmhinq stnuora thnn g

teachers uho parc ved ' tuchinq as nat or tli@tly s ful
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”miﬂiffW"W*’ff"f“””*‘“Tdy Tﬁe Tesults of’tﬁé"study indicate that teachlng a cIass“fsas*off**”*“ff*ﬂ

R

for a large number of teachers To maantaln teacher perceptlons of- stress,@iVT

>-'at an acceptable level classes should be kept to 30 students or less. -
- % (e) Teaqners percexved staff meetlngs of 1 to l 5,hours as the
f- :anaxlmum length.f, | IR |
o o (f) Teacherslpercelved'worklng'w1th 1nadeqnste teach;ng supplles‘as
116 ”stressfuli N | mf l o T | T A7%4
| (g) A prlncipal who shows def1n1te leadershlp 1n & school helps to
B “minlmlze teachers' perceptxons‘of stress in teachlng. f}.f4, f ) :“fnﬂ;ff(_??'ffﬁ'
T leltatlons - " T ‘ ’ ’,di — o ‘ —
" There were several llmltatlons to . thlS study of teacherrstress.f ﬁirst(i .

. to some extent the precxse questions in the final ver51on of the SOTSS may

be a. functlon of the economic and polltlcal cllmate,eXLstlng when the datanje‘“

‘were ccllected - Second, there was an absence of questlons in the SOTSS onf}fs}:'

'u'data in the pilot study were collected in the spring of’lgal.,,The readar B j‘;}f;

~ role conflict. Third, the section on stress managem@nt Procedurég/dld notffrr

- havenprecise'headlngs,v Fow the results of 51 respondants could not be:fv'

used,’

Economic and Politlcal Influences

" The dsta in- this study were collected in the fall- of 1981 and the

will recall that 1n order for an item frcﬁ the pilot survey to: be included

in the final versnon it had to neet a minimum criteria of a mean of 2. 0

'{"jonmthetpxlotusample:*Aittmnytsetthattgtven*afdifferentfsetfof—eccnon&ceandefef44f44

items (e.g., TSPS Item #33, "The eipectations of teachers from the

Ministry of Education”) might pass the cut off criteria and be includedf“7

“in the final form.



" Role Confllct'fﬁfffi R o E . g

No questlons were included on tne plLot survey aB6*t‘f6Ié‘ééﬁfIiﬁt‘ES“‘*“r*‘*

e ) a stressor./ W1th add1t10na1 readlngs on- teacher stress and on the concept

" of stress Since the SOTSS was dlstributed, the author became aware that

P ' teachers con51dered role confllct to be a: stressor.v Future research'on
teacher stress shéuld deflnltely 1nc1ude questlons on role confllct and

- perhaps 1ncoxporate add1t10na1 research methodology (e.q., The Cr1t1ca1

, ,StreSs Management Proceggg;g

'The Stress Management Procedures section of the SOTSS was:not included

Inc1dent Technlque) to. guard agalnst similar omissions.. ‘, ' _,Z.ustu”‘y.,ww

in the Teacher Stress Pilot Survgy (TSPS) There were three parts of this
vsection'that did not have'precise headings or subheadlngs.

Flrst, the rat1ng headings for the Stress Management Procedures sectlon

of the SOTSS were: 0 (never); l; 2; 3; 4 (regular.dally use). Thevabsence o

of specific‘rating headings for the ratings "1, 2, 3" allowed for individual

interpretation of these three headingsL Since these headings'did-not con-

. tain specific time allotments, some respondents, for example, whe'exeréised- o

6 days{arweek,possibly may have circled rating headingd!4ﬁ,creguiar:daiiy”,

use) because these respondents mlghﬁ*have felt,that exerc1sing 6 days a week

was so close to exercising da11y that their: response should be regular dally',

. use. also, one respondent who exercrseﬂ 4 days a uepk may have circled“
- ' ratlng '2" while another respondent who exnrcxsed only 3. days a week may

have circled the higher rating "3". COnsequently, the results, such res—

SRR "Péﬁaéﬂf§7ﬁI@Hf‘héVé:prqvided for this sectloﬁ'bf'tﬁémSOTssgiﬁﬁIaﬁﬁé ;nSE:”f

(never); 1 (once a week or less); 2 (2 to 3 days a'neek): 3'(4 to 6»daysta .

euueekl;44s4xeqularedaily4u;e). —

—-  Second, there were no minimum time ailotnents for the use of relaxaf,
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. 4

‘;would be 1ncluded wrth the results of a respondent who ran—20 minutes a- »;4ﬁ':;'f}%;

',day 3 days a week The headlngs should he reworded tos ‘;#f'l ';, - *:fﬂ~vf-

- e
.

e T Relaxatlon or other medltatlon,prccedure (mlnlmum of lO mlnutes“f-' =

R e
v N

»;perzse551on)n

:'v2. ‘Some form of~aerobic4ekerc15e (mininum of 20 ﬁinutes“p r-session). ,
: o . =N ) - : r~ct,r;ALg:c,
) TheSe tlme restrlctlons would have separated respondents who serlously AR
0‘ 'M.
i engaged 1n relaxatlon,f edltatlon, and/or aeroblc exerc1se from those who e

less enthu51ast1cally engaged 1n these aCtlyltles. ;,u-g

T Thlrd, tnere were no suineadings for the use of relaxatlon o ‘medltatlon

B

'procedures or for aeroblc exercxse for respondents who may have alternated

I

(, . e e - ! . N

two or more forms of relaxatlon or med*tetlon or. two or. more forms of T
Cal ,.-_-"

exerclse. For example, a person may have jagged 5 days a week and played

- racket sports on the remaxn;ng 2 days. Th;s person,would have engaged@

'some form of aeroblc exerc;se on: a regular daal”, i vﬁldonsequentr

such respondents 1n thls survey were not able to indlcate that they‘exer

c1sed on a regulargdally baslst, An lmprovement would have been to 1nclndﬂf

"a comblnatlon of the above after the six specxflc relaxatlon or- medltatlon"

P ‘/

'vprocedures.and after the'fOur spec1flc forms‘of,exerc1se‘on page 5 of the "dﬁ

 s0TSS. : B T Lot B T .
~ hd . o B ol . . - - N

The lack of specxfiC'the allotments for the ratlnq headlngs “l,

two or more forms of exercise, 1ikely negat1Vely affected the accuracy of S

”-chdures,secthn of

| the SOTSSE,

" - may be~inaccurate. Thls may partlally account for the contradictory results‘

d ) . . - 7
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in: Table 19, where respondents who ‘used ‘one or more relaxatlon and/or medl- ;f“‘

S SRR —_ B S S - _ A P B O S S

tatlon procedures dally had more neural and hablt pattern symptoms of stress

e
EER Cwemael e e s

Incogplete<Questlonna1res

”i S Qf”{r{respondents returned 1ncomp1ete questlonnalres, Some,of the respondents
twlth 1ncomplete results returned only one booklet whlle most fa11ed to flll
71n one or more questlons in- the questlonnalre sectrons of the SOTSS and/or -

f’,the SOSI.‘ a11ure to complete ‘the’ questlons or to’ return both bookIets are v

,symptoms of cognltive dlsorganlzation, one of the subscales measured in: the

teachersvunder stress. The resnlts of these respondents would have improved

racy of the analyses conducted Ln ‘this study. One method of
{reduc1ng the amount of 1ncomp1ete results would have been to mentlon the
~]h'~. 1mportance of returnlng totally completed questionnalres. This 1nformatlon

e could have been 1nc1uded 1n the coverlng letter, on the cover of the SOTSS,

wrfs~—tmWiaﬂ}peﬂmpsen4$e4amsﬁﬁm4#%ﬂussmHT~;feiTu;,'

There'were three limitations'of'this study‘of"teacher stress;'”Fifétff”

there were no questlons on role confllct 1ncluded -on the pllot questlonnalre

e

or on the SOTSS Second, three ratlng headlngs on the Stress Management

i Procedures sectlon of the SOTSS dld not 1nclude spe01f1c tlme measurements

that would make the results more accurate.' Also, there were no mlnlmum tlme"‘

ﬁp;allotments for the use of relaxatlon o-,medltatlon procedures or for aerobic

xercise. Furthermore, there were no. suhheadlngs for teachers to respond to

“" " "if they alternated the use of two or more relaxatiOn‘or«medltatlon procedures,f
, , > -

or two or more forms of'aerobic exercfse., Thlrd, the results of 51 respon—

7t;deats were not used because they returned 1ncomplete questlonnalres.




(%

There were‘at least seven strengths to thlS study‘on teacher stress.
Flrst, thls study was based ‘on ‘the interactlonal model of stress. Second,-the
SOTSS. and SOSI were rellable measurement 1nstruments.’ Thlrd, the study
was statlstlcallyAbased» Fourth, the sample was reasonably large and
represented over 29 percent of the Chllllwack teachers. Flfth;'the
Personal Data section of the SOTSS was very detalled.l Slxth the prevalence
of. teacher stress was - not based on ‘the results of onerltemlln the questlon—.‘

»naires, Flnally, the study'was Canadian and so prov1ded purely'Canadlan R

results.

és—gigggsged'in Chapter II, the interactional model of stress“isﬁ
becoming moreuwidely usedpin'stress research.v In this model;.stress resultsd‘ N
“from the complex interaction—between the environment;and the person.-‘Stress
research based on the 1nteract10na1 model should comblne the study of

stressors, COplng strategles, and the symptoms of stress w1th demographlc

‘”*varlables. i&;nemtroned*Inrchaptsruifrtherertsfextremely ixttie teacher~fﬁ¥~—~Af—

+
1

stress research based on the interactional model of stress.rvOnly researchr :

by Feltler and Tokar (1981) and Needle et al. (1981) thoroughlyr. inves-
@

tlgated teacher stress ‘using all four areas of the 1nteractlonal model of

stress.

, o SR S 1
This study was based on the interactional model of‘stress. The SOTSS;

prov1ded results for the stressors in teachlng, the coplng strategles and

the demographlc varlables. The SOSI- prov1ded results for the symptoms of

stress be51des addltlonal demographlc varlables.\ Furthermore, the SOSI

prov1ded a much more thorough descrlptlon of the respondents symptomS'of
stress than any of the teacher stress research dlscussed in Chapter II.

The Stress Management Procedures section of thea SOTSS also prov1ded a

more thorough descrlptlon of the respondents coping: strategles than any -



of theAréséa:ch discussed in Chapter II. Consequéntly, the chief strength .

- of this study was the fact-that. it was based on the -interactional model of
stress. This study has.at least provided a more accurate éﬁalysis of
teacher stress than studies nat based on this model or studies that only

included two or three of the four variables of the interactionial model of

stress.

The second strength of this study was that both the SOTSS and SOSI
were’;eliable instruments. The SOTSS was developed from a pilot,SurVéy
sconducted in Chilliwack with 25 teachers. Only the Stress Management

Procedures section was not piloted. Three out aof the four criteria used

to select the teaching stressors in the SOTSS were statistical criteria
as described in Chapter III. The fourth criterion was based on comments
by the TSPS participants. Flaws in the Personal Data section of the TSPS

were discovered and subsequently revised for the Personal Data section in

the SOTSS. The SOSI was adapted from the Cornell Medical Index, 1949 .

_ (Leckie & Thompson, 1979 b) in 1977 and was revised in 1978 and 1979 to
eliminate problems and redundancies. As discussed in Chapter III, the
SOSI was a statistically reliable'inétruﬁent.

The tﬁiid'strenéth of this study was that the study was statistically

based. Pearson correlation coefficient analyses, indepéndenf t-tests or

e

one~way analyses of variance procedures with Neuman-Keuls post hoc com-~
parisons were used to anaiyze the results of the SOTSS and the SOSI.

Fourth, the sample size of 114 teachers was large enou§ﬁ to give

statistical validity to the results. Also, the sample represented over 29

percent of the teaching population in Chilliwack.

'Fifth, the Personal Data section of the SOTSS was very detailed. -

This section allowed the author to investigate a wide variéty of teacher —
characteristics and teaching conditions.

£

LS o
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~ Sixth, flndlngs on the prevalence of teacher’ stress were not based on"'

one question. Kyrlacou and Sutclefe (1978) assesSed the level of teacher
stress accordlng to the teacher responses to the ‘item, "In general how
stressful do you find be1ng a teacher?" Tb use the results of such a
questlon and say that approxlmately 20 percent of the respondents reported"

teaching to be very stressful or extremely stressful andrthen 1nfer that

e me s et e e L s

"about one-flfth of the teachers in- thlS'study are exper1enc1ng a: large
amount of stress" (p.- 166) cannot be con81dered very accurate. In this

current study, the author asked the respondents to g1ve a stress ratlng

for the ~question.. "Teaching- (as a career)." _ me_resulmﬁehmzquestmewe B
were then analyzed wrth\the SOTSS and SOSI subscale resu;ts.' This analysis
alioued the-author to see if there were any relationshiés‘between the
respondents' ratinds of this question and the perceiyed stressors and LT
symptoms‘of stress. Consequently, a researcher could more accurately

ascertain,whether teachers who perceived teaching as a very stressful or - ) i

extremely stressful career actually experlenced a large amount of stress
in canparison to their peers. Furthermore, since all the analyses of

specific stressors and the demographic variables were compared agalnst the. ‘ | ;
SOTSS and S@s1 - subscales, the -results of the item "Teachlng (as a career)" - |

assumed less overall importance to -this study than did the similar but

isolated question in the study of Kyriacou and Sutcliffe.
The final strength of this study was that it was Canadian. There

has been very little Canadlan—based research untll recently. Most’of the

Canadlan research has been conducted by- teachers' federations such-as the -

British_ColumbiadTeachers' Federation (BCTF). To date the authors of this

type of research prlmarlly have 1nvestlgated only the percelved stressors in

teachlng.A Most research of teacher stress has taken place 1n,Great Britain

- ﬂ}’&_ﬂ@@_&a@m@mkmam’; TR -

‘
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or the United.States., Since teaching conditions are unique 1n scme ways

in each country, this study has prov1ded purely Canadian results.

K >

_gggggz. Thére were at least seven major strengths of this study on

3

teacher stress. First, the study was based on the 1nteractional model of

. i [
stress‘which at least provxded a moreaaccurate anaIYSis of teacher stress-

than'studies not entirelyvbased on this model. .Second, the SOTSS ‘and - SOSI

were- reliable measurement. lnstruments., Thlrd, thlslstudy was statistically

¥

based. Fourth, the sample was reasonably large and represented ar'

substantial portion of the Chilliwack teaching population.. Fifth the -

~ Personal Data section of the ' SOTSS was exten31ve and allowed the author

to investigate numerous teaching'characteristics and teaching COnditionsy

Sixth, the presalence of teacher stress was based on the resultsyof,
numerous items on the measuremsnt instruments. -Finally,vthis;study was
Canadian and so added to the limited-pool'of reSearch on teacher stress,

in Canadian teachers. ) T ’;

T T I@?Iications and Direction of Fﬁfure Research

In thlS last section of Chapter V, the implications of this study

will be discussed 1n relation to- the results of the Stress Management
Procedures secthn of ‘the SOTSS’to various levels of the teaching profes~
'sion and to the various levels of the British Columbia educatlon system. o o

This section will conclude with a‘few propoSals for the direction’of'future-

teacher stress research.

Implications

Stress management procedures. The results of the SOTSS Stress’

Management Procedures section indicated that few teachers engage in

relaxation or meditation forms offstress'managenent procedures. There

were only seven teachers out of 114 who used one or more procedures on a:

regular daily basis. Most of the stress management procedures listed in
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the somss, that 1s, progressive relaxation, self-hypn031s, autogenic

relaxation, transcendental meditatlon, yoga and Benson s relaxation res-

"ponse, require severalitrainingrsessions, folloueup sessions, and,arminimum

_of one 15 minute_practiceisession daily forrsuocessful results., Closer

investigation of the seven responden B could llkely reveal that one. or more

accurateiy. Furthermore, one. or more of ‘the seven respondents might not

alvays‘be spending a minimum of 15 minutes daily. Therefore, such responv'

hdents would be more stressed than most of their peers 1f they were not .. .

relaxation skills such as cue-controlled relaxation (Guziki et al., 1980) S

_dents might not be successfully reducing their symptoms of stress. These

reasons, plus the very small sample gize of respondents using stress manage— '
ment procedures besides the reasohs discussed under limitatrons of this
study,-may account for the contradictory findings-of Table 19,where res-
pondents who used relaxation and/or meditation procedures daily had higher

neural and habit patterns of ‘stress than respondents who never or rarely

5 oat . »

findings may be that.the seven reSpondents felt Stressed;and so needed to

|

i

|

, : : €
T

|

use relaxatlon or meditation procedures dally. Therefore, these respon—

*

u51ng the stress management procedures correctly.

