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are ro&e ambigu1ty, the rat16nallty¢pf promotiod and supervisory behavior.
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' . ‘ _ Abstract o S ' , -
Thls paper is an organizational analys1s of stress in 42 elementary
L ]
school organizations and 45 stcondarv‘schoql orednlzatlons.‘ Organlzatigpal

[

s

'stress is operationallzed as the aggregate average, response to shrvey

/ . S

questions’ onqthe teachers psycholog1ca1 and phys1olog1ca1 states on thc Job The

. .
predlctors of stress differ for elementary schoollorganlzations and secondary

4

schdol organizations. Among the 1ndependeqt variables emerglng as import

A .
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The issue of stress has recently received a great deal og attention -

, . on Y

,...e‘.

from practitionerq and scholars altke (e. ey Cooper and-Payne,‘1978 and 1979

hamilton and Warburton, 1979 Cooper and Marshall 1980 Ivancevich andJ | ;T%QI

- % ¢

MaLteson, 1980) Indeed‘ Judging from the volume of literathre and

-

treatment of the subJect,‘it would appear that job stress has rep]aced-

. satisfaction as the primary measure df’the qualitative natuge of work—
< ‘& I - Y

THe 1nc1dende of stress among:- teachers has rece1ved a particularly -
(l

kgﬁr@?ﬁﬂfﬁ¥?ekamount of attention 1n the last few'&ears (Phillips and Lee, 1980;

4

L

PR

-\\\
Kyriacou“and Sutcliffe, 1977 1978 and 1979 Swick and Hanley, 1980)

[y

”The demandS\brought to bear on teachers in the: conduct of their work areﬁ
varied the‘teacher acts as adminiﬁtrator lecture;, d;sc1plinarian'“\-_q¥. . -
.counselor, and more. - He or. she regularly deals with children or’adolescents,

3 . . R
peers; superiors parents, and other members of Qhe community at large.xfl \. i

- ! ~

“The’ teacher is expected to- keeg order on the one hand an&\motivate

) students to th1nk creat1vely and use imagination/gn/the other. At the

same time, teachers must deal w1th hostile communities that have become ) \\\ Y

increasingly inclinad to reduce school budgets, layoffs in the face of = & = ==

* ' o ! . | .

declining'enrollments, and incre5ses in violence in:the schools. For ;Aéfu“‘
- ‘ : e 1 v ) R

: thesé reasons .,and a host of others, the incidence of stress among teachers

e

’ . B A . :
"...has reached epidemic proportions in some‘school districts.' " (Sparks,
. . v . i . [ .
. 3 . ..> Lo . o .
1979). . S .o T
- .'.' Y . B . -

While there have béen numerou studies of teacher stress in the . S
last decade, . these studies have been deficie t in several respects. :
; ) ) ot

Brlefly, by failing to deal with stress as an organizational phenomenon,

researchers have failed to relate various organizational structures and_

‘processcs to stress. As. such means by which the organizatfon might be ‘

N '

. redesigned in order to lessen job related Stress have not been uncovered Nor have
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v he! differcnccs botwcen th cxpyricnces in secoqdary and elcmentary

N orgdnirations . been svstematicall) anaﬁy7ed in this regard.

This paper addrosses thoso limitations of carlier research.

oy U -

o Conceptualization of Stress i r— .;‘ . )
] . Ky "o h .
o In order ‘to fully understand the 1mplication of stress at work, it

is critical to consider the notion of stress as emerging from the

0 . J
. -

e 'interaction of two factors., stress stimuli and Stress resistance.

-
- . Te /

Stress stimuli are the organizational characteristics or work characteristics
. ) ,

¢
!

"which 1n1t1ate a stress redction in a. given setting Stress res1stance

refels to those‘characteristics of the ind1v1dual which determine the

r ‘
point at which stress stimuli w1ll engender a negative response.in that
- . e N

"t 4 v -
. . ] j -
ind1v1dual v > PR .

. ’
. . .

) Stress may be operationalized as that point at which the magnitude
1 .