As discussed in Chapter II, various studies indicated three groups

of successful coping s;rategies for teaehers. -The-most'successful group

invalved strateg1e§ where the teachear learned and used some form of

‘success rates of various coping skills, Furthermore, there is considerable

or systematic desensitization (Hannun- et al., 1976). 'Coates and;Thoresen

(1976) -and Barrios and Shigetomi (1979) provide extensive rev1ews of the ‘

e ol

research which 1ndicates that relaxation, meditation and biofeedback

procedures may help cOntroluor reduce,phy51olbg1ca1 disorders'suchﬂas¢VA



cay

' asthna (Alaxander, 1977), headachos (Willi&ls, 1977), cardiao arrﬁythnias

,(Bngel, 1977), diarrhea epilepey, or hruxisn (Hasur, I977}.‘ In the'abevee'v

jvexamples, Blancharﬂ and Masur provida extensiﬁh“reviews of research injthulf;';'

'specified areas.';
Since only seven respondents uecd relaxation or meditation strees'
management procedures daily, and since certain groupe of teechers showed

more symptous of stress’ than their peers, these pxocedures deeerve aerioue

. attention by specific groups—of teachexe and '’ various.levels.of the' teachinQA

: profession and provincial education systen These groupe of teachers, and

“various levels of the teaching profession and provincral educetion syeten

w111 be 1dent1f1ed in the-ensuing diecuaeion on furgher implications'of,
this study. = S f\\\ . _— ‘S», SN

Tbachere, This study on teacherestreés identified_three groups‘of L 7

- teachers who experienced considerably more. eyuptcns of stxess than their

peers. First, teachers who have experienced overt negative student

N

reactions three or more times. Second, teachers who were absent because of

sicknese. Third teachers HhO perceived teachinq as a very stressful or Lo
i o -
extremely streseful career.
There are four sets of implicetions that arise with the identification

of the three droupe. First, any teachera who belong,to allJthree groups,"

" that is, who have experienced overt negeciye‘stadentjreactiohe'threeiof more

. -
times, who have been absent due to sickness in the past year, and who.
truly’perceiveAreaching as a verf or extremely streseful,cereer,fmust con-

- L - \ . .

" sider reducing theiEW§ynptdﬁs of stress as their heaifhfand,productiyity ~

.~ least one streseﬁianaéement.procedure daily. This procedure could be one




' procedure daily. Obviouely these teachers should first consult thair

doctors to ascertain their state oE hoalth. Those teachers who are over-:"7

.juelght and/or uhc have health prcblens wouId be wiee to loarn anﬁ
correctly,engage in a relaxation or meditation procedureidailyvor%very
'rcarefully follow an exercise progran dcveloped by a doctor.i ‘A teacher

who belongs to the three groups mnntioned above would perceivermore time i’

management and teacher~studont relations streesors than their peers.

‘Consaquently, such-teachers should_improva,thexr timo-nanagom.nt,skilisrm_ws,egh; -

and’methods of disciplining and successfully interacting wlth students

4

through in-service training, reading, and coneistent practice.

Second, teachers who have'experiencedrovert.negative'student reactions )
three or more times in their teaching career should'consider'engagihgﬁis'a
Stress nanagement procedure on a daily basis.,

Third, teachers whc were absent due to 31ckness in the lest year\

should con31der engaging in a strese management procedure on a daily béiis.

R

-Since these teachers perceived more timo management stressors than their

peers, these teachers shouldnalso consider improving their time management-i

T T T TV

‘skills., S S

Fourth, teechers“who‘truly perceive teeching ee'aveerf stressful,or“
extremeiy streseful career‘shouldfcohsider?engaging io‘s strese henageoeht,
procedore on a daily besis; These teochersjperceibed,more'time esnagemeht o
and teacher—studeht etreesorsrthsn teachers,uho_perceived'tesehing;ae’eot

or slightly stressful. Consequohtly, teachers who,perceice'teaching as

/}prystressful or extremely stressful should also consider improving their

Principals. Principals can piay‘an iﬂportaht‘roie'in reducing the

T PR



'uparent relations, teacher-studhnt telations, teachez-teacher relations4 ﬂh;viii;ii:;gigl.

,

7 and teacher-administrator relations.‘ In;particular, respondents who

BN o
']rated situations when'a principal does not show definite leadership as '

slightly, moderately, very or axtrenoly stressful,perceivsﬂ more teacher—’

wl

'teacher and teacher-administratpr stressors than the respondents uho

‘perceived this item as not strassful . Consequently, principals should
show definite leadership in their schools.- However, changes in this
.direction should . certaihiy be on a planned basis and should;include taking :

- N I
”4****"‘*‘courses‘or‘in‘service‘on‘educatIon‘sdmInIstratIon

» Second, respondents who rated teaching with inadequate supplies as:r
moderately, very or extremely stressful perceived teacher-administrator
<re1ations to be more of a stressor than respondents who rated this situation

‘ as not or slightly stressful These rssults suggested that princ1pals

-

should ensure -that the teachinq staff’always has adequate teaching 5upplies, ‘;{51'9

Third, the results indicate that taachers perceived the maximum length

© of staff meetings to be 1 5 hours.r Since principals are usually in charge 71;7;

.of staff meetings, the principals should ensure that staff meetings do not o R £

last for more than 1.5 hours.

a

Fourth, respondents who experianced overt\n\tative»student reactions one~['

. to two times perceived teacher-administrator relations to be more of a.

'stressor-than respondentsnuho never.experiencad‘overt negativevstudent

s

- o ﬂ,Wreactsxxissoruuho,euqxxriemuuuiethesemreacxuruNLJﬂnumiAorsmoremtﬁsmuirf+mhese

 results indicate that the first tvo tises a teacher experiences overt

negative student reactions the teacher perceives the principal to he one

of the Significant stressors. Perhaps this means that a principal can play

‘a significant role in helping to psavant these reactions in the futura.
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In eummary prfhcipale can help reduce teachers‘ perceptions of

A

teacher strees in four ways.l The principale can shov definite leedership
'_ in. the school They should eneure that teachers have»adeqnate teaching
supplles..,Prlncipals should keep staff meetings to a maximum of 1 5

hours. Flnally, principals should be very’sen51tive to the fert two

trmes a teacher experlences overt negative etudent reactlone. This,mayuﬁff,if“t T

: he a.time that a principal can play'a role in preventing suoh ‘future

reactions. .

that the trustees and;SChool board administratoxrs can help to re@uoefteaoher

stress. First, the adminietration and trustees,‘in'conjunction.With the

‘local teacherS— assoc1atlon, lhould develop and implement a remedlation ;:.

v program for teachers who are given 51ck 1eave due to etress—related il1- RS

nesses;_ This program should ensure that these teachers take training in

‘). * one or more relaxation or meditation procedures offered- by the Britlsh
Columbla TEachers Federation (BCTF) and go for occasiOnal follow—up -
7,se551ons. These teachers should also take in-service to improve their
 time management skills and to ‘improve their methods of disciplining and
1nteracting w1th students. As part of this remediation program the trus-
tees and school board administrators should require these teachers to sub-

mit a written statement from the BCTF to the superintendent confirming that

they hazemtakentstrees management,trainingiuand_in,5eryioeiin4timeimenege*

ment and in methods of dealing with students,before these teachers start

+

teaching again. Teachers who have taken such a remediation program should

have reduced their‘symptoms_of stress and should have more control over

their time management and teacher-student stressors than previously. As

|

|

|

|

[
T R



a result, these teachers are less likely to heve stress-related eickneesee

_ school district and to_some extent by the BeTF and the Ministry of Education..

'“vin the future compared to . similer teechers who have not been on e

hremedietion program:' In the long term, teechers with stress-related‘

4 31cknesses who have taken a remediation program are 11kely to be more ‘
uhealthy‘than previously ‘and- conseqnently, less . of a future expense to the

- district."The costs of the remediation program should be borne by the

Second,“the“trusteeS'and“school‘board*administrators*should“encoureqe“f“““a;
teachers whovfeel stressed to take stress‘menagement training, in-service

in time management skills and/or in successful methods of dealing w1th

students; The school district should continue to pay "for.such services.
Third, the trustees and school board administration should ensure that
there are no classes of more -than 35 students. Tb help reduce teacher '

perceptions of stress; classes should be . kept to a maxlmum of 30 students.‘

Fourth, school board administration should ensure that there is an

: ief£1c1enti sysnmujkurf1111n94schooliordersiofiyariousiteachxugllllllllllll.l-!L,

Local teachers' associations. Local teachers‘ assoc1ations can help

reduce . stress experienced by teaehers in at least two v’ga"ys. First, 'flO’C}a’I’ o
associations should, in conjunction-with the school board, develop'and
implement a definite remediation ﬁroéram for teachersrwhorare given’sick
leave due to stress—related sickness. Support for'such a remediation
program by the local associations should help these teachers«percelve the

program as a worthwhile method of deallng w1th ‘their problems " These

e - -

teachers then may be more receptive to—the remediation progremeand pertake

in it consc1entiously and successfully. Second, the local associations

‘should encourage teachers who feel stressed to take stress management

training, in-service in ‘time managemént skills and/or in succesefﬁl%mefhbdsf‘*ffd‘*

_of dealing with students.
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. British Colunbia Thachers' Federatxon. ,The-Bch can playvohepof the

'most.in;mmtant roles in reducinq teacher stress in at least four uays.

VFlrst, and most lnportantly, the BCTF shoald offer very specific training

programs for stressed teachers in a variety of the mora establlsh.d

'stress,management procedures. These tralnlng programs should incluﬂe such

rd
o

procedures as autogenic relaxataon, progre581ve relaxatxon,vtranscendental

& -

medltatlon, self—hypnosis, yoga, Benson’s relaxation respoase and perhaps

'haofeedback - The variety of procedures offered shoui&'allow gtregsed BN

teachers to,choose the procedure or comblnatlon of procedures that they

find most beneficial. , Intermittent follow-up sessions should be included

’ - to _ensure that the teachers are praCticing the procedures correctly'and

to monitor their progress. The 1nstructors for these stress managemant' ‘
. d : . ,/
procedures should be hlghly tralned personnel and knowledgeable 1n the | ’ -

fleld,of stress. Slnce these tralning programs may be expen81ve,

-

espec1ally 1n1t1a11y, ‘the BCTF should e11c1t f1nanc1al and organlzational

support from the Provincial’ulnlstries of Educatlon and Health as_well §
as the Federal Mlnlstry of Health | | 7
Second, the*BCTF should have well trarned personnel who ‘can glve e
workshops on time managegent skllls and successful strategles on deallng;
,with students. | |
Third, the BCTF Shouidiencourage-the local aseociations topc90rdinate :

activities with the local school boards to‘develop and implement a

PIS

remediatioo program for teachers who are given sick leave due to stress~ :

related 111nesses.

Fourth, the BCTF‘EH*‘Ia‘pﬁbliciié‘fhf“‘ﬁ‘BCTf 11terature, the three

characterlstlcs of teachers most llkely to” experience~symptoms of stress-

*4“4***44*444**frthatrthisAstudyrtdenttfiedrrrThese*characterist:c34are4-xnrrevieWruteacherSrr‘*r‘r‘*

who have experlenced overt negatlve student reactlons thnee or more. tlmes,
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teachers who have been absent due to srckness in the past,year, and

' 'should encourage these teachers to,take a stress management tralnlng

‘teachers who truly perceive teachlng as a stressful career._ The BCTF-

program, and/or 1n-serV1ces on time management ‘and successful strateglesv : ©
‘onhdealing with>students. ‘ |

Fifth, the BCTF should concentrate on dlstrlbutlng objectlve, data;
,based research art;cles on teacher stress, rather than subjectlve, Qplnlon; o E
basedrartlcles.' In partlcu}ar, these research art}cles should be based on :'

the interactional ﬁodéllof stress. : , : . CT

- Provincial QQVernment. There are at least two ways the prov1nc1al

government~can help reduce teacher stress; First, the Ministry of Education

and perhaps the Ministry of Health should help finance and organize

relaxation -and meditationdtraining programs for teachers in conjunctibnv'
with the BCTF. - The emphasis should be on employing highly trained personnel

who are able to set up well developed programs. Second, thedMinistry~of

'Edﬁcation"shoﬁid”ensﬁrefthat“aiitteitbooks arrive at tne‘scﬁools*werl in

-

adﬁance of school opening in September so that teachers haoe'adequate text- . v", 4

books for teaching. - o - S S S ilr o 3

Universities. Personnel in the faculties of education in'British '

Columbia universities should seriously consider”offering a course that o é

provides instruction-on stress management procedures, time'management skilis,

and successful but practlcal methods of dlsc1plln1ng and 1nteract1ng w1th

students. Student teachers exposed to these skllls may then be less llkely ,' o

to experience unacceptable levels of stress when thex are.employed than’

some teachers now seem to experience.

e e

s

e D e e el ;n_\fn -

Summary. In summary, therresﬁlts of this study Show that few'teachersv’




‘use relaxatlon or medltatlon stress management procedures.:

fHowever,

there are speclflc groups of taachers whp experlence more teachef stress

: than:their“peerseandfso“sh “%uSe such procedures.f Thellmpflcatldns of

rone stress management procedure dally for lsrto 20 mlnutes.
: teachers should also try to 1mprove thelr tlme management skllls and 5
learn successful methods of dlsclpllnlng and 1nteract1ng w1th students._ :~:ﬁ¥u;;“v';tf”

lPr1nc1pals should show deflnlte leadershlp 1n thelr schools and should

*”be'very sen51t1ve~t0‘the*f1rst*tWOAtImeS*awteacherrexperrenceSsovertgfrvsrj“rrfs*rrrf‘f‘

‘ment skills, and in successful methods of dlsc1plln1ng and 1nteract1ng o

ey

levels of the teachlng profe531on and the provinc1a1 educatlon system f“gf

- ', -

could employ to'help'reduce teacher:stress; Flrst,.teachersﬁwhoghave.;

£

experlenced three or more overt negatlve student reactlons, who have been,

et

‘teachrng as"“

absent due to. 51ckness 1n the prevrous year, and who percér

a very or extremely stressful career, should learn and heast L o

ensure that the teaching staff always has adequate teachlng supplles.i

Pr1nc1pals should keep staff meetings to a maxlmum of l 5 hours and shouldi'

Iy

negatlve student reactions. The school board admlnlstratlon and trustees

should work>in conjuhction»ﬁrth the local teacher assoclatlons'to have

teachers who are granted 51ck leave due to stress—related 111nesSes take

,,"

a remedlatlon program before contlnulng w1th teachlng "

1nvolve tralnlng 1n a relaxation or medltatlon procedure,’ln t1me manage-

with students. ahe school board admlnlstratlon and trustees should also

keep the maximum class size to 35 students. Tb help reduce teacher 1';7

perceptlons of stress, classes should be kept to a maxlmum of 30 students. ji'u

Be51des supportlng the school board pollcy of hav1ng teachers who are on

51ck leave due to stress-related 1llnesses take a remedlatlon program, the :f”‘r'

-




.. Ministries of Education. andﬂgealth andlperhaps_the federal,Mlnlstry of .

oplnlon—based types of artlcles conservatlvely account for 70.4% of the 71

r'fforganlze well developed programs fo relaxatlon and medltatlonfprocedures

r.'wath hlghly tralned personnel Also, the. BCTF should organlze workshops

on time management skllls and successful strategles for deallng w1th

“students. The BCTF should pub11c12e the three characterlstlcsrof teaohers

nost likely to experience teacher stress. ,The,BCTP\should concentrate on

dlstrlbutlng teacher stress 1nformatlon that is data-based The prov1nc1al

Health should help flnance and organlze relaxatlon and medltatlon stress
management programs for teachers in conjunctlon w1th the BCTF.‘ The
Mlnlstry of Educatlon should ensure that all textbooks arrlve at the

schools well 1n advance of school openlng in September. Flnally, the

faculties of- educatxon 1n the unlver51t1es should offer 1nstructlon on -

' stress management procedures, time managementuskills,ﬁand'successful.but

practical methods—of disciplining and. interacting with children.

Direction of Future Research

Research of teacher'stress'has reached a cross;roads.juNo longer shou1d'

s

teacher stress “research"con31st of oplnlons by teachers or- researchers., No ~

longer should teacher stress research"”exclude.reSearchrdata.‘ As Hlebert

and Farber (1983) note in. thelr review of teacher streSS llterature, these }iii L

~

Arwfian

Hepn

paperS'tabulated‘Ln their study. These artlcles, cla551f1ed ‘as Type l

artlcles, strongly suggest that teachlng 1s stressful No longer should

data—based research rely upon Smele questlonnalres that only dlscern what

s S = J— ———

events teachers perce1ved to be stressful and then llst these stressors in




Coan

.rank order. These éuestlonnarres oniy measurerbercelyed stressors but ini
no way can arreSearCher accuratelyrinterpret'therresultsxtofshow that
teaching isia,stressful occupation. o 7. " bg, : .:Vin‘t'V
However thlS study and other recent research (Fe;tler & Tbkar, 1981,;;,;:*
:Needle et al., 1981) 1ndicate that teacher stress can be measured. To do
szuch research with some degree of accuracy, the nesearch must be basedlon:f
therlnteractlonal model of stress. - Only when the demographlc varlables krﬂ“'
are analyzed 1n relation to the respondents’ symptoms of stress; coplng
vstrategles and percelved stressors do the overall reéults*have accuracy
and meaning; Now that teacher stress research_based’on ;g#_;ntiractionai~
modelrof stress is proven to be feasible andjfairiy‘accu}ate, future |
research on teacher stress must be based on the interactfonalrmodei..'Tb
do7otherwrse—wou1d be to continue the disservice,done*to”the teaching B

profession over the past 10 to 15 years by many’Opinion-oriented'authors;

As Hiebert and"ﬁl‘b’ér’71983’)”’3?6’61;1’2(51‘::@,’"*’1:?1@ vast number of reportsf""
lra!' N
proclaiming teaching as stressful mlght be 1nstrumenta1 in settlng up ah

'expectancy to be stressed' that would leave teachers more vulnerable to
stress-lnduced disorders"” (p. 2). | |

Another area of teacher stress that certarnly needs 1n—depth 1nvest1—
' gation is the. coping strategles of teachers,: Results based on the inter-
actiona; model of stress will certainiyrheip toinll,the current’roid;//_>"‘

Finally, since many authors of opinion—based articles~say that 3f,‘;ef":

,teaching is a stressful career, and in some cases,-authors say that teache'

ing is potentlally one of the most stressful careers in the world (Hunter,
1977b), researchers should start to compare'the Stress levels among jobs, S
Results from instruments such as the SOSI will certainly provide meaning?.i;f"

ful information in this direction. Furthermore, use of such'instruments; Ta



along with relevant demographic variables, will help establiSh'which

< -

groups of various professions are experiencing more stress. When -

identified, these persons would then be able to do something about it.

.To. cdnclude, future research on teacher stress must be based on the -
interactional model of stress. Besides reporting more accurate results’

. and conclusions, éhisrtype of research will also provide7Va;p§blé infor-

mation on the coping strategies of teachers. The other direction research

on teacher stress should take is to compare the intensity of stress for

\>teachers with other occupations by using :such instruments as the SOSI." '

sOnly in this way can we more accurately ascertain how stressful teachi g
is compared.to other occupations.

. ’ Chapter Summary

In this chapter, "the main conclusions of this study were discussed

.followed by a discussion of the limitations and strenéphs of tke study.

Implications~ofﬂtheﬂstudyfin~relat£en~te—vafieasflevelsWef—fhefteaehiﬂg—~—ff!4ﬂnf

. . . 4
profession and of the British Columbia education system were presented
) ) ,

Finally, directions for future research of teacher stress were proposed.

-
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- APPENDIX A .
TEACHER STRESS PILOT SURVEY
\ .



TeacherAStrels Pilot Study

This study 1s being conducted to determine the major

sources of teqphér strees in Chilliwack. The purpose of this

F

pilot survey is to éééertain which questions are the Bést 6ﬁes to -
ask in the final sgurvey and*wﬁ%éhiiﬁ%sttqns‘are”diffgcult'tb"uﬁdet—:1
stand or afe amﬁiguous. v" ' .

— 'This survey has,beén divided gp‘into two sectioﬂs. The
firstsectibgdealau;;hh;éeugoafcegofteaéherstreasz‘£:3};4uw=&ad‘“ﬂzlw\Q
qection‘éonsists of pgrsonaiig;ta. Throtghout the survey,_there | o
are gseveral instances where the same quéstionlis asked in dfffiicﬁt"

) wnfs, fhis-is to find out which is the best question(a)wfb”use~in‘

the final sufvey. At the bottom of each page there are three lines

that have been left for you to comment about any of'the‘queations

I 3

" or to rephrase them in a way fh#t is éaqiér to understand. Please 3

feel free to mention dourcea of stress you think were omittgd. o :
As it is not ngcessar& to know the identity of the res- - -

‘ pondenta,:the questionnaire will be anonymous. It would be‘apprec— |
iated if‘ybu will coﬁplete thensurvey prior to Thﬁrsday, May 28 and
return it-in the enclosed stahpedeaddresded enweloﬁe.' Oth;r phaécs
of this research camnot be carried out unti]l this data has been

\\& ' ) . .
collected and analyzed. ' N ' ; v

T T T \\’7 oy T
F
B > - . ‘- - =

Thank you for your co-oﬁeration. ‘ - - -

- - - 4

Dave Clyne
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B ~Sources @fﬁ@et Stress s
, The events list:ed below consint of a ‘wide variety of -
.+ = potential gources of teacher stress that you may have encountered e
in your teaching career. Please circle the degree to which you i
find these situations stressful according to the folloving scale’ ~
7 , 0- Not Stressful | V o » .
1 - Slightly Stressful :
2 - Moderately -Stressful -
- 3 - Very Stressful - .. 1
4 - Extrmely Stresaful e e T
eg. Driving in rush hour. ‘ 2 @ ﬁ \R T .
(This person finds. "driving in rush hour ‘to. be vary streanﬁxl ) i
__Note: Whenever the erd,,,p:incipaL" ‘48 .used, J.L means- tha haad . , SR |
o administrator in your school. Please aubstitut:e head teacher : E
B ‘ for principal if it applies to. you. '9,“:_ : : L
' _ - &
, - a R ;
P - L4 -t i 3
W m e
SN T R N 3
< 883 b
- H s W
[} &"1 b g (7]
. = Cx oo @ -?1' '
Circle the degree to which you find these BRSO B
aituationa stressful according to scale: s 49 & T
° . g O N
BownE Bl
-1, Comunicating with teachers on staff -
with“mIasru..toll.....l.l....ll'.l...l. O 1 2 3 4
2, When my principal does not show definite s 1
erlhip j-n th‘ ‘cmol--ltn'-;'ulouﬁuﬂlll\tto . O 1 2 34 é
3,’ “Parents of my students who. want to know B ] ii;f’;‘;
VhltIlmt“ﬁhing...u..-.......-............ —O, 1 2 3 4 7)"
4, Noiuint.‘he chsnrom...{........‘...........' 0 1 23 4 :
L
5. Teaching a class of students which mumbers: S
: '7 (‘) 15 or 1“8.......'l...l...l....l.'.l..'"—.V)vo 1 2 3 4
ﬁ (b) 16 - 20-..........'.I....l.."....'.... ;'O 1 ’ 2 3 4
(c) 21_25......l..l...ll..l..l.l..l.l....' O 1 2 3 4
(d) 25 - 300.-00.-q..o....o....o'i.;cl.o.oo O 1 2 3 4
(e) 31_35--q.o.lootooooooooo.-:ooocco:tr:7. 0 1 2 3 4
COMMENTS : | 2
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; ™ iy £ f
. . |- [ ] A . )
Pt - Yai ] [ 3
. I T
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: v 8 M i
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2 39 8 & ¥
- . -4 wy g > 5 i
6. Disciplining students that I do not S :
o teach and having tham react negativcly.....v.‘ Qt 1 2 7 4,J
7. Being called to the door or. phone when - S o
f - teachingo.ooo.-ao-‘,oa‘ctoo-ooo..c...-..o,-- o 1'- 2 3 ' ~&
8. When my principal talks too ‘much in - .
- T ﬂﬁm........ll.l......l..l.....'. - *7F7;‘2:4377a i .
9. Maintaining the atandard of work I expect o o _
frommyBtudmtsll.l.......Q...'......Q.I.I “01'1' 2 3 47
10.. When other: teachers do not consistently . : . . o
mint&iﬂ BChOOl diBCipliﬂQ.....-.-o-o....o-h.,,‘.". o l 2 - 3 4 ’
11. When’ there is a lot of teacher participa- SR L :_'f"7
- Cion in St&ff metingﬂ.-.......-.-.....-...,1 0 I 2434 -
e ;.2 Jhemm%el&ss%s—quie%n c—raﬁ—l—u—u—rc—c—flTrﬁ‘oﬁ ****** offlfﬁfH—”&'ﬁ—‘iAii
; 13. The interaction between my principal and L |
“ .. the teachers at staffrmentings..,.....,,,.." 0.1 2.3 .4 1§
14, - Questioning students that I teanh abodt" R
"their misbehavior and who react positively.& 0 1 2 3 4
: ro s -
15. AThe behavior of other teachers on staff....‘, 0 1 2 3 & S "
- 16. . My interaction with the teaching staff..... 0 ”>ll 23 4 o fg'ﬂ
o 17.:-Students who react nagatively when T . o } S S f*:iﬁ‘
dieBCipIine thm.."......l....l............- = o 1 2 3 N 4 3
,lﬁ.l,Keepingtnp with_markingi,‘....,t,....f,..,a 7:ﬁf0-vlgﬂ72~uw3~ﬂﬁﬁ - ‘E- e
- 19, mThe cantent of staff meetings.............; 0 1 2 3 4 - 1'?
: 20.7_Wbrking with a»clnss of one ability group.. 0 1 2 ,’3 ;4 N 15, ~
R . ‘ T . ‘ e e . S
L e ; RS A
i
R S
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t
the negative . E -1
2 3 4 .
2 3 &
, the teachiu 'taff..l."'...'."...‘-..'l'..‘ o,l R 2 ‘3‘ . 4 5
24, Students in my clau(ea) ‘who are difficult . B i ]
: to-mtivate...'..r'.‘.ﬂﬁlﬁ.....‘..'...‘.‘.'..'... O 1 2 3 4 ‘
25, 'The size of ny preeent pchool.............. 0 1 2 3 4 ;
.-26. - The expectations of‘ teachera fron the o »
: dietrict atlperintmdwt....l.“‘...'..Gr... ’ ) 0 1 2 3 4" V . q
o 27, Student behmgr_oLQrdmrLsﬂmljm , 3
- <';(vhen there ‘are no epecial evente)......... o 1 2 3 4
28, Having to live up to the expectations of vv '
other teachersonstaff....................’* “0- 1 223 &
- 29, My studenta liatening ek:llls.............. 0 1 2 3 4.
30. When there is-a lack of teacher input into - ’
N .planning district-sponsored professional -
i Vdays...'..‘.'..’..‘....O......‘-.....'...';. 07 1 2 3 4
" 31. The time I spend making up lesgson aids, : - ‘
such as charts or flaahcards............... 0 1 2 3 4 :
. : . 3
32. When I have a cjiaiagreement with another ) B o
teacheronstaff.......I"....'.I'O......II‘ ’ 0 1 2 3 4
33. The expectationa of teachers from the o
Hinistry of muc‘tion'..'..."...OI....'.'. 0 1 2 3 4
34, When students have diffieul’ty starting and
~ 7 doing their assigmments of which they are
01 4
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' 35. Staff meetings that last: N |
& (‘) 11101.11’ or 1“.1a'oocaoo.oarqcoau.otoo-‘n 0 1 2 3 4 R
(b) 1,,—, l‘ti m'—ﬁ.f.—.—ff.—ffﬁ—r.—-iﬂt - 770 *‘1*" 7A2i7~~3~? 4 = - —
(C) 155 - Z,hm.ll'ﬂ.,........,.,..a. asssenssssss o 1 ' 2 B 3 B 4
(d) th‘ll O MOTC.vscsccsccsscassasansos 0 1 2 3 ) 4
36. When a principal does not support me with ) . ,
a student discipline problem............... 0 1 2 3 4
T 37, The amount of time I have svailable to T . S
B l’elu d“ring the tu B d.Y|.oa--n.ooanoo 0 1 2 3 4 o 2 §
38. When a student is frequently absent........ 0 1 2 3 &4
39. Parents of my students who are concerned * - :
about their child's progress..........e.0.’ O 1 2 3 4
40. Maintaining my values with my students..... oo 12 3 4 .
'41. The amount of time I spend on marking...... 0 1 2 3 4 '
42. €hildren-who do not do as they are told R
' mdiately..;'cn-oococccon-n-on”o-onn,o'o-v-n ' 0 1 2 3 4 :
'43. Working with inadequate teaching supplies... 0 1 2 3 4.
44. When there are power struggles occuring ' , o o
within the teaching Bta‘ff.;.....‘l..r....l... - o 1 : 2 3 B 4
45, The amount of time it takes to implement - : ‘
nw curriculal..'t_...l.".l.....O...'llrl..O N o ‘ l 2.‘ 3 4
46, When there 1s no time to relax during the S
teaching ddy.-ootcooooc.o.oluoor-o.oaono.ni 0 1 2 3 4 ‘
e 47. General- student"att:ti;uds’tmrd'icboc‘)i;f.j;; PR ¢ B R S B S P
0 1 2 3 4
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'.49. The expectations that parents have of - : S
‘me to uphold mial valugh.u,,..........., 012 3 4 _
50. When t,principnl maintaine a neutral stance o
with me when parents disagree with some- _ -
thing I have done that affects their child. - 0 1 2 3 4
_____51. When ny-etudchto are rarely 1at0........;.. 0 1 2 3 4
52, When a principal does not -aintain conlia- o R
~ temnt d:llciplin. within hil lchool.......... 0 2 3 4 .
53. When my principal shows definite leadership °~ - -
- i mth‘ .cml"....l.‘....A.""'.'.'V..'.'."...... ‘*0' 1 2 . 3 4
54. When there is teacher involvement in school . |
“ci.imms..........i.......'.‘.-....l.A o 1 2 3 4
55, The time I spend in prepar.:ion............‘ 0 1. 2 3 .4
56. The expectationn of teachers from the ~ S A
Britilb‘Colunbia Teachers' Federation...... 01 2 »3 &4
.57. When a principal does not support me when - D
" parents disagree with something I have done . -
that ‘ff‘ct. th‘ir child...‘.'.'......'l... - o 1 2 3 4
58. The coununication of the teaching staff to o
‘ Wprincip‘l.'....l‘..-’......-.......‘.... ‘0’, 1" 2 3 4
59. When a student deliberately defies me...... 0 1 2 '3 4
60. My interaction with disruptive students in
WCIass(ea)...I.'................'I......' 0 1 2 3 4
.61, The demands my principal places on mé,..... 0 1 ,2 3 ién
62, When my students work productively on their .
' assignments of which they are capable......‘ 0 1 : 2 3 4
;;C ‘. C _
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63. Questioning snég.u that I teach about ' j -
their nisbeh:vior lnd vhorreact ncgatively. 0 1 2 3 4 . %
64. Hyinteractimwithmyprincipai.......... .0 01 2.3 & 3
65. The feedback other teachers on,ataff‘give ‘ 1
. me £or the Job I d0ueeeeceeenreescesocnsnes 0 1 2 3 4 i
, ‘ , ) A :
cultural activities such as conce:ts...:.;: 0 7 1 2 3 4 - E
67. When a principal supports me when parents :
~disagree with something I have done that : - , -
affect' th‘ir Child.......-.--..'.'_..........‘ 0« 1 2 3 4' . j
68.° The interaction'I have with parents of my" §
‘students who are unconcernéd about their B
child's progre'e..“..ll..l‘l.l..'.....'.'. 0 1 2 ;3' 4 ;é
. X
S 69. mimuuumwuhwcuu”“n”"““. 0 1 2 3 4 ]
70. When students have problems interacting- ,;
“th each other.ll...l'lll.l"l.....!....i' 0 1 2 3 4 _ﬁ}
- - . - . N j
71. The expectations of teachers from the g
school board trustees.........cecceceveees. <0 1 2 3 4 3
v . - £
72. " The interaction between the teachers and o <
- principal -at our staff meetings............ . 0o 1 2 3 4 :
' 73. When there is a lack of consensus on , x C , }
minimum academic standards in my school....” 0 1 2 3 4 :
"74. The interaction I have with parents of my , ?
‘students who have no problems in my - o e
class(es ...l‘...'.........I...‘...’.‘..l... o '1 2 3 b ;
R —75. My interaction with my principal when I ask T -
- him for teaching materials that cost: o )
(a) ‘mder $35¢00-.¢h.-c'-o-c-o_,ooocc-‘oo.oA 0 1 2 3 4 ’
e s e CO‘nt- V ‘ 7 » ' » ’ )
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o . (b) $35 00—$75 00-..0.....l.ll.l..l.lll“. V' 0 . 1 2 3“ 4
\. (C) $7600-$105 00-----..-.0.0..0.-.-0. . 0 1 2 3 4
) . ' (d) Wer $105 00.-.ln-anllnl..ngr-.n.l“.‘,' ,,O, ,1 ,,2 ,3 4', -
'76. Student behavior on special days such as i . i
. the day of a concert, a school sports event L e
orahﬂt day.....-.........'............... 0 1 2 3 4 E
77. The amount of t:hne it takes to -prepare. T 747
'for naiprogrm ﬂIld textbootﬂ.........;..- - 0 ]; 2 j 4 - 7' :;Zr
78. The interaction between my principal and I : | ‘ |
©  when a student 18 upset with me and tells : - j
'him‘l.._....ll........“l....'.‘l.lll.._‘........ 0 1 2 “3 4 E
79. When a principal maintains a neutral stance S i
*  with me over a student discipline problem . S {
ofmine..".."'.IVO.....'...'..'....'...'.. 0 1 2 3 44 )
80. Parents of my students who show little or ‘ o ';_
7 no interest in what 1 teach their —ehild... 0 1;2 —y 4+
- My atudents attitudes toward worlr. 0 1 2 3 4
82. Supervision, (eg. playground, lunch hour, : -
etc )ll.'...ll...l.l“l..l.l.l‘llrﬂll.l..l.'l 0 1 2 3 .4.
83. When students interact properly with each e
‘other.lqnantn..l..alo.ll.n.l‘.llcl.l...o..cl 0 l 2 3 4
: 84, “When there is a lov noise level in my o SRR
cl“g(“)..'...l.l..“'l........."....'..Ig 0 " 1 2 3‘4 -
85. ,Disagremnts withnyprincipal............ 0 1 2 3 & R A
S L L
8& mtiﬂtm my stud.ntt s eeseessderew 'o”o'ooob;wn;wi ”‘0' "”1" "’27” 37 %7 n B 77:7
recognition for good teaching.............. 0 1 2 3 & 3
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88, Discipline sanctions available within the A
~ = school system as laid down by the Ministry , -

of Education..".‘.......'..".'....'....'. 0 1 :v?: 3 4 ~
89.. . The pace of the school day..........;.;.... : O,f'1'7>2 3 &
90. _When students. are rarely absent............ B 0o 1 2 3 4

91, When there is a high noise level in my o o L
T W"&“’{ﬂ%’.:?; svesee ) .e cssvesnsew ; cssese seee :77:?‘7':%&”?”{17” ::%::;} ‘ iﬁ:; - 77;},7:77:”77:::;:;

92, The amount of aalary 1 receive for the work g V ,  o S 755 
' Ido-..eeeeee-eoe..01oet.loeeeeee.eeeee.ne-“i 0 1 } 2 . 3 4

93, When there is a high ambunt of adminiutrap , _
tive recognition for good teaching......... 01 2 3 &

94, The time epentupn'extraeurricular' . , L
activities.;......le-I-..........l.l.....l'. 0 1 2 '3‘ 4 -

95, ”Mtitude_oiothex_telcheum_tteiiﬁffA L 2 %—4— 77;%;

96. Incidental bookkeeping, such as collecting S } N L
mey fOl‘ hOt dog -aluo-oe..-econo--nncca- : Q 1 2 3 4 ? ’

97. When few staff meetings are called........... 0 1.2 3 4

- 98, When thnre are pereonelity conflicte on :
tM tGlChing .t.ff..lnt.l‘l........IQ';I.-. . 0 1 2 3 4

99. When a lot of extteastaff meetings ‘are : . .
ulled...l.......“...‘..l.l.vl‘">.9...-‘......' 0 17 2 3 4

100, When my students have the neeeseiry‘
: ,uppli.' fOI’ Clul..-.,,..,...---....‘..,.7..,.'7 Q 1 2 3 4

101. When the homé envirenment negatively

.. influences my students having academic - I
. difficulty..‘."-.’.l..."..‘.l.....ll.l.ll '.. 0 1 2 3 &
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103, Teaching,subjects Outside my usual 'i
Bpecialty"oo'Oo"Cloool.o.l-ocia.ssoc.oloo
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102, ’Working nith the facilities in my schcol... fE‘Qi}iii;;y;; S
0 1.2 .3 4 r

104; The negative feedback parents give me fOr SR e L L T
a the jOb I do.ooo.olso.(l'olol:.ocn.cc!.cclo V}}ioz‘blz ‘2‘f;35 ‘4 B

©105. _The content of school-based Prﬁf!saional R

days...'b.till..'ll."l.....-C.l......d...l‘ E

106. ,The expectations my principal has of me.;..