".of the stress stimuli exceeds the 1nd1v1dual § capacity to resist. In

this context, stress res1stance is an- 1nd1vidual attribute, a personality
trait whereas stress stimuli are characteristics of the organization and the
3 " - \ - .

work pLocess. Stress is a function, then, of the interplay between . . . /
-_' ' 4 X ' '“0: ' ’

o

3

J personal and organizational characté{istits. Clear examples of thik - B
. ‘ SesT < = g

* I

:conceptioﬁaof‘stress may be Seen in t?e literature dealing w1th the=

personality env1ronment fit (VcGrath 1976; Brief, et. al., 1981) - -' : ot

For an” organizational structure or work process to be a stress stimulus.
it‘must be phenomenologicgﬁly 1nterpreted by the 1ndividual (Lazarus,‘

1966 Lazarus and Launier, 1978) That is, the individual's perception of

. Lhe organizational structure and work process, rather than thegohjective
v ,

ex1stence of the structure or work process,‘is the streSSvstimulus. For

-

-cxample, it could be argued that the worker's perception of the size of ' .
the organization would hq more predictive of that ind1v1dual s stress
_ , .

than the ot ‘ective measure of organi;ational ‘size. This point is;‘of

v
v . . . . ‘

B - oo . o . . . e
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course, at the heart of current debate in organizational theorv, the
‘e , . . ‘ "i‘ [ N . ) - .t
dcbate between those who cast ﬂhﬂ organization as' a reified structure and'
those\ﬂm)viquythe organization as individually constructed realities.
. .. . \F,I/ . ) . . [ N 0 .
» If we emphasize the latterppersﬁﬁétive, then the persenality characteristics
« . , t ‘\ o -
. that determine the stress res1stance points muat be taken 1nyo account when
1] i . o . ) ‘ ’é,_. . , .. -
éxamining the stress stimuli.“' R ’ : \
: - ; S i . p - : ‘ >,

] . ' |‘ fl '-. Py
_ . Two important questionéhemerge in this regard. First, how do we study
AN g 9 S
. - stress- as a response out come without conqu1ng it with stress res1stance°
. e, " 3, : .
£ "Secgnd,mhow do we study.stress without confus1ng the examination\of stress
'st1mu11 with' Lhe personal characteristics of the 1nd1viduals perce1v1ng
’ he . i‘v B '1 e L , T
those stimuli? 4 RN . ' g " “n
. - ) . o ‘ ot

We approach®” these dilemmas by conducting an analysis which emphasizes
both stress stimuli and stressfasJcharabteristics of the organization,“

4 M -G vt ) - 5 .. )
not simply as_characteristics of the individual. In the analysis, we employ

. i

’

measures’ of the average of ‘the aggregate survey responses of the organiza—

. . - . ¢

*tional members. Thus, we report a measure that rep;é/ents the average
. ) ’ “ f
perceptlon of. the organizational strucguresrand workwprocesses 3s stress

- . ~
v - -

stimuli and the average level of”stress reported by the individuals'in .

‘the grganization. -Although wé cannot eliminate the explanatory role of
’

1nd1v1dual differences, by assuming that 1ndiv1dual characteristics are
. randomly d1str1buted w1th1n and across the organization, th1s methodologv
v permits us to place primary emphasis on the aggregate reality.
" - . : . ‘ .
This has critical implications in terms of organizational deslﬂh.
Stress and stress stimuld can be viéwed not simply as,an_environmont—‘
- personality mismatch unique to’the‘indiyidual, but as a consequence of

the interface between the "average work reality'" in the organdzation and

the average worker. Indegd, to examine stress on the individuall level

‘o

o :. | _‘.4 .-. | | o o ‘.
ERIC o e N A
T » t : :
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Yas dn attempt to-deal with the problems ‘of a select few individuals \-

‘rclevance ﬁor conduct at the bqrgaining table.' Any empirical*argument

is to fail to cone?to grips with.its increa51ng commonality.

. This is an important arguncnt from the pqint of- view of both management'

“ * '

and 1abor. For managomcnt, guldlhg redesign by the average reality of

-

organlzatlonal members mgans that the redcs1gn 1s likely to hth maximum

L ]
°

utility. " The ﬁaverage aud1enct will benef1t from theieffort rather than

- l

s : <
particul indiv1du§ys, ‘a p01nt that is particularly critical in larger

N . <

' organizations. From the point of view of labor;’fhiﬁ approach has d1rect

v -

N ;

N
\
. ~ . \

presented by -labor %uring negot1ationsijpr working cond1tions that® 1s

based ‘upon 1nd1V1dual character1st1cs 1s 1likely to be rebuffed by management

=

- N .