- 107, “The amount of administrative recognition R I SRR
T receive for good teaching................ e;fwovifl-;'253f3ﬂ 4 . L

108. When there is a lack of teacher 1nvolvement RS S
in school decision—ﬁaking...‘.;.....t...... 0 1-2 3 4

’IOSZ"’RéGuced”teacher mobility due to eurrent - .
tea(‘.her surplus.ooooo'.oocla‘c uro'.lqlo'o.s»l'~nao‘>."u@7 - A‘ . 0 1 - 2 3 ' l"

110. Lack of demands that my principal niacea“ﬁ" ; ,
Amm....'...................'...".‘.‘.”‘".;.‘..“.V 0 1 2 3‘ 4‘

;lila NOt enough preparation tme- s e e . ‘« Kl ‘ ‘e | eveee ‘_ ,-0 ,’ 1 2 :Y Yy 3 ) 4 7

112, Questioning students that I do not. tesch
‘about their misbehavior and who react- R
: negatively.................................—‘ 0.1 2 3 4

113, Studeﬁts leaving,class;due to sports, such .
“as inter—school gamea;...............;.,..;”' 0 .1 2 3 4

- 114, The intersction T have“with‘parents of my— ;;f'v¥‘;~w—f~~f o
. ’ studenta who are disruptive in class........ 0 1 2 3 4

- . o

115. When there is a consensus on minimum T R -
‘,facademic standards in my school...;........ 0k 234
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" development in teachingoooco-soo-scoooonnuo:"
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The interaction 1 have with parents of
my’ students who have academic problems

The lack of opportunity-for career

.

When a principal maintains consistent

discipline within his school...............};;%f

Students who need extra heIp...........;..;j

Working with a class of mixed ability

groups.-;loo.ooocclcoclociocuoooo.c-dq.oo.ov_,

Children who do as they are told immediately m\Lf

Disciplining students I teach and having

them reaCt positively......................';'

‘Not Btressfnlffpifs‘dfﬁ;fjf‘*ﬁ

o .

‘Slightly Stressful = .

R

Moderately Stressful &' ..
R ' . L “,.v ;o PRI

N

Vety‘Stressfullf N Q

W

N

- Extremely Stressful = |* . .
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The content’of*disfriét—sponsqred*prbfes— E—

.sional development days....................

The amount of supplies agailable for .

teaching.ooooo.cocn..-.aoc.‘plo.n.o.ouooooo’j

The interaction between my principal and I :

when a parent is upset ‘with me and tells
him

When other teachers consistently m,aint.f%i‘:i S
SChOOI discipline...,..-.....-............. ,,i

*Maintaining classroom discipline,.;,,...g;;:”‘

The communication between~my~principg1 e

&nd mec.oc-vo-.norclonnooc’cno.ocunlcooccooro-c

lt....l.......'..........O.....'.l...l.

Teachingoooo-oo-ooonocooooooccoo-otcolo‘.oo-’,‘:

. When students latck the necessary supplies e
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131.,,The amount of - paperwork I am. required ‘,f T f‘é*:' 'i* 
2 7t° do..'.'.'0.!I"I'I...'..'l"."!q"l.l..;r 701 2 3 o 4 al
132. When.a student is frequently late.,......m.   10‘: 1 2 3. 4
133, When a principal supports me with a student ‘;“ V .' B - } '7‘,‘
discipline problemn-...'.!..!.l"l...l'l.."» ‘0 l 23 4
13, The listening skills of my disruptive . R
studmtsn-ot....ll'..'...00..00....01...'.. 0 l 2 3’\\:4
135. When there is no administrative recognition - . .f:4 : FSUS
: fOl‘ gOOd teactling..-...o....-....-.....-..,’.’, O l 2 37 4
136. When there is a lack of teacher pqrtihi— . “’f , o ,  
pation in staff meetings.............c000.. . 0 1 .2 73 4
-137. Having to dfscipline students I teach...... - O’iflf‘ ﬁ7:[ ’41k
138. Discipliningrétudents I teach aﬁdiﬁéving ) ,i;f” f1 Vf;;fm”mii B
thm reaCt Degatively...-.-...-.----}--a-.roo O v]- 2 34
139. When there is teacher input into plahqiné"' 7;’, N "f ?
district-sponsored professional days....... . 0. 1 -2 3 4
140. Having to discipline students I do not . : :
) teachlllll..ll..l...I"...I‘..Illll...ll'l." o 1 2 3 4
141, When thete are disagreements among teachersﬁQr'l S : .
. on Btaff...'\l....O.'.l..'ll.llllll.ll.l.l. o ) 1 ) 2 3 ‘4
142. Questioning students that I do not teach , -
about their misbehavior and having them. . ,
. react positively......cccvvvuvennevecnomens 0 ‘1 2 3fj_4
143. Working with insufficient teaching supplies 0 1 2 3 ‘4 =
" 144, Organizing my time in order to complete , ,  _f
school oriented tasks......ccoviiveennnnnne 0 ';1*_ 2° 3 4
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148,
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151,

~ involved in hblping their child............

152.

153.

ADDITIONAL COMHEHTS (ifrany)f

Theiexpectatibn;psrents,have of me to -

Mintain academic BtmdardB.. esee s v s o | .»

When my principal talka very little at
staffmeetingSIIll.l.-.....l..I.ll.'.....l.‘

Students who react positively when I
discipline ;h‘m!."llll‘!.’.lltl‘;l.l.ll»l»-l'l‘

When parents of students having academic
difficulty support ME..veeeosnscnaornsanose

When»there;is teacher input into,pianning

school-based professional days.............

Communicating with teachers on staff with
whom I disagree...--‘.'...’...............;.f...

,,7

. =Uhen parerts of stugsgtgfhavigg ;cademic
' ~,difficu1ty port me and are actively

When there is .a lack of,tgacher input into

planning school-based professionalvdsys..;l- :

The positive feedback parents give me for -
the jobIdo..l.ll...l..'.l......l.l.....l.»

Not Stressful

Q

Sliéhtiy Stresaful
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l. Age ‘ 7 ’ : ’ | ) “ . .~, . - ) v '.
2g_ Seg: Female o 'r :Male o ’ -, ’ﬁx .f ’: \
3. Marital status: Married _ :: Single )
4. Number of children living at home: 7
5. Circle the number of years of education you have~cemp1e§ed: =, |
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 ' 7 6, 7,A8, or more
\ »Coliege or University. [ ;
(Undergraduate) - ; (Grnduhte)
2 F
6. Circle the highest degree yq\/pold ) .
P No Degree, B. A., B.Sc., B. Ed., M, A,, M. Sc., M, Ed.‘ .
' Other (pleeee epecify) - N , S .
7. Cf?ele the university where you received this degree F
U.B.C., S.F.U., U. of Victoria o _
Other (please epecify) - -
8. Circle the head adninietrator in your echobl:i ; )
(a) Principal S
(b) Head Teacher
57 Circle the combination of numbers that ‘represent the number of
’ years you have been teaching. Include the current school year.
(e.g. If it 1s 12, citcle the 10 and 2.) .
l’ 2! 3’ 4‘ 5! 6! 7! 8! 9!
¥ 10, 20, 30, 40 - ~ i ,
10. Circle the grade level(s) you teach:
K, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12.
11. Elementary teachers only: Is your class a split grade class?
12.

COMMENTS3 ) -
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PERSONAL DATA

Circle the combination of ngebers that represent the percentage
of time you teach classes: ST

1, 2, 3, 4 5, 6, 7, 8 -9,
10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100.
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13, If you teach 1ess than 1001 of the time circle the correct } ’ |

position you hold

1. Relieving Teacher . 4. Special Education Teachor
2. Principal : S, Other (please spccify)
3. 'Vice-Principal ) S ‘ o

14.7 Circle _your weekly amount of preparation time during school hours. :

0.0 hr. 2.0 hr. - 4.0-hr. 6 o hr._
0.5 hr. 2.5 hr. .~ 4.5 hr. ~
1-0 hro : 3 0 hro 5 0 hro

1.5 hr. 351:?!’* 554::.

FOR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS #15-23 PLEASE CIRCLE THE COMBINATION OF T
NUMBERS THAT REPRESENT :

15. :The number of hours pen,week‘you spead teoching'iﬁ‘thclclaooroomzi

a“' - : . T o

i 1’ ‘,Z;i 39 49 59 V 6) ‘f79 ,.89 : 99
10, 20, 30; I _—
16. The number of hours par wnck you spend on school-related work such
as supervision, marking, preparing, cxtracurticular activities._
(Do not include. clanaroon tonching tine )}

cvlpl 29 3) !49 5: 69 79 ) 8;: 9@ .
10, 20, 30, - 40, 50, 60, 70 ’ 30’, 90 '

= v-ﬁ(rﬁ:mm;mwww)tm praboi b o e

17. The number of houra per week you work that you feel io excolaivo.

1, 2, -3, &4, S, 6, 7, 8, 9,
lo, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90.

18. The approximite percentage of your students who are living with:
their original parents:

1, -2, 3, 4) 5) 6) 7, 8) 95
10, 20, 30, 40, ‘50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100.

—

'19. The approximate percentage of your s;udcnts'uho are from a split -

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 8, 9,
‘10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90. 100,

20. The approxinate percentage of your students whose ho-c environment

.you consider to be unstable:. . -~
1, -2, 3) 4) ' 5) 6) 7 7 8) 69

. 10, 20, 30, 40, .50, 60, 70, 80, 90,100,




21.

T22.

The approxinate porcentlsn of studente in your clnsa thnt bclong

txr1uu&kseeia-eeoaonie~gfeup%~;—~f
(1) lower pociofocoponic_grpnp -
1, ;2.. 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 8, ’: 

10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, :70, 80, 90, 100.

(2) average socio-economic group
1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 6, 7, 8,9,

10, 20, 30, 40, 50, .60, 70, 80, .90, .100.

(3) UPﬁQf socio-economic group

‘:? -15 2,, 3: :4’ iS. . 6; 7l‘ 81, \9$

‘10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 9Q, 100.

A. Elementary teachers only: The number of students
your regular class. o .

1, 2, 3 4 5 6 7, 8 9,
16, 20, 30. -’ . __

you have 1n

B. Secondary teachers: ou1y° Th.klvtr!g! number of students you

have per class.

-19’ 29 3v ' 4: ' 59 69a '7v 89 99

v
Joarishn b o e

PP

T =g,

10, 20, 30, 40. _ . . |
23. The approximate number of studants 1n your~scﬁoolt )
25 50, 75 100 » 300, 400, 500, 600 700, 800, 900, 1000.
24. A. Do you ap.cialize igg;ny subject é;ﬁﬁ;;jects? 7777777777
YES NO
" B. If YES, vhich subjects do you specialize in?
25, Do you toafh a class of special education ;tudenté?
YES NO -
COMMENTS :

" R bR e e o
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' SOURCES \OF TEACHER STRESS:- SURVEY - i
— — — — — - = - ;; - = B ?T T T e T e j;i:
) L. - : ' \1 :E
DIRECTIONS: [ This survey contains a list of various . ?
) " situations that are potential sources 4
of teacher stress. Please read each :
question carefully and indicate how
stressful you find the situation. .
J_(HL IMMMMhm i i
. please consider the word "principal* to mean .
“head teacher” when the word “principal® !
appears.
ﬁ‘f

;%ﬁ B

B



i

L2380 0 P]ease do not nrite in this

' e .. . | section.  Computer- 1nfomtion
e T T Ifﬁ'[y:”.’f" 7‘*‘ "7**_'7’) »

- SR o ID - Card

: S e 1
Col. 1 4

fsountés ; ‘mcusﬁ fsmes‘s sUaVEv'

The events Hsted belov cmsist of a wide variety of potential sources
of teacher stress that you may have. encountered in your teaching career. e
Please circle the degree to which you perceive these sim&tions to be stress- T
- ful accnrding to the following scale: e

0 - Not Stressful ) - ' o i
"1 - Slightly Stressful ! 4 . o ’ » -
2 - Moderately Stressful : ' T
' 3 - Very Stressful . o S
. 4 - Extremely Stressful - . . - S S S ——

e.g. Driving in rush hour. = 0 1 2,@ 4

(This person finds "driﬂng in rush hoyr* to be very stressful ) ' .
Do not spend too much time on any particular question, but give your o

| impediate response.

R 35
S . w» . e
J— — —_—— _ — vw_ U", ¥ :
o g ¢ g ; ) 2 N
v . [V, ] o - 7]
REBE
s B ®w & g
s 3 = 2
Circle the degree to which you perceive these e <= ¥ 2 &
situations to be stressful according to the scale: 2 o £ 2 F
1. The amount of time I spend on marking ....... 0 1.2 3 4 Col.§
2. When other teachers do not consistentiy: :
maintain school discipline ................ ... 0 1 2 3 4
3. When the hame environment negatively o . S
influences my students having academtc
AIFFICUTRY tervneenaininainennanennaneonss eee 01 20 34 L
4. MWorking with inadequate teaching supplies ... 0 1 2 3 4
5. Teaching subjects outside my usual B
specialty ...:......7.)..7.7,,..7.‘::....47.27.7.!3! .0 1 2 3 & -
6. Discip]ining students that I do not teach B o
.. and having them react negatively ............ 0 1 2 3 4 Col. 10
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: R R :
3 ] G
Y. = - v
w . . v
_ .. - - _ [7,] 3 f q
> 0N Y TR T S
— e R I 2
- T
' .—>-’ «8* ) "
- L . - | (Y2} %
(Vs} = 1 . )
e 2.8 2§
- 2 & £ 2 O
7. When there are pouer struggles occurring o . o g
within the teaching staff .................. 0 1 2 -3 4 Col. N
- 8. -Frequent interruptions_to my. chssrom o
o teaching and routines (e.g, ‘messages, etc.) T 0 1 273 a4
9. .The hstemng skills of my disruptive ' o .
' students...v .......................... 6 1 2 3 4
10. When there are disagreements among teachers : ‘ |
o . on Staff toarnrecsena e s eee ey 0, ],,Z ,,,,;,;,,,,,»ﬂi _
1. Horking with a class of mixed ability _ (
groups ......cccceveenn. geectenstticrensaas 0 1 2 3 4 Col. 15
12. Maintaining the standard of work I o T
expect from my students:.................. . (] 1 2 3 4
13. Questioning MY students about their
misbehavior and having them react
negatively ......oveverereernnee crresenen .o 0 1 ’ 2 3 4
14 When wmdwfwm : -
: leadership in the school .................. 0 1 2 3 4 ;
| 15. Keeping up with marking ........ e o 1 2 3 &
16. Having to discipline students I do not ) o
BBACK ...ttt ieaaaaan, 0 1 2 3 4, Col.20
17. Hhen a principal maintains a neutral stance
with me when parents disagree with some- . c
thing I have done that affects their child. 0 1 2 3 4
18. The inability to influence the negative
hame enviromment of disruptive students
in my class(es) ........................... ‘ 0 1 2 3 4
19, Disciplining MY students and having them ‘ S
J:eaanegjtiVEW N () 2 -3 &
20. The amount of time it takes to p,repafe, 7 ,
- for new programs angi textbooks ............ 0 1 2 3 4
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Pafrh g

. Y w R wn
e o 3 2 C— ;;
— 8 ¥ P A 3 .
S N
% &S s a w ‘
[F ] ' — 2 > -
L = 3 + & -
2 » w Tn ‘ 2 9
Ve £ s o ¢ ‘
- L 2 .2 &£ X . :
.~ 2). Organizing my time in drder to complete . S e
school. oriented tasks iee.iiiiiiiiiiiann. 0 1 2 3 4 Col. 25
Having a principal who does not support me : 3
v wﬂ:h a student discfpﬁne protﬂw ceieviese o 0 0 1 2.3 4 g
o 23}0 %stiming ‘students that I do not teach %
-~ . about r misbehavior md having. them . - , ;
o react negatively Seesresiteeseecraneranenns ) o 1 23 4 i
J;he JobIdo,,...g... T 0 | 3 4 ‘
25. Staff meetings.that last»: o » S R *
o ,Hlnourorless........, ................ 0 1 2 3 4 Col.29 .
b) 1 to 1.5 hours ......... ceedees e e o= .1 23 4 R
(€) 1.6 t0.2 AOUPS ... iviiriicnrinnnenenns : 0 2 3 4
(d) more than 2 hours ..... -0 1 2 3 4 *
" 26.° Parents of my students who Show little or - - S o
- - no interest in what I teach their chid ... .0 1. 2 3 4 vCo]7'33
27. When students have difficulty starting T -
and doing their assigments of which they ' ' S :
- are cwab]e Prrveaaeate cesserrasieeseadieas -0 1  ‘2 3 4 3
28, Involveuent in extracurricular actiyitdes S0 23 8 -
' '29‘.‘ Not enough preparation tine veeeeees PR o 1 2 3 4
30. The amount of paperwork I am reQuired o . | ' B
- todo LLe.oieilli U R ¢ | SR 3 4 _
31. Preparing report cards ... - 0 - 1 2 3 4 Col. 8
32. When there is a high, unproductive noise R P
level in ny chss(es) S T - N
?3. ~ When a principa] does not niintain con- 7 ‘
34. Hhen a student deliberateiy defies me 0 2z 3 4
35. When a- mwwam#ueﬁngsm . v - o - -
\caned et besieiseseasssenennes TR 0 1 2 3 4 :



36.