“who have the wrong type os/personality“ for a g1ven job An investigatioﬂ:\_

’

'directed at e average reality of or anizational members is not.sub'ect
g 8 2 3

. : R
to such cr1t1c1?m for the reasons alluded to above.

v

A further debate in -the operational:zation and measurement of stress

) .

4
centers around the use’ of self-report measures versus the utilization of

more objectlve indices.' The ‘essence of thls debate llegilJ the d1st1nction
- % .
between ghe medlcal conceptlon of stresq ‘as d1agnos1s of symptoms and
. . - \ .
subsequent cure and the pﬁychologgcal conception of,slress o5 a definltion

¢

of-ﬁhe situation as the cr

‘E?l”factor in def1n1ng stress. hose opposed

°

7
to the use of self report mea’
S A c
report of stress. It 1is the pté@ise of this paperthat it is precisely the

- . - . -

s ~definition oifgt#ess that_gi important. Stress shoyld be seen as .-

fres appear to assume that there can be a false

=
the actor defin1 jon of his otyher reaction to a situation, not as the

> -

results of an objective analysis performed by a third part?. Therw is an

“implicit conservatism to the use of objective measurOSfinsofar as a woyker

- ~

would be considerad under stress only when diagnosed as being under—Stress,



. ] ] ) o . . . ~ ’ . . N
) notvwhen.the worker fee1s~under‘stresst,//df/\ ’ o o /

Research bcthodology R L. ' ’ . ) - ?

-

~ -

N Sample——This report is based on survey data collected in 83 school

4

. 'districts;in New York State., These districts are a random sample stratified

o . - Pad
' a

according to geographic’locatiOn, size, wealth,of the distrkhct, and

- . '
N .

district expenditures. Four regiops ‘in New'York §tate were utilized for

geographic location. The sample included 30 d1str1cts from the Binghamton-
. ‘. S
.. Elmira region; 14 districts in the'Rochester region; 22 districts in the
P .. - . Elrd

'

Syracuse‘region;‘and 17 districts in the'Westchester region., Average

daily. attendance in K-12 for each district was used as an indication of

’

size. ‘The average size of our sample is 3,128. The size of the districts
ranges from a low of 277 to a high of 12,205. Assessed valuation was employed
as a measure of dlstrict wealth. The average'assessed valuation in our'

@ .
sample is $65 951 748, the range is from a low of $1, 904 589 to a high of\ .

$379,246,706. Expendltures .are indexed by the total general a?ﬁifederal
aid expenditures for a district. The average for our sample is §7,433, 854.

The range of expenditures goes from a low of $630,968 to a high of

_ $28,308,727. )
. _ .
For each district,
teachers in the largest elementaézz/
‘school and largest high school i o -
recelvtd*3Uestxonna1rcs. Out of 3,200 teacher questionnaires sent ouf’
5%2 247 usable surveys were returned, for a response rate of 70%. \
The data employed in this study are- ag}regated to the school level. E

. .f Only those districts with a response rate of 30% or higheréare included'

«" ~ N

. in the aggregate ‘sample (N = 48). We decided to utilize a school level

v aggregation in order to capture the organizational differences between
. ‘ : . ] )

elementary .nd secondary schools éhich.uouldilead teachers in each type
' 4

ERIC - g
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of school to periencg‘differcnt.leve]s of stress. The fimal sample

—

emp]oyed contaifs 42 elementary !@hool organizations' and 45 secondary school
; _ _ .

organizatioms. _/\ ’ . T B

o : . »

‘ Measuxement of thc Dependtnt Variable - In this study we mensurud.

Y .
. » . .

.- stress 'in terms of both psychologlcal and phvs1o]og1cal components. Ttems
Lo \ . /

in our self—report 1nventory consisted of a list .of symptoms adopted from

‘,.a‘.;‘

Langer/€19oy) and, Caplan et al., (1975) For each item, respondents .

werd asked to spec1fy how often they experlenced the described ‘condition.
The scale consisted of four possible responses: 1 = seldom or mever,
. - ‘. N » T

2 = occasionally, 3 = frequently, 4 ﬁ'almost=always. .17 should be noted
b - : Sl o . ‘
E that by combining the categories of 'seldom and neVer, we employ an
R ; - .
approach more conservative tham that adopted’ by many pregious‘survey
- . . R . PR ’

researchers, who count seldom as a separate and. positive response.
Psychological stress was measured using the following items:

R ~

Have you experiehced any of the following during the past mqﬁth
. . %

-

on the job? v S ) L M /
1. Periods in which things doh t seem to work out ‘or in wh1ch you -

wonder if anything is worthwhile.
1 : ' ‘
2. You were bothered by;confUSed.thoughts or difficulty in
. _ ) . e

- . concentrating.

v - -
'

3. Periods of forgetfulnessjor loss of memory.-

. / L , - ,
4. You werﬁ(éotheged by a sense of anxiety or nervousness.
In addition, have you experienged any of the following in the past

B L ‘ -
month?

1. Yau felt unable to rely on or talk-sp anvone, even friends.
, S e e R . _ ‘ ‘
Cronboch's alpha was .80 for the-scaii/oﬁfpsychological'stress.

Physiologicel stress was meesored by the following .items: Have you
Q' . . - l_ ' ) - .
ERIC - S D
zﬁgam : o N'I() !



experienced any of the following during the past month on_the job?
‘ . . o - . ' ‘ ~
1. You had spells of dizziness. . . R .
_ - . T e S o
% - 2. You were bothered by having an upset stomach or stomach ache.
- T o [X & . P

3. You were troubled by hcadacﬁés.

v

. T . Cs
) e 4. You were in i1l health which affected your: work.. ’ .

In addition,;have you experienced any of the following in the past

s P

month? ' ) o
1. You nad trouble\in gett1ng to sleep or staying-asleep.

Cronbach s alpha was 71 for the scale of phys1olog1cal stress.

The stress measures were tabulated for elementary and secondary N

-

schools as the aggregate avérage of the responses to the survey items

L

described above. We should emphasize that when we use the terms “"stress"

"organizatiohal stress", etc. in the follo g sections, we are referring

. : 4
to the aggregate average reality as reported by eachers in e1ther
N 4

.elementary or secondary schools. In the context of our ear11er discussion,

- ‘
S DR

our examinatlon HAis of the predictors of variance ‘across organlzationsirather
. ,

than W1th1n a single organization. Indeed, the variance within an

FY

organization predicted by individual job characteristics and personality

characteristics is not accounted for in this analjsis;//ﬁ? analyzing
S : : o
stress using organizational scores we emphasize the shared .variance in

. 4
stress within organizationsand as ;th-examine the differential predictors
. .

of variation across,organizations.«Table 1 presents the appropriate means,
v : ‘ N , ‘

ranges and Standard deviations of our stress scales.
Rir ; o

e — 0 11 -
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RS It is‘'commonly assumed that the greater the number of students in the

+ For teachers, as for other occupations, an increased workload leads to -

T Y

\. . ﬁ_‘ i S v. : . - . vr

able l Indlcate@ some ghv1ous chanactorlsolcs about our popdlatxon. ."’
o i .= '
First, thcse are not’ extrcwcly high ‘stress organigas;pns. Sccond or the
average, there are~not dramatic differences between psychological and |, o
.. v . . N

v, RN

phvslologlcal ‘stress. on. the elemenbary or secondary ]evel Flnally,

‘ ’» o .. - ‘4- . .
1'Lhore do not appear to be\large dlfferences for ‘the mean scores beLWLE T
. . _t_' . [} . . . D‘\
. < ) . . .
elementary school and secondary school stress.' o L, S
E TS C L e L ,
-Hypotheses and Independent Variables ST T . ' T AT
K PR . _ .

In addltlon to asklng teachers to assess the%r phys1ca1 and psychological
. 4 . - .
states at the workplace, the survey 1nstrument 1ncluded uest10ns,ask1ng Ce

. , . Y N
v ' ’ . .

€' .

teashers"to rate the'dimensions of_thelr_work. *As'was.the'case with the

Ldependent-variables, organiiational scores: weré created for each-ofxthe“f. . [
« . . B L R ' ’ - ‘ R " . ¥ . T‘.
,1ndependent varlables. ‘Table 2 presented at,the end of this.section shows

- ‘};«. .. I

the means, ranges.and standard deviaéions of the independent Variables.