37,

- 39.
40.

41.

42.

43.

a4,

- 45,

Supervision (e.g. playground, lunch _
hour, etc.) ........ Seesgseeacesecassasionn

‘When ‘there is 1ittle administrative o
_recognition for good teaching ..... Faoeaenns e

- Having a principal who does not support me
~ when parents disagree with something I

haVE'dﬁﬁé’thtf:ffféth'tﬁéff“cthd: ....... ~

When a student is frequent]y 1ate .;ﬁt..... e

When there are persona]ity conflicts on o
the teaching staff ............... seveees ..

Teaching.a class of students which
numbers:

(d) 15 or less ,...............;.;.....,,f;.wJT”

[y

(B)-16-£0-20 v vre s wv e e
(€) 21 025 .oovnreilnnnnnn.. P
(d) 26 £0 30 +evvernnennnnn.. SORUPURTRR A
(e) 31 to 35 ............ eetereaeeciivenas

(f) 36 ormore ............ eeveerieaveanaa

\

The interaction I have with parents Of‘myrz
students who are unconcerned abeut their o
child's progress Ceeessesneeecenneecenesoann

When there 1s a high but Qroductive noise

level in my c]ass(es) ...................... ‘
Teachihg,(as,a,career) ...... ,.,.:.,,f,,-... N
Chi]dren ghg;ggﬁggt do as_ they are told o
immediately ................. REEEETTERRERP R

I
\

- 3.
< @ ]
¢ w . ] . -
W | S — L Q -
Lo [ LI 3 |
3 B v o =
L O e oy
wa 2 2 3
@ > @ |
7 N = L ) .
S~ T IS O v
=2 T ool . -~
2 v >
0 1 2 3 4 Col. 43
o 1 2 3 &
o 1 2 3 4
RN e S B
0 1,2 3 4 Col.ag
01 iz_;ﬁg;_;¢ﬁ,t,,,;f -
0o 1 2 '3 4
o 1 2 3 -4
o 1 2 3 4
;'0 77 -I .'2\1" 3 . 4‘:n »
o 172 3 4 col.s54
RURER Y A TS
0 1.2 3 & -
01 2z 3 &
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Please do not writerin this
section Cmter hfomtim

R " card

. STRESS MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES. -

'Hany'pebp1e regularly use some sort of stress manegemeﬂ£ procedure to

‘help reduce the effects of stress. Please indicate how fmumt]y you engage

in the followingvactivities.

1.

Hany»peep1e~have‘deveTOped‘thefr’UWn spec?fT strategy for reducing stress
If you have some specia] strategy which- uorks for you, please describe it

briefly.

8

Col

=
S '
Y O
e 2=
AR . Q . 3.
T . by
Relaxation or o,ther meditation procedure. = =
"(a) progressive relaxatiun eereeenananeae o 1 2 3 4
~ (b) self-hypnosis ....... 0 cceveeennn. o 1 2 3 4
,(c) autogenic relaxation ....eevevennenene. . 0 1 2.3 4
(d) transendental meditation e 1 2 3 4
_(e) yoga ...ll...z ......... esruessdiasearsa . 0 1 2 3 &
(f) Benson's relaxation response e eeeieeeas 0. 1 2 3 4
(g) prayer ..... ,-..:... ...... cieeene e 0 1 2 3 4
A(h) other (specify) Y ) B I SUS: BN S
_ o o 1 2 3 4
B ; ¢ 0 1 2°- 3 &
‘Some . form of aerobic exercise. o |
(a) running or jogging .......veiiieaiiinnn, X 6 1 2 3 4
- (b)s walking T R PR eees o 1 2 3. 4
(c) racket sports ....... o 1 2 3 &
(d) swimming. 0 .1 2 3 4
" (e) other (specify) | | 0 1Y 2 3 &
“ A o 1 2z 3 4
0o-1 2 3 4

cdl ;

.15

P A



PERSONAL DATA- . .. -

: " Please answer all questions. Put the appropriate number(s) of your
response in the square(s) to the right. ONE number only for each square.

(1) 29 yearsfahd under = o e
(2) 30 to 44 years = ‘ S 13
(3) 45 years and over R

e.g. Age

(This person i$f45}yéar§Lo1d or older.).

Male -
Female -

1. Sex

col. 22

2. Age' » m
. 30 to 44 years

)

) ,

1; 29 years and under
2

3)

45 years_and over -

1) Singte
2) Married ,
3) Separated or Divorced

(1

(2

(

(

o

,3,'Mar1t?1 Status = -

o

(

)‘

4. Number of ch11dren living at home.
‘ (1o .. (4) 4 to 6
(2) 1 : (5) 7 or more
(3) 2 to 3 T o

5. What is the highestdegree*yotrhoﬂd?f B i
(1) No degree A
~ (2) Bachelor's degree
(3)-Master's degree - o 1
(4) Doctoral degree .. ~ . Col. 26
(5) Other (spec1fy) o R - ' o

6. How many years have you been teach1ng7 Include
“the current school year. s

mi T (4)10t19 L
(2) 2 to 4 | - (5) 20~years or more B
(3) 5to9 - ‘ . g R

7. what grade level do you teach most of the t1me th1s schoo] year?
(1) primary (K-3) - , _
(2) Intermediate {4-7) !
23 Primary and Intermed1ate (e g sp11t‘3/4)

Junior Secondary (8-10) - e - ﬁ\;ﬁ_ﬁ~;~ff43;l’f_z

(5) Senior Secondary {11 & 12) ,
(6) Junior and Senior Secondary (8 12)
(7) Other (specify) v

8. (This question is for elementary teachers Onfy.)Q
Do you teach a split grade class in elementary
school most of the time? (e;g. Gr. 576 spl?f;

(2) No




- 9. 'A. ELEMENTARY teachers only: What {sthe number—— -~

- of students you have in your regular class this
—year? (Kindergarten teachers with two classes, -

s

(2)
-(3)

the average number of students per class.) S

I ‘have no regular (4)-21 to 25~

class. (5) 26 to 30
15-or less : (6) 31 to'35 . . .
16 to 20 - (7) 36 or: more

Blg'SECONDARY teachers only: Hhat is the average

“-number of students you have per. ‘class this year?

i)

(2)
(3)

10. A. ELEMENTARY teachers only: Describe your student

I have no regular ~ (4) 21 to 25

- class. . (5) 26 to30 g,
15 or less ‘ '4(6)'31~to 35 -
16 to 20 : (7)) 36 or more

~ contact hours per week. (ONE dlg1t ‘1y‘for :

. each

square, -e.9. um )

(01) I teach the SAME c]ass of students ALL

~ subjects EVERYDAY.- (If you indicate this

“answer, go 33rectly on to question #Tl ) .

- (02) I have responsibilities with several

.classrooms. (e.g. I am a. Librarian, -
Learning Assistance teacher, etc.)

(03) I teach ONE class MOST of the time; but

I teach ONE or MORE subjects to a class
“%or classes OTHER than. My Oown for SOME

~ time each week.

Indicate the. total time s \
these OTHER classes in Col

~ {04) T hour or less

" (05) 1.1 to 2 hours.
 (06) 2.1 to 4 hours
-(07) 4.1 to 6 hburs
(08) More than/6 hours .

Ind1cate the

bJect(s) you teach the other

. classes from/the 1ist below in Columns 36-37

-and,

(09) Art
(10) Foreign Language

if appl able,vin'Columns 38-39.

(e.g. Frenc

(11) Language Arts
(12) Mathematics

(13
(12

Music . ' \ L

Physical Education

(15). Science
(16) Social Studies

(17) Other (specify):

(18) I have an unusual situation that cannot be

accurately described from the above.  (Please

describe it on the Tines below and enter g
in Columns 32-33.)

©col 30

' tfPERmNEEK;teaehing€¥;Ts*wr47?5?4

Col. 36 37

Céf.f38“39*'fffi;

. Col. 3233

2aa



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

*

-

SECOND (if any), and THIRD (if any)} areas of
specialization this teacﬁ?ng year, in Columns 40- 41,

42-43, and 44-45 respectively. (ONE digit only for 731'

each square, e.g. [0] ) TN L
(01) Art R : \\\
(02) Commerce N |
(03) English P

_(04) Fareign Language(s) o
- -~ (e.g. French) .
'(05) Home Economics
~(06) Industrial Education
(07) Mathematics
(08) Music
(09) Physical Education
(10) Science
(11) Social Studies
(12) Other (specify):

Ind1caterwhether you are employed ful! time or part-
time by the School District. .
, (1) Full-time

(2) Part time -

Indicate whié¢h category best descrlbes your pos1t1on
(1) Regular teacher (e.g. P.E., Eng]ish or
Grade 7, etc.)

(2) Enr1chment class teacher
(3) Librarian g
(4) Counsellor o , :

(5) Learning Assistance teacher o

(6) Special Education teacher - = -
(7) English as a Second Language teacher
(8) Department Head » A
(9) Other (specify):

What are your WEEKLY number of preparation hours (or
“spares") during school time? (Do not include before
school, recess, lunch hour, after school or 11brary

. periods.)
(1) None (4) 2.1 to 4,hours
(2) Less than 1 hour (5) 4.1 to 6 hours
(3) 1 to 2 hours (6) More than & _hours

How many hours per WEEK do you spend on school-related
work -such as supervision, marking, preparing, extra-
curricular activities? (Do not include classroom
teaching time. ONE digit only for each square, e.g.

| ) , : ,

01) None o (06) 21.to 25 hours
(02) 1 to 5:hours v (07) 26 .to 30 hours °
(03) 6 to 10 hours (08} .31 to 35 hours
(04) 11 to 15 hours (09) 36 to 40 hours

(05) 16 to 20 hours (10) More than 40 ‘hours -

- gt

B. SECONDARY teachers only: From the following list
-~ of specialized subject areas, indicate your FIRST.n

Col.
Col.

: Colf

ol

2450

4041

42,43

49°50



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

§

'.21;

feel {s beyond what sheuld be reasenably. expected

How much of the t1me in your ansner te #}4rde—yau

of you? (ONE digit Qn]y for each square, e.g. ,1
(01) None Lo EOG) 21 to 25 hours
{02) 1 to 5 hours 07) 26 to 30 hours .
(03) 6 to 10 hours (08} 31 to 35 hours
(04) 11 to 15 hours (09) 36 to 40 hours
(05) 16 to 20 hours (10} More than 40 hours
‘ (11) Other QSpecify):‘

-

Approx1mate1y hou much t1me did you spend on student-v

‘related extracurricular activities (exclusive of
‘preparation, supervision, etc.}) or any prograp run

for the benefit of students, -last YEAR? (e.g. house.

- games, team sports, music, drama, food programs, etc.) .
(1) I did not teach {4) 51 to 100 hours '
- last year. - {5) 101 to 200 hours
(2) 20 hours or less = (6). More than 200 hours

- (3) 21 to 50 hours

what is . the approx1mate number of pup1ls 1n your school?

(1) 100 or less. (4) 401 to 600
(2) 101 to 200 (5) 601 to 800
(3) 201 to 400 o “' (6) More than 800

Approx1mate1y how many DAYS were you absent from teach1ng

LAST YEAR due to i11 health?
~ (1) T was not teaching (4) 3 to 5

“last year. : (5) 6 to 10
, (2) 0 s (6) 11 or more.
o3 to 2 : _ ‘~A' : '

-Have'y&b been phy51ca11y assaulted by a student in your

teaching career?
? Never . (3) 3to5 times
1 to 2 times . (4) 6 or more times

Have you been verbally threatened by a student 1n your
teaching career?

(1) Naver , {3) 3to 5 times

(2) 1 to 2 times. (4) 6 or more times

In your teach1ng career, have you had personal property

wilfully damaged by a student on school premises?

(1) Never - (3) 3 to 5 times
(2) 1 to-2 times (4) 6 or more times

In your teaehlng career, heverstudentsr1n—anyruay,
defied you by using foul language?

(1) Never . (3) 3 to5 times

(2) 1 to 2 _times (4) 6 or more times

Co]

C Col.

S 246,

59

L8152

SR
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. APPENDIX C -

LETTER OF PERMISSION TO USE SYMPTOMS OF STRESS INVENTORY
Tt . . " ',‘e‘i’, ’

‘SYMPTOMS OF STRESS INVENTORY: H-SELF.ASSESSMENT

(REPRODUCED IN THIS THESIS WITH
 PERMISSION OF MS THOMPSON) =

- 248.
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON o

SEATTLE, WASP'HNG'IUN 93195 )
S - . Jduly 22, 1983

Management of Stress Response Program
School of Nursing. SC-76

Office: T30S — (2006 543~6960°
Climic: T429 +— 206 543-6802

Mr. David Clyne e 5
"45437 Kipp Avenue

- Chilliwack, B.C..

CANADA V29173

De&r Mr. Clyne:

N

“You have our permission to reproduce the Symptoms of Stress Inventory in your
thesxs at Simon Fraser University. .

Sincerely,

Elatwe A. Thompson, R.ﬁ., M
Management of Stress Response Program

CEATicul , SR . B

WamC . Magnuson Héalth Sciences Center

>
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- UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98195

- October 20, 1980'9

Management of Stress Response Program-
Schood q{Nmmg, SC-76

Office: T405 — (206) 543-6960 - e R
Clinic: T429 — (206) 5436802 -~ . 7 .

’ s ) ] [P
B.A. Hiebert, Ph.D.. - . C
Assistant Professor ' ' .
Simon Fraser University o )
Faculty of Education
- Burnaby, B.C.
CANADA V5A 156

Dear Or. &iebert ' ’
Please forgwe the tardy response to your letter of August 13th; Maxine

Leckie is no longer with the University of Uash'lngton and your Tetter just
now reached me .

' I am enclosing a copy of the Symptms of Stress Inventory and its 1nterpret1ve
Hanual. _

You have our pem‘lssion to "reproduce and use the SOS, with the understanding ,
‘that you will share the (anonymus) data m‘tb us for the purposes of establish-
ing normative data mm, R ——- e

. Hoping this will be usefui to you, | am

) thcere’ly yours,

Elaine Thompson, R.N_, M.A. ;

ET/cl
Enclosures .

Warren G. Magnuson Haslth Sciences Center N
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su:uun BOOKLET

'SYMPTOMS OF smess INVENTOHY

5 X -
s .
B e 2
o i
. oo
. o .

N S

S
o3

A Self Assessment

R s
s s e bt
. . ] B

THIS QUESTICWNAIRE IS DESIGNED TO NEASURE .
THE DIFPFERENT MAYS PEOPLE ‘RESPOND 7O SYRESSFUL
SITUATIONS. IN THE BOOK ARE SEYS OF QUESTIONS
AND BEUAVIORAL RESPONSES. WE ARE PARTICULARLY S B
INTERESTED IN TNE FREQURNCY NITE NNICN YOU MAY
KAVE EXPERIENCED THESE STRESS RELATED SYNPYONS-
DURING THE PAST _ twe weeks

Py *Mﬁ.r’d\é Wizl s fia

e




. SOMETIMES PEOPLE UNDER STRESS EXPERIENCE
A VARIETY OF PHYSICAL RESPONSES.™-DURING
THE DESIGNATED PERIOD HAVE YOU BEEN N
BOI‘HERBD Bl’x

wy -

2.  Sweating cxcessivaly even in cold

3. Severe itching. .é:;‘;‘i..‘..".‘- .
4. Skin rashes. . “.r..." eeieieis
5. Breaking out in coujsngt_i e aee
'::65 Cold hands or feet ....'"..'.“...‘-.'...
7. lotorcold :pdlla .....;....\,;...

HAVE YOU NOTICED m or mmmnm
SYMPTOMS WHEN NOT !XII'CISI!G:

7. PJIM in your heart or clnst ....W N

9. ﬂmnpinqofyoutho-tt cevemaman .
10 lap{d or racing h-attt beats .. .
1'1. Irregular heart beats ......... .
12. Raptd 'i;uuung e e
13. -Difficult bruthﬁ-;

HAVE YOU EXPERIEWCED:

14. A dry mouth .......

15. #aving ta clear your throat oftin

1. Plushlng of your facé. ....... Yeen .

weather .........................'

pmsz CIRCLE THE mr,npbmﬁ% RESPONSE TO EACH Quss'nou

g
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1 2 3 4
1 7 3, 4
1 2 3 4 ‘
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4«
1 2 3 4
T Col. —— -
1’ 2 3 . 4 12
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4 -
1 2 3 4 .
12 3 %
r oz 3 e -
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16.
| ‘17,
18.
19.

20.

21..

A choking lump in your throat

Nasal stut’fihe’s_é ...............
Colds ......... tertecaieremanten

Colds with complications (e.g.
brm’—}- "= ;vli‘l;l/' ¢$o e cveee ._‘

Ipcrod'sod asthma attacks ......

' HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED: °

22.  Spells of severe diiziness .... -
23.  Feeling £aint ...........ooo... o
2‘4.‘ Blurring of your v.i;s.ion ceeeees
|25.  Migraine headaches ............
26. ruu.io:_: headaches ......... .
'27. ' Sinus headaches ...............
8. Incrmo;l ujzurcs (canvuluon:)
HAVE YOU BEEM aomnm BY: | bk
29, Inqigoscim'......;..; ..... e
30. Nausea ......... ...;........;..
31. Severe pains in your ;éohnch ..
32! Incrmod appetite [EEETEERERPE
33.  Poor appatitc‘g./..“....'7:/.......-._‘

252.

& .
. o - Ay o
“&& ‘-C“ & ‘i&& ‘
v ¢ o
' Col.
1 2 4 20
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 . 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
Col.

Col.




o 34,

¥,

« 36.

bo-nl -ov.-nts or

dh:rm

2 a0 n0sces o000

. Neartburn .......... Cteeeenenaae

MUSCLE TEMSION 15 A COMMOM WAY OF EX-
PERIENCING STRESS. HAVE YOU NOTICED
- EXCESSIVE TENSION, STIFFNESS, SOREMESS OR
CRAMPING OF THE uuscxss IN YOUR:

37.

38,

L 39,

U

@

43.
44,

T e,

0. -

Shoulders

Abdom or sta-ncb

lnck_a: ............ aamaaasaaa -
P Ceeean- el
Forehead ....... S e ieienenaas
l'yols.v ..... ereemcs e v

------ " e @8 8 % B F 69 e 440w ET S

[3

IN YOUR DAY<=TO-DAY ACTIVITIES HAVE Ym
_NOTICED m aor- mlm OI mms.

SUCH AS:
46.
.

48

EVAY

‘udgcéufg vith yourh-mds PP :

Paclng

Conatjpatlon .r,‘..,.........,.;;

[N R R NI I S IR S N N

Fs

,. Col. |
- 50



£ I o "+ sarsusysrdde pue 6svatm sureg ‘59
- C \
v £ T | ‘:}o( 1 swworp Surueyybrig 'is '
L€ T 0 e | JUTE; puw Ywem BUTTO®J . €9
#» € ¢ I 0 , ‘v A19337[ puw dn pefiey bureq  Z9
> £ 4 r ‘0. SurrqweIy Joﬁurxms ‘19
>/" e z r 0 ¢ Tttt BurTIsemwels 10 m;?oqan:s "9
f;?,o » £ : B 4 'p‘ : l"“',wir'fq moﬁ zﬂéft'r,ﬁﬂtﬁuoﬂ '6,5' .
: :QEDIION DOX AVH
B S T T RREEE ams
. . _ud_r;rra; [enxas Inobk ur sebuwy) gs
’ - £z | T o‘ annr buturow Arxes '(zs
o ez 1 0 -------- - aybru e
o © v deerse Butheys ur RIrnorirrd ‘9g
P a I g deersw burrre; uy AIrnorzIIa s
gcg’o » cr' z r o e ' oavursn
. 03 3ybru e dn 3eb 03 SurAeE oS
> ¢ ¢ 1 o ﬁr:umboi; a3euTIN 03 bUrA®E  ‘(§
> € ¢z 1 o ----- st;l;u’xnoﬁ Burata  ‘zs
». £ z B0 -£mmpommr ‘T8
& ‘t r .o buriee pesesisur ‘05
ifm y £ | :,z‘ : 'r P ..‘.‘.:.,:v.ﬁn‘g, bUT33TS ﬁr’i:-r;lor;'gfrd~‘v ;a
“ ’p,» & S o e
ST NS ,
= M
“psz



255,

1D _Card
Col. 1 4
N
LA P .
 STRESS IS OFTEN ACCOHPMIm ml A VARIETY f PR TR WU S
OF EMOTIONS. DURING THE DESIGNATED ‘(éf e P
PERIOD HAVE YOU FELT: o & RO o & &
, - . Col.
66. Alone and sad ................. B 12 3 4 ..
_ 67. Unhappy and depressed ......... 0 1 2 3. 4
68. Like crying easily ......... .. 01 2. 3. 4
69 4 Like life is éntiryly hapc‘less. o 1 2 3 4
- 70. - That you Qishod you were dead . 0 12 3 4
71. - That worrying gets you down ... g 1 2 3 Y
DOES IT SEEM:
72. That litele things get on your » - ‘ N R S Co]; :
NEIves .. ........c.cc0a0. 0 ‘1, 2 3,._ 4 1

713. You araeasilyannoy.dahdlrrltatod o 1 2 J PR y

'74. When you feel angry, you act , , ,
- angrily toward most gverythinq. o 1 2 3 4

75 Angry thoughts about an-
. irritating event keep botherinq oo TR e
YOU teiiinaeennnenriann o 1 2 3_ 4
76.  You become mad or angry easily. 0 2 3 4
77.  Your anger is so great that ' 3 o Col
- you want to strike something .. 0 1 .3 N 16
78.  You let little annoyances build - . R
up until]l you just explode ..... 0 I 2 3 4
79. You become so Vnpsc-t that you : ‘
hit something ............... .. 0 1 2 ) 4 -




N

N voun mw--ro—mw uvmc DO you rmm '

80.

81.
- A

83,

84

85,

86.

87.

ss.

- 89,

90.

91.

- Working tiras you out conpletely

Severe aches and pains make it JV
dlfficult for yau to do your

You got;ub'tircd and exhausted
in the morning even with' your
usualla-ount of sleep ..........

You suffer from severa nervous

.’exhaustion .;....f.,,...t ..... n

: !pu get nervous and shaky when
_approached by a superior ....... :

Your thinking gets complately
'mixed up when you have to do

things quickly ...........cco...

. You become so afraid you can't .

’

You must do things very slowly

to do them without mistakes ....-

You geét directions and orders
WEONG cccecrnmencancsonacnacnioes

You are unable to keep thoughts'

from running througb your mind B

You are fearful of strangers
and/or strange places make you
afraid ......... M etecercasaacean

Sudden noises make you ju-p
or shake ... . ..o ieiideinnnnn

256,
o RS
\& - ,\!}}}‘\ -
9‘\ | &( 7
. " col.
S T
34
3 4
3 4
' ' Colfﬁ’
3 , 4 24
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
' " Col.
3 4 o
3



N t
" ) ) ‘0(*(“'
, & £
. . g ‘c.‘*
92. Frightening thoughts keep . Col
comz'ng ‘baék ... . .‘ ............ . 0 4 - 31.
93. - You become suddenly fughtened _ .
. fot no good reason ...... ceesas? o 4
- 94. You have di_fficulty_ in )
concentrating ‘ ............ . 0 4 -
95.  What otbet ways do you v R
experience stress, tension .
or anxiety? 5
MEN GO TO ITEM 108. . , '
-~ L ' ~
The following sectg:on is for WOMEN ONLY: l )
. 4 A Ry
N . : )
AROUND THE TIME OF YOUR PERIOD DO YOU FEEL: *..0‘ | «df |
‘ o Col-
96. Tense Or JuMPY ......oeveeneees (] . . 34 |
97. = Mildly depressed ............. .o 4
98. Moderately.depressed ........ .. O 4. .
99. Severely depressed ............ 0. 4 .
100. - Have you been pregnant v.zth.in . Col
,the last year .......cecieccenn yes 38.
101. pid you erperience any com- g
plications during this pregnancy yes



v102.: Did you experience any com
" plications during or after _
delivery .......cociveiivcncnans :

i

103. Have you had 4 hysterectomy

10(: Have you had both ovaries
n oy removed ......... nessssecne

. 105.° In the last year have you

B

-----

experlienced any symptoms due

"to this surgery

¢ 10‘6 ‘Have you experienced menopause .

1077 In ¢

last year have you

' experienced any sysptoms related

BENOPRUSE ..c-ce0r1c02s00ecass

‘yes -

yes

yes

yes

"CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUNBERS IN ITEMS 108 - 111.

!

DN

108. How many clgarettes per day do you

- smoke? ,
: o, “none
| ) 4“1:.  i@ess 'tl;.m 6
D : 2. “batween 7 and 19
: e e '
. BT N » 20 (1 pack) or more

A~
0

-

N

Col.”

40

Col.
46



109. How much coffeg or tea do you
drink each day?
0. none

1. 3 cups or lus‘-

2. 4.to 7 cups

Col.
| 3. & or more cups ‘ 47
110: . How often do you drink alcoholic
beverages? . ' ) .
+ 0. never
1
- . less than once per month '
. : i _ .
"2. once or twice per week ’
J. weekends only \
4. daily or four or more days per week
111. When you.do drink, how much do you usuaily drink?
- ‘ .. -
0. none .
1. 1 or 2 drinks per ion
2. 3 to 4 drinks per asion Q
3. 5 or more drinks
112. What type of alcoholic beverage do ﬁou usually drink?
(Circle a¥ appropriate answers.) ™
l. Beer | 3. Liquor
) ‘ Col.
2. Wine ‘ 50




. 260.

e
J@}

PERSONAL DATA

113. Age:
Iil.'~s;x: Fesale Male ;
©,115. occupation: | |
116. Ethnic background: '
1. ‘ Afra-mﬂcm
2. asifn American
 3’.’ -‘.C"aucasian
4. Chicano or Spanish surnamed
5. (lativo'ﬁnnlrican
117, Circic t‘hc’nu-bcr éf years of education you have compfleted.-“"
69101112‘131,!1516 17161§mrel
Bigh School College Graduate
118. €ircle the highest edﬁcational degree you have completed»
’a. Grade school ‘ - .
5 b. HNigh school :
c. Cosmunity College (Associate deqfee) _
d. Colleqc‘ (Bachelor's degrce)
e. ‘ Master's degree
f. Doctoral degree : ' -
—u

Fae



v,
I
}

This questianmiMpted in part from the

Cornell Medical Inlex, 1949. It may not be '
copied or’reproduced without first obtaining
permission from Maxine S. Leckie or Elaine Thompson.

,Depatt-ar;t of Psychosocia,l Nursing SC-76
University of Washington
Sntty, WNashington 98195

Copyright @ 1977, 1978, 1979 by Maxine S. Leckie and Elaine Thompson
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®

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY . ..

MEMORANDUM
- 3
Towoo..... David B.Fe Clyme, . ... ... From......... Dr.. Audrey Doerx,. Chairman, /f.
. - - ' University Research Ethicg~
«ewr....Department of Education ... ...........| @ ... Review .Cammittee........... 5. .......
Subjed.... Ethical Approval.......................... Date.......... September 16, 1981 .. ... ...........
On behalf of the University Research Ethics Review Committee
I approve your research proposal, "Major Sources and Intemsity of Teaching
Stregs in Chilliwack Teachers," as satisfying the University requirements
for the ethical design and conduct of research.
AD/rj v 7
cc: Dr. Bryan Hiebert, .
Department of Education : i
br. Tuinman, Chairman
Graduate Programs. N
. ’
. - . M
- —i ‘




2;;5VALEROAD§AST S . . , - TELEPHONE
V2P 2P9 ‘ ‘ C O e 792-0881

Chilliwack School District No, 33 |
LITTLE MOUNTAIN ELEMENTARY .SCHOOL,

PRINCIPAL - P NEUMANN . « . 4 VICE-PRINCIPAL - O CLYNE -

81-10-19~

Dear Colleague;

A topic of increasing concern lately is teacher stress. Much has
been written in the past few years. It is difficult to ascertain the real "
aniount of stress-in teaching and the accuracy of the ihaterial published because
a large portion of it has been based on opinions. Actual research art1c1es or.
books are starce and are mostly American or British. .

As a graduate student at Simon Fraser University, under the super-
vision of Dr. Bryan Hiebert and Dr, Norm Robinson, I am writing a thesis-on the
“perceived sources.and amourit -of teacher stress. In the process, I requést your
assistance by part1c1pat1ng in-a survey. The results may be highly+beneficial
to our djstrict in terms of identifying the major sources of stress among
Chilliwack teachers generally and in various subgroups.

Mr. Fisher, District Superintendent, has granted permission to con-
duct the survey. The principals have given their support and have co- ~operated
in the distribution of the surveys. The Chilliwack District Teachers'
Association is also in support. The research project has been approved by the
Simon Fraser Un1vers1ty Ethics Committee.

, "I have randomly selected your name alopg with half.the teachers from
each school.. Enclosed are two surveys. The FIRSI to complete is the YELLOW
booklet entitled "Sources of Teacher Stress Survey". This survey is designed B
to identify the kinds of events that teachers find stressful. The SECOND survey
to canptete is the WHITE booklet called "Symptoms of Stress Inventory: A Self
Assessment" which is designed to determine people s reaction to stress.

I realize that your time is valuable and hope that you will f1nd t1me
. to camplete these. Each survey should take about 10 minutes. Pleas# put BOTH
: surveys in the addressed envelope so the results will be kept together. The
-surveys are anonymous. - To ensure anonymity, do not put your name on the book-
lets or the envelope You are under no obligation to participate. However, a
hlgh response rate is needed for the study to be treated seriously. The com-
pleted surveys will be destroyed upon completion of tgg thesis.

A copy of the campleted study may be obtained by contacting me -at
792-3920 (home) or 792-0681 (school). If you have any questions or concerns
*about the surveys, please contact me at the above numbers or my supervisor,
Dr. Bryan Hiebert at 291 3389

' Thank you for your time. . Your co~gperat1on is greatly appreciated.
Please return the surveys in the addressed envelope via tEe school mail system
prior to Friday, .October 30, 1981.

Thank you,

! Dave Clyne

Enclosures : —



235 YALE ROAD EAST - ' S , ‘ , TELEPHONE |
o vap2Pe s 7920681

: : 265, e
, " Chilliwack School Dut'nct No. 33

LITTLE MOUNTAIN IEI.EHN‘EEFFT?SITY"Si:ii!?(f[.

PRINGPAL B NEUMANN » ' . | VICE-PRINCIPAL - O TUTRE

October 19, 1981 - -

Dear

Enclosed are envelopes containing the stress surveys which‘
I presenced at the September Principals' Meeting. Please distribute
each envelope peraonally to the selected teachers and encourage them
to participate,.

Thank you for your support and co-operation..

Yours truly, -

Dave Clyne
DC/kh |

Enclosures
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| 235 YALE ROAD ) EAST CETe T e e T 7 ... TELEPHONE
- V2P 2Pg’ - o : - _ - 792-0881.
. : . - 266. i
- Lo Co- v
: Ch\!l;wacE Schoal Dumct No 33 , ,
PRINCIPAL - 5 NEUMANN - f a a A H;S | 3 VICE-PRINCIPAL - O TLINE 7
: o e o R \ N .
1 ’ fv * ¢ .
| ~ - October 2631981 ,
. " R &, : T
—r & P
- 4 T .
T 7 : 7 v,
B ) N - -, e -0
L e \ : ' .t ; e . v N
)H, Dear - -z .\ - 5 - ‘ B - ‘ at ¥ ‘
R | woﬁ}d like to \:hank you if you have alreadv responded
to the "Téacher Stress Survev .. 1f you have net vet completed
* ‘the survey, please. consider this a remindér that the success ) P
of the project depends on a high response rate. I,would appreciate
. it if your survey could be. completed by *this Friday,, October 30,
and returned via the-gchool mail mzem Thank you for vour - N
assistance. - Y w - . . =
o Yours truly, o T : »
. Dave Clyne . . - . .
? o o
. ;8
. .
- - 1
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SOURCES OF TEACHER STRESS SURVEY .

- © - FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION -

<

B , : o . v ‘ .
DIRECTIONS: This survey contains a Tist 'of various
T - situationp ‘that are potential sources -
of teacher stress. Please read each
question carefully and indicate how
stressful you find the situation.

2, 5 )

\
¥ .