' ey % VT

_The following"modelsupresent the-hypbthe51zed-relatlonshipsjbetween

v

L

4the independent'measures offorganizational structure andéprocesshand_the ,
. . . et 4,,__ - . . ;"‘
ﬂﬁependent measure 3f stress. .In the hypotheses there is no differentlatlon
B { ﬁ T
between psycﬁologlcal and phy51ol 1cal forns. of stress hor between

secondary and elementary school These finer d1st1nctlons will be

detalled 1n the dlscuss1on of our’ f1nd1ngs.-."
* . : Lo . 3 o
' o R Y . Ca

4Staffing and Egrollment_ fﬁ' o A

» o . .
-~

N
-

» . S : L B . S . . . ;\ .
classroom, the greater the reported level of stress among teachers. . »>.

greater'pressure whichh.in'turn, manifests‘itselljin:stress.' o | a
. Two dimenslons'of si;e‘mustybe taken into.account.in an e ination

of schoold: .the'total enrollmént of studentsyand thefstudent/teacher LN
ratio. ”inééé are.clcarly two”sﬁghrate'phenomenon; Enrollment. is -

i Kt ‘". L i(’. -. N » - ' [N

-
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'f‘meésured as the number of full-time students enrolled in.each school

12

. " ' S

by

.

reflective of the general atmosphére within -a.school, and the student/

teacher ‘ratio is“indithfve of the direct demands made upon individual
“ N : I T : : ® . . 3
teachers with respect to their own work. There may be schools with large

- .

enrollments and high student/teacher ratios or those with large enrollments

and low studeht/teacher ratios. : - .

Enrollment was measured as the number of full-time students enrolled
N .

in each secondary and elementary school. The student-teacher ratio was

'
.
P

per full-time teécﬁer"iﬁ that same‘school:' i ,
» Lt .o

Thé,demahds.btoﬁght upbn.tehchérsfby high enrollment or high étudcnt/

teacher ratios may be mitigéted by increaéing the staff support which

[T Yoo y

;eachers receive,-'Staff support mé§‘bé“of two fofmsﬁ lg@miniétratiﬁé
support, aqd.teaching.suppoft; Adainistfative supporﬁ.ﬁrimarii;,reflects
the ratio of midd¥g-leVel sqpervisors to téachers. To the degree thét:”
these 5uperviso£s facilitate'érganizational communication, and, as_sgéﬁ;i;

more immediate contact between classroom teachers and the school administra-

tion, we would expect that the higher the ratio'of‘administrative support,
¢ : . .

the lower the level of stress.. On the other hand; if a high ratio of
administrative support is viewed by teachers as increasing pressure due to
more direct supervision, it may have an opposite cffect and increase

reported stress.

 The ratio of teaching aides to teachers taps the degrce to which

-

full-time teache have assistance in their éveryday‘élassroom activities.

As with the case of administrative support; on the one hand it can be ;‘}

assumed that the more assistance teachers have, the fewer the direct

\demands brought to bear on them, and thus ;he"lower their level of reported

stress. On the other hand, if the presence of teaching aides tramslates

— .

13
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into greater supervisory duties-for the classroom teacher, we might .
!

. . . ~ .t' .
expect that the reportud level of stress would 1nctgase as the ratio

[
.

of teaching'3upport’inCteased.

com

The ratio of tcaching support was measured as the ratio of full-time

equivalent teaching ds%}stants to the number of full-time teachers in each
. . ) . . . :

school. The ratio of .administrative support was computed as fhe total number

of principals and assif$tant principals per full-time 'teachers in each

school. For the purpose of'eapirical verification, two hypotheses may be

‘

tested: =
i
Hypothesis 1: In organizations with larger eprollment and higher

student /teacher ratiou the level of reported stress will be higher.

Hypothesis 2: In organizations with higher ratios of administrative

and teaching supports, the level of reported stress will be lower.

) Sugetvision , , '
‘ ~
An obvious source of reported stres{ may be the type of 1 teraction

.

the teacher has with his or Jgr immediate 3uperv1sor. In the cgse of e
professionals such as teachgrs, who may view their 3uperv£sors as peefs
rather than as superiors, supervision méy'be an éspe;ially critical stress
stiﬁulus. In examinin; the