NCTE: If you have a head teacher in your school -
please. consider the word "principal” to mean
“head teacher" when the word “principal” .
appears. S ¥

6 S e

w
o



P!ease do not wr1te in this

Computer 1nformat1on

ot
, o
‘ 269, 3 section.
\ o ponly.
. Bl vLDL

|

Col. - 1

SOURCES OF TEACHER STRESS SURVEY
" FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

-

The, events 11sted below consist of a wide var1ety of potent1a1 sources.

of teacher stress that you may.have encountered in your teaching career.

Please circle the degree.to which you perceive these situatfons to be stress-

ful acccrd1ng to the fo11ow1ng scale: | .

- Not;StressfuT
'Slightly Stressful .
Moderately Stressfyl
Very Stressful -
Extremely Stressful

Bl PO O
- .

0012 @ 4

" e.g. Oriving in rush hour.

\

(This person f1nd§ "driving in rush. hour" to be very stressfu1 )

o (8

Do not spend too much time on any partxcular quest1on, but give your

immédiate response.

»

>
. Y
[*2]
wn
— Q
> -
— . ¥ o -
e wh [¥2]
D [72]
V] >
j 5 —
ot bt
o I =
Circle the degree to wh]Ch you perceive these - 2
situations ‘to be stressful according to the scale:: £ &
1. The amount of time ! gpend on marking ....... 17 35
2. vhen other teachers do not consistently
maintain school discipline .................. & 18
3. when the hame environment negatively
influences my s‘udents having academic oo
d1ffﬁcu1ty ................................... 4 25
4, ,ork1ng with inadequate teachfng supplies ... 7 < 21
3. Teaching subJects ocutside my usuaT
specialty ...... R R LR PR PR ~ 15 14
6. Disciplining students that I do ﬁﬁtﬁgggch .
and having them react negatively ...N}....... 3 18

Moderately Stressful

@

IS
—t

F=N
o~

37
41

35 -

28"

Very Stressful

o)

w.
o

34
32

" Extremely Stressful

(S )]

14

3

33

16

27

2.25

2.20

2.19

2.60
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=3 (7, ] Lo
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w o , Y
- & 5 3 ¢
b= | %2} Y +
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7] w > (7]
o > W g 2
5 s B4 ¢
w =z - [3}
= u > e =
. +~ - o [ - . 8
2 » = 2 O =
When there are power struggles occurring -
within the teaching staff ................ . 13 27 32 35 7 1.97
Ereduent interruptions to my classroom
teaching and routines (e.g. messages, etc.) 13 27 .34 .29 11 1.98
The listening skills of my disruptive . - " -
students ..........iieniinntn cheteenenanes 2 10 41 40 21 2.60
When there are disagreements amdng teachers i : >
on Staff |.oeoin ehoubiiariub Sobosaseh 1433 35 26 6 1.8
Working with a class|of m1xed ab1]1¢y ) , o
groups ...... e P Nesoanen. 21 33 35 17 '8 1.63
Maintaining the standard of work I }Q\‘ ‘
expect from my~students .............. Siees 13 33 38 28 2 1,76
Questioning Mi‘j:EQents about their = ‘ 3 '
misbehavior and having them react ) L :
negatively .......c..... feeeeereceranraeaea 6. 24 36 36 12 2.21
When-my princip® does not show definite - ‘
leadership in the school .................. 103 14 26 37 29 2.%4
Keeping up With Marking ..........eeeeen... 13 29 35 28 9 T1.92
Havihg to discipline studénts~I do. not , - :
teach ...iitiii it i i . 13- 37 33 19 12 1.83
: 7 7 , 4 \
When a principal maintains a neutral stance -
with me when parents disagree with some- : o , .
thing I have done that affects their child. - 13 11 20 38 32 2.57
The inability to influence the negative _
hame environment of d1srupt1ve students ) S
inmy lassS(€S) vvvereieeniioeennroennennns 10 24 40 26 .14 "2.09
Disciplining MY students and having them : oy
react negatively ..............oin 3l 7 16 36 32 23 2.42
The amount of time it takes to prepare ‘
for new programs and textbooks ........ fooo s 7 33 34 %E/f’]S 2.07
- : o
/




21.
22.
23.
24,

25.

.

28.
29.
30.

3.

32.
33.

34.
35.

B e

' 271.
S - S —_
— Qe 3
g 3 s
’ ‘ L N S
L _ 8 5 =9
- k : ‘@ & = o D e
e g 2> 3 gy i :
s - © n g :
; w = 1 7] .
s 2 8 2 5 5
2 »h £ 2 & ﬁEe
Oroanizing my time in order to comp]ete R O
school oriented tasks -...%ccevecvenionnns. 11 36 40 21 6 1.78 .
Having a principal who does not support me o o ,

.with a student discipline problem ......... 12 7.-13 3 50 2.89
ggestioning students that I do not teach v

“about their misbehavior @ [
react negatively ceeeee cecenccese Ceceeennas : 8 23 33 34 16 2.24
The negative feedback parents give me for | . A )

“the job I'do ...evvvnineannniiiiiiiit. _ 11 20 23 29 31 2.43
Staff meetings that last: | | -
(a) 1 hour or less ....... seseeene ceetennes 71 26 8 2 2 0.51
(b) to 1.5 hours .......ccvennne ceeaeens 30 36 28 9 2--t21
(). 1.6 to 2 hoUrs .....ocvvivenininninans 8 16 35 29 20 2.34 -
(d) more than 2 hours ............ ceseenenes 6 3 21 27 50 3.05_

26, Parents of my students who show Tittle o o -
no interest in what I teach their child ... 11 35 42 18 8 1.80 :
When students have difficulty starting o
and doing their assignments of which they » ' DT
Ar'e CAPADIE vevveirrrieenenenrnrenancannas 7 28 48 27 4 1.94

. ' i
Involvement in extracurricular activities . 28 28 33 16 9 1.5 i
Not enough preparation time .............. . 12 22 31. 24 25 2.25
The amount of paperwork I am required S , v
L0« N eeee. . <8 31 35 21 19 2.1

- S o~ -
Preparing report cards ............ic...... 8 19 39" 27 21 2.30
When there is a high, unproductive noise ‘ S
evel-in-my class(es) oo riiaeess — 2 81849 37 2.97
lhen a principal does not maintain con- ~  * o ‘

sistent discipline within his school ...... 5 8 17 46 38 2.91
When a student deliberately &eriéE"ﬁé”.;I.f“ ﬂ';rii .]; 12 | A5 46 ~3;Oér t
_When a lot of extra staff meet%ngs are SR o o i
called ......ccovviiiievnnnnnns v.........;.. -7 .10 37 40 20 2.50 .



36.

- 37.

39.
40.

41.

42.

43.

numbers:
e,Lilfls,orLJesseLLLl e -~ 83 Jﬂle AjL_eeﬂe_eeﬂeejldhleee, -
(B) 16 80 20 tivvuvvvnveuiennnannacnaennanns 62 36 10 17 0 0.5 §
(€) 21 8025 .t “ee. 38 28 -39 7 0 LI3
(d) 26 €030 tvvverninnnnnnnnnnn veeidieeees 1323 36 29 8 1.96
(e) 31 to 35 ......... Ceieessavasrenaans eee 2 7 23 35 39 2.9
(f) 36 0r mMOre ...ovvvveveeinnnnnnns vesees ¥ 3 92 +20- 72 3.51 27
S SR f
The interaction 1 have with parents of NY S b
students who are unconcerned about their , o T o
child's progress .......... cesuses ceeseanen -1 30 43 .25 .5 1.8 ¢
When there 1s a high but p uctive noise o ?1';'15 | o |
Tevel in my class(es) ........ ... ......... .29 43 3¢ 7 1 1.9
Teaching (as a career) ..’.’J:f’.”f.’ ;f .. 15 28 45 25 1 1B
Children who do not do as they are told f T e . : o o
1mediate1y.......,ﬁ,....\.. ......... IES | 5 36 34 31 8 2.0

K
, ‘
. A

'

the teaching staff ...... e eeeerrenernenna. 8 40 32

Teaching a class of students which

. o L ;;;,?,
- 272, ;
= & 3
3 Py -
N S - .
w k. . . i
g L " | -~ [ D
G L w [ V4] ’ ;
w [74] b9 A B .
[ ] — Q) 9 M
. -] > [ [ 5 -
. | TR L . :
+ « o N g ,
L w = 1 o .
o @ > | =
-~ - ) C e - .-}
| | &2 7 2 8 B 2
Supervisfon (e. g pIayground' tunch. 2 e e e
R 2 « 17 2445 18- 10 1.83-
When thereﬂis little administrative - : T
recognition for good teaching ............. 15 25 39 22 13 1.94
Having a principal who does not support me B I
when parents disagree with something I o g ;
have done that affects their child ...... . 13 6 14 47 34 2.73 g
When a student is frequently late ....... . 6. 40 - 44 20 /‘4 - 1.79 {
When there ere‘persenality conflicts on | | S 'é
28 6 1.86 - g

AT AS L
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" ‘Many people regu}arly use some sort of stress unnagennnt procedure to o
help reduce the effects of stress. Plusc 1nd1cate how frequently you engage S
1in the f0110w1nq actfvftfcs.i, R _ sl

J =
: ]
- @
t ’ 55
: e e i T *Té&é
- 1. Rzlaxation or othcr ncditation procedure. : §E;, : 5EH
 (a) progressive relaxation ...... eeerenaans T~68 17 18°. 4 5 10.76
(b) self-hypnosis .............. PR S - .104 .5 4 1 0 0.4
~ (c) autogenic relaxation .......... eeieeess. 101 5 2 3 1 020
(d) tnnsendenta'l meditation ............ .. 105 4 3 2 0 0.4
(€) ¥OG& .ieviiiniiiiiiiiiiiieaaanseaeene. 98 S5 7 3 1. 0.28
(f) Benson's relaxation response . ceesesesss . TI@ 3 0 0 0 0.03
o (g) PrAYer i e e 53 13 T 8 28 1.51
(h) other (specify): _ 5 1 6 13 2.66
- — ' 10 4 5 211
— 1 2 3  2.56
2. Some form of aerobic exercise. S : o
. (a) running or' jogging .............. eeesee. 55 22 16 13 8 1.10
(b) WATKING -eeuevnvinernaninionnenneneeneen 31 23 26 1€ 18 1.7V
- (c) racket sports ..... Weeeeeeiersensanasie . 83 17 7 & 1 0.47
(d) swimming ....evuiniiiineineinenennnn. .. 6 29 17 3 2 0.70
- (e} other (specify): : - 4 6 9 10 8 ‘2.32
. 0 T B 54 2.69
- 0 1 1 11 250

3.4 Many people have developed their own special strategy for rnducing stress.
£f1y:# have some special strategy which works for you, please describe it
riefly.




pai?am DATA

AR PTease answer aﬂ questfons. Pyt the appmpr'late mnberts) of your
= response fn the square(s) to the right. ONE nwber cnly for each squre :

&g Age (1) 29 years and under - o, o
f?. 30 to 44 years R 3#
3) 45°years and over _ A

(This person is 45 _years old or older )

1. Sex (l) Ma]e ,'-53 Coe o, s LT A TP
: (2)Femle-6] 7 R L S R

2. Age él; 29 years and under - 22
, 230t044yearsb--56 _
(3) 45 years and over -3

3. Marital Status

(l; Single S - 16
(2) Married ‘ - - 84 o
(3) Separated or Divorced 14 :
" 4. Number of children living at hane. E
(1) o - 17 v (4) 4 to 6 - 32
)7 or more - 1 -~

()1 -4 - (5
(3) 2 to-3 - 23 |

5 . I
(1; S8
(2) Bachelor's degree --75
(3) Master's degree - 10 -
(4) Doctoral degree - 0
v (5) Other (specify) 0
6. How many years hm you been teaching? Include k
the current school year. T
mr - 4 " (4) 10 to 19 . =37
(2) 2 to 4-12 » (5) ZOynrs or more - 28
. (3)5to9- 33 o SR
7. What grade level do you teach most of the " time this school year?

1) Primary (K-3) - 23
"(2) Intermediate (4-7) ' - - 24

o 3% Primary and Intermediate (e.q. sth 3/4) -
' Jun'lor Secondary 8-10)“ -

LY
7 S

mm;;:'f-’m
N

{8}
E [}
56; Junfor and Sentior Secondary (8-12) .
7 Other (specify):

8. MMJSJOLMMMM!}'. )

[ D |

Do you teach a split grade class in el y S
schoo] mst of the time? (e 9. 6r. 57§ pﬂi! AR
(2) No - 35 . . | S |
‘ & s . IR R . ,‘ JO R I ,,7,,,,,,, e :,A
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9. A, %% ENTARY teachers only: Wmat {s the number
you have In your regular class this
year? (Kindergarten teachers with two classes,

give the average number of students per class.)
!'thavenoregular . (4) 21 to 25 - 20

~_class.” - -3 5) 26 to 30 - 18
2).15;or1essf-z | (6) 31 to 35 - 3

'B. SECONDARY teachers only: What is- the average’
: ‘number of students you have per class this year?

(1) 1 have no regular  (4) 2) to 25 - 23

... eolass. . - 2 - (5) 26 to 30 - 21
52} 1Sorless - 2~ (6)31t35 - 1 .
3)16'to 20 - 10 7) 36 or more - 0

: Describe your student
(%.digit only for

"' subjects EVER it you Indicata nis

answer, 9o directly on.to question #11.) - 24

(02) I have responsibilities with several -
classrooms. (e. g. I am.a Librarian,

Learning Assistance teacher, eté.) - 4

(03) I teach ONE class N!ST of the time, but
: I teach or ts to a class-
or classes w‘ own for SOME

_ time eich week. . -23

Indicate the total time spent PER

o = . '(04) T hour or less - 5
o 05) 1.1 to 2 hours - 5 . '

“(06) 2.1 to 4 hours - 10

07) 4.1 to 6 hours - 2

08) More than 6 hours - 2

Indicate the subject(s) you teach the other
classes from .the 1ist below in Columns 36-37

EEK teaching -

Col. 3839

and, 1f applicable, in Columns 38-39. (Col. 36-37

09) Art - - 3, 0

10) Foreign Language ‘ .

-(e.g. French) - 0 §

11) Language Arts . - 2 0. E

12) Mathematics ( - -0 0

13) Music - 6 2 . i

—meen s : - - 7 1

o 15) Science. =~ - 3 - 1

. 16) Social Studies -— T ;
0 2

$l7§ Other (specify):’ ‘ |
{18) 1 have an unusual situatfon tlut cannot bc

~ accurately described from the above. (Please

~describe it on the Hngjgjmn;uanr "18*"
in cchms 32-33. )




a7 S A P AR N T S et g s g e e st

"'""""”.r'"*lo;”*r’m; eschers only: From the fonouing Tist
- of specializ ectaress, indicate your th
speclalization this teac ng year, in’ Colm 40-41 ‘
‘ - 42-43, and 44-45 r 1nly. - (ONE digit. anty for - - S T S e
. each square, e.g. | ) . Tol. 40-81 col. 42-43 Co]. ,f45 SRR
. 01) Art | oosr 3 R | i
" (03) English -7 4 S
(o4 fForeign umm(S) o RS
~_ (e.q. French) - 5 B 0. ;
Huoicmics L - 2 0 | S :
Industrial Education - 5. 0 o ?
) Mat ,77155, . S S 9 0T
7 b ‘msﬂ{c - 1 ow e m.g_i . =
' Thys{caT E”ducation . 5 3 0
Science : - 7 4 1
Social Studies - 5 9 . 3
Other (quc'lfy):, - 9. 4 4
tine by the Schoo'l D‘lstr'lct
: gl) Full-time --99
2) Part-tiue -15 A . 4
12. Indicate which category best describes your posftion ) - , A
' (1) Regular teacher (e.g. P.E., EngHsh or R a
Grade 7, etc.) -.93
’ {z Enrichment class teacher - 2
3) Librarian : 7 - 4
g2 -{4 Counsellor  ° .
5) Learning Assistance tmher - 3
& '(6) Special Education teacher - 5
‘ 7) English as a Second Lulgnge teacher -0
¢ (9) Other (speeify) =¥ -
13. Hhat are your WEEKLY nunber of pﬂeparation hours (or L e
‘ _"spares") school time? (Do not include before R ;
« school; recess, Tunch hTu arter school or anry ) S T
: periods - S :
1) None '-54 21to¢hours-‘—,36
2) Less than 1 hour- 4 (5) 4.1 to 6 hours - 8 :
L 3'|t02hours =10 Gnm'ethanﬁhours'-l
- 14. Hou many hours per HEEK do you spend on school-related -
: work such as supcrviston. markin reparing, axtra- .
teachh'r? t'tme ONE dfgit for cach square. e.g. ‘
- None - 0 (06) 21 to 25 hours -14.
R 1 to 5 hours ‘-}3' 07) 26 to 30 hours - 5
6 to 10 hours - 24 (08) 31 to 35 hours‘ -2
11 ta 15 hours - 29 (09). 36 to 40 hours = - 1
{05) 16 to 20 hours - 26 (10) More than 40 hours - (0 .




16.

Apprmdnte'ly how mch time did you spend on smmt-
related extracurricular actiyities (cxclusin of

~__preparation, supervision, etc.) or any program run _
) _ for the benefit of students, last % (e.g. house I
- , team sports, music, drasa, programs, etc.)
(1)Ididnottach ~(4) S to 100 hours ~ - 13
- . last year. - 95 101 to 200 hours ~ 18
22;20hourswless- 6) More than 200 hours - 8
21 to 50 hours - 19
17. What is the ipproxiuta mdoer of pupils in your schoo'l,?‘
Y 1) 100 or less - 4 401 to 600 -36 :
“(2) 101 to 200 - 17 SGO'Itoam 6
' 3) 201 to 400 ~-.30 Glbrethwmo 21
18. Approximately how many were you absent frou teaching
LASTYEARdueto 111 health?
was not ng 4) 3 to 5 -345
. last year. - 8. 56t010 -16
?2)0 -15° Horm- 7
3) 1 to 2 - 34 .
19. Have you been physically assau'lted by 2 student in your :
teaching career? )
- E} ‘Never - — - --94 i3}3t95ﬂms‘-3 S
'21t02t1nes-16 4) 6 or more times - 1
20. Have you been verbany threatened by 2 student 1n your
teaching career?
1§ Never - 63 E3 3 to 5 t‘lms -9 £
21't02t1m5-36 460rmretiwes-6»’
- 21... In your teaching career. have you hat gersoml propertyr ,
- witifully damaged by a student on school premises? o
E’I§ Never- = - 62 g 3 to 5 times =10
_ 2 ltoZtimes-sg; 4 Gormoretimes-.-ta
-~ 22.. tn your teach'lng career. have students in an;y way
| g 3 3to 5 times - 21

4) 6 or more times

o
-
)
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e
|

le‘ Clm m m m;ufg w ’0 ﬂCﬂ mmm

.

' "”«‘ "" # fﬁ"’f

m DESIGNATED PERICD .lu you m
‘'BOTHERED BY: '
1. 'rjwu, of m faco w35 3z 3 1.6

""’7 Sveating nxcua[n]yncalncold” e
o “'"'mml‘ -..--".‘.“2.".......'......... e ’55'," 25 23 10 1 ‘0;92““ T

%

3. snu-cucuag.a:. 0 5 6 o o0.42 |
d. Skin rashes ...........veeeese... 86 14 11 2 "1 0.40 -

5. Bresking out in cold sweats ..... 8 21 4 3 b 033 . |
6. cold Iund'- or feet .'.'.“.,.'...-.'...'.". %59 18 19 14 4. 1.00

. 7. Mot or cold .,.u. eeriesdeaeses 70 19 24 0 1 0.62

mummcmmormm
SYMPTONS WHEN NOT EXERCISING:

"!. P-Ina ln yuthcrtorchue ceve 73 14 17 - 2 3 10_-5ér

11. rtrml.r h.{t Mt‘ cececoeness . 9‘ . 11 7 o 1 . 1 o‘za

]2-7 ."‘c bmm” ‘.o-o-oooooo\o-.- _87 ‘ ’*l‘v 12 - 1 0 0'36

e 1'15 M!ﬂalt u..w-y cerereespenes 9L TIU B T20 T2 0.36

_1‘-' .‘"m a...-...‘b...o.....aa- N 61 2‘ 2‘: 4 1'0.77 v~ ' - 1

S T

2

- 77—}} mwmmwm—w %ﬂkﬂfﬂ*ﬁﬁ——”

o




) ; 281.
: o L - o - R ' . \ :P‘v e
| Sy
"16. a cbnkin’ h-p in your throat . 82 ;'1~a. 12 2 o 0.4'2‘""'
17, lou’uuas . 4 3328 7 2 104
10, Nesal seutfiness 38 2 25 1227 128
19. -Co.lls o ELL R LLI TP PP 3 30 12 5 LS
20, Colds vlth wmum f..g., ' L | :
. DRpnchIE1s) conuaeeeniainis 7717 14~ 5 1 0.56
e e e Increated aSthma—attacks od- : 3 ,..Tff;""”;v **** 2———2—0—1 ————
22. . spells of severs dissiness . B 22 \5 1  0 0.3 -
2. ruu-y lmt ........'.....-...'. 76 25 7107 1 o0 6‘-44
26.  Blurring of .an:vuua et 73 24 14 2 1 0.54
25, upamm '-;a'z: 13 16 2 1 0.48
u ension Mchu ceeeeseeas 35 38 33"",_15- 2 1.14
77. 'Aslmm A 67 26 ‘19:'_‘ 2,‘0 0.61
,_u.; xnczmod seizures (coavuuau; "11,2‘, 2 o o 0 o';gz ' )
EAVE YOU BEEN SOTHERED BY: | : Ly
29, Indigestiom ................... 48 34 2 5‘230.99 e
. ln-u ....... e 78 26 100 3 'o‘ 0.48 (
. ' ' : L . :
n  Severe pains in wour stomech .. 71 24 13 5 1 0.6l
. m _Increased sppatice ------;,-f-'--;-';; 48 24 3 8 3 1.07
3. m.mcuc 72 27 11 3 1 o.54
! H
e %




3e. mooc bowel -on-nu or
) “‘rr“ Ol.no...oo.-v.......qcn

35, Mearthurm veeviiiveiiveenns, 62 32\\ 12 4 4 0.7
: e , ‘ _ S

36, - Comstipation .................. s9 33 18 3 0 0470

. moscLE !l-lmen—tt artuilnu-wunr er X~ S C "i"1i o
PERIENCING STRESS. NAVE YOU WOTICED . . P ke >
. EXCESSIVE TERSION, STIFPNESS, SORENESS OR - : '

. ' . CRANPING P Tll uusczns IN YOUR: :

”

88 12 11 2 1 0.39

J.. Jl'.-l..--.--;.--..‘.-....-.;... . a

39, rorehead .......lTee.ceieee.... B2 16 14 2 0 0.44 v
‘o. ‘ w ..'.........I!)..‘..O..’..‘..O. ‘6‘ 720 35 ~12 1 .1.1'4A V v -
‘1- m eesesOaccann ...;’o..o.ob.o. " 4’1 * 21 31 12. 9 1.36

: J 7 E ‘,- MI‘.!'I .-00.-...»--.00...’... 38, 23 30 16 7 1'49 o

S S 43. ’Morar- ciecerncsssccdave 83 17 10 4 0 0.43

“- w -..-1-o--.--oi..o-o.o-.o..vt 68 21 18 V 4 3 0071 - . -

77 18 16 - 2 1 0.53

L 45. Abdomen or stomach ............
fﬁ}%ﬁu DAY~TO-DAY ACTIVITIES, MAVE YOU ' . o

1
\";QZ;CED SYNPTOMS OF ANXIETY OR RESTLESSNESS, : :
Ag:s i o o S

°

‘.. ruy-ungnumw.'..;... 5926 21 5 3 0.8

7. Paciag ...ceceeeieiiiiei. T4 18 1L 100 1 0.65

L qumlwm“w 14%,;1_m;t;ii,%ﬁf,j'i,,,ﬁfsn'ii;,f,

~y ‘",,;ﬁ. S
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‘ - - ‘
";\* “ 7 3 7
I o N
< < (‘df .\"\"‘ "? .\é:"(‘\ ,bQ ol N
¢ N P
. o S & e
49. Difficulty-sitting still 45 30»( 24 13 2-.1.10
50. Increased eating ............... 40 . 28 34 8 4 1.19
_51.  Increased swokibg -............. 103 3 6 2 " 0 0.8 I
- 52. piting your nafls .............. 84 12 12 2 a4 ossi 7
- 53. luvlng‘ to, ‘utinate fr&quanﬂy ... 60° 26 21 6 1 0:@79 L
- llavlng to gct up at -night go . , e
’ 7 urinate ................,........:**’44** 32 %8409
Y ) 55, D*t’ficulty in falling aslaep ees 43 7 29 28 12 2 1.13
56. foﬂcﬁlty In 'staying asleep . _ .
at pight ....ceeeeveiiiianannn.. 44 37. 16 14 3 1.08
57. Barly morning awakening-..... .e. 53 26 19 14 2 1l.00
, 58. Changes in your sexual ra]atlon- o - o o
- . -~3bjp, ,,,,, theesscotsescessecnas ‘57 23 ’ 24 7 370091 ¢
'HAVE YOU NOTICED: o ’ -
'5!.:’7 'llo:'%lng' about' your hoalth ceena 51 24 26 10 3 1.04 .
60. Stnttaqng or su-er.lng cese.... 85 18 10 1 0 .0.36 .
R ’ i | , )
61. Shatjng or tre-bung'........... .87 17 10 0 - 0 0.33
o 62. ' Being keyed up and jittery ..... 46 32 24 10 2 1.04
) 63. Feeling weaX and faint ......... 75 25 12 2 0 0.48
& 7 T B D ,
64. rrightening dreams ............. +77 18 14 4 1 0.54
. . 65 Being uneasy and apprehensive .. 39 34 29 ° 9 .3 1.15 °
. i
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STRESS 1S O‘F‘Tﬂl lCCMANIBD BY R VRRIETY : : . v B - &
OF. EMOTIONS, Dﬂlﬂm THE DESIGI“'FD L 4‘ *

PERIOD WAVE YOU FELTY — & C '{th Q‘w’:&; ?’é"’i )
66 Alone and sad eeveeaieivie.. 81 33 33 5 2 o7
67. "f""‘”ﬁl and'depressed 3533 739 s z B o (\/J
6. '\ma‘ crying easily .ﬁbQ 66 21 } ,,;20 s ‘25(} 0.74 |
}‘9,': 1",‘_*",,,7“!'3 I’ gntirel!@pslass. 82 22 .8 R 0,40 R
70.  That jyou wished you 'werg dqa?_ .- 106‘ VIVA].L,Z. .1 “ : 1.‘. O ) .ovr_15 ,
21, " that worrying gets you do-m 57 23,7 23 7 ° '0'.733
DOES IT SEEM:

72. That little thlngs 9ct on your 4 . . v
. nerves ..... trecceevenaan ceeess 26 33 44 9 2 '”1'737'

74. When you feal angry, ib = ‘ . S
. angrlly toward most evdfiy gq 40 30 26 15 - 3 1.22°

‘75. Angry thoughts about an
ln—ltatlng event keep botherlnq o : B
ym " w e o000 oe .-..’-.......’...’ 30‘ 32 35 16 1 1.35

73. an are easily annoyed and {rritated 24 37 36 15 2 . 1.42 TR

76.  You becowa mad or angry easfly. 34 38 36 6 0 1.12

77. Your anger is so great that S » 7 . .
' you want to strike something .. 65 37 -8 3 1 0.58

- i " . , S
78. You let Mtt]a‘amoyanées‘ybund R o T
‘up until you just explode ..... - S 2922 5 3 ,,,,& aa_k/—ugv;f |

79. You become . s_mgg_m.m//
hie something ..... ceveasenenat 85 : 34

»

&
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1.

- 83.

: ".

87.

a9,

91.

[ o 28B. .- S
<
- §
Y o
. Y s 3
- a)
. . e : » L - “ ‘(e’ :“‘_\_& ," *Q.‘&(\" 0
IN YOUR DAY-TO-DAY LIVING DO YOU FIND: AR 4’ ,,e__,;*,‘ o
- Working tires you out complately 18 24" 47 22 3 *1’.72”7,
.Seavere aches and pains make it
difficult for you to do your. :
mrk ----- p;o;o;--i.. ----- ceeene 79 23 10 2 0 0'43
‘You get up tired-and exhausted B T
in the morning even with your .
_usual amount of clup cesseseess 27457 31 8 3 1.25
" You suffer fro- severe nervous l o
Olhlll’t‘m ..oco-t.--no-.--t;-.., 65 33 12 4 0 0'61
You get nervous and ﬂuky when : ' :
approachcd by & superior ....... 53 43 14 4 0. 0.73
Your cMnu..g gots “completely , ' o
- mixed-up- Mva** e — : o
things quickly .......... eesees. 45 40 23 S5 1 0.92
roubcco-asoafnldyoucmt . o
m. .‘Q"..I“I...I.. ...... - oo ‘105 7:‘ ,6 3 0 0 0'11
You must do thjngs very slowly : ,
to do them vithout mistakes .... 58 41 14 -1 .0 0.63
-You get dlrcctlvons lnd ordcr,s : .
wrm ..‘..‘....v.‘.'-."..‘.“’...‘. } 47 50 13 2 2 0'79
You are unable to keep thoughts :
from running through your mind .~ 31 33 31 14 5 1.38
" You are fciﬂ"nl ‘of strangers . R
and/or strange places make you '
’m.-..---................. 6, 33 10 2 O 0052
Sudden noises -lkd you jusp S , v : v
or shake .....................;. 48 39 20 4 3 0.9 —~
.
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92. Frightening thoughts keep : -~ ST Al
coming back ......ccci00iiee... 58 42 O 5 -0 0.66° N
93. You bacome suddenly frightened T T
for no good reason ............. 83 25 5§ L -0 0.33.
94. You have difficulty in g '
' concentrating ..... ceccecavss..s 36 36 39 2 1 1.09°
95. !M!Qt,bg,r,!lyg@im;w” e . .
experience stress, tension
or anxiety? :
MEN. GO"TO ITEM 108. - . =
The following section is for WOMEN ONHLY: I “ :
N - .
‘ : : N i- ‘.\5 - _
N S ¢ \‘d &
AROUND THE TIME OF YOUR PERIOD DO YOU FEEL: f R A P ;
. 96.  Tense or JUMPY ................ 19 13 18 10 1 1.36 ]
'97.  Mildly depressed .............. 15 17 13 7 3 1.44 H
' 98. Moderately depressed .......... 29 17 9 5 1.0.89 i
"99. Severely depressed ............ 43 12 5 1- 0 0.41 .
S Yes No Missing :
100. Have you been pregnant within o e .
- the last year ......... csamisen 7 2 59 0 -
plications during this pregnancy 1. 58 2
* Total number of women
was 61. e




. Yes No Missing
102. Did you a:pcrlcnoo any -com- R N
. -plications during or after s o .
b d‘j‘"r’ ...'....'...’.....;;..'fm o @ .‘587 ’ 3 °
103. Rave you had a hysurocto-y el 7 54 0
1o¢. mﬂvﬂlm botli ovaries o 7 :
'_' - rm '--';.Acdoo-..'i-o;-;c..rn",por' ' 3 58) "0 ﬁ
105. In the last year Bave you ‘
. experienced any :wto-s due ,
to this curgorv Sretecenencnain. 1 58 e
106; Nave you ctporlcacod -onopom i3 @ 1.
107:  In the last year have you
) experienced any symptoms ulatcd— ‘
to menopause ..........p0.0...... 14 47 - 0
CIRCLE TME APPROPRIATE NUNBERS IN ITENS 108 - 111.
. 100 Hov many clmmmmm '
e . -okof . '
0. none 102 :
1. less than 6 ‘ "“ ' 2
2. bottncn 7 and 1’ . 6
',3 o (1 plck) or-ora 4
S \ i
. 4




et ,?f SRR S s s

P e

. . i - 288, . .
o . ) B = . ﬁﬁ . .
109. Bow much coffee or tea do you"
: dr_ink*jccgh day? .
, ’ IR
0. none - 9. :
1 1. 3 cups or less 59
2. 4 to 7,‘_9018 . 41 ,
3. 8 .or more cups ,_ 5 :
, 11(5._3 ' Bow often do you drink alcoholic " .
o . Dbeveragss? A L o o
| 0. never 14
1. less than onoe per month 28
2. once or twice per week 36
‘ 3. weekends only >2‘3 :
. 4. dally or four or more days p&t week 13 ,
oomes—— s oo 111 When you-do drink; how much -do you usually drink? :
0. none ! 16 ~
. ~ )
1. 1 or 2 drinks per occasion 76
2. 3 to ¢ drinks per occasion 16 '
3. 5 or more drinks i3
Missing 1
G 112. . What type of alcoholic bcv.uga do gou ununy drink?
(Circle all approprlatc anmrl.)
0. None 14 3. Liguor 9 6. Beer & Liquor -
1. Beer 11 4. ‘Beer & Wine 4 2
2, Wine _ 39-. 5, Wine & Liquor 17 7. Beer, Wine &
Missing = .- 1 - - ' ' Liquor .17
<
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PERSONAL DATA ' - e | N .
- .113. Ages 23 yeai:s v'to'63 yem;",sr. : Mean = 39 ye:r;
114. Sex: Female ,_2_,"!,1! 23 e )
118, occnp.uau .. Teachers’
116. Ethnic background:
1. Afro-American B R S &
‘ 2. Asian American o P 5
3.  Caucasian : 109
4. cMcam or Smn.ish sumand 0 .
‘5. nu‘n A-u-!cm s - 2 .
: Missing - . : 1 = -
117. Cltclc the “number ot wra of cducatlon you have co_aprcted:
0o 0 00 0 O 0. 7 16 47 27 14°6 1
* . 2igh School @ . College : Graduate
. Missing - 1 o Mean=165 o
« <118, Circle the highest educational doqru ‘you have coupleted
a. Grade school _ ‘ o 0
b. llgh school 12
c. Co-ualty College (Assoclate dogr“,l 12
d. Collm (ucbclor s dogtn) e 80 )
e. Master's degree . 10
e i £ Doctoral degree RS | ‘ 0 _
L " :
" - . i
, J




' This questionnaire is adapted in part from the .
- Cornell Nedical Index, 1949. It may not be -
copled. or reproduced without first obtaining =
permission from mxlnq{-s. Leckie or FKlaine Thowpson.:

Department of Psychosocial mung SCc-76 -
- University of Uamngtd . : ~ : g
. Seattle, Washington 98195 ' S -
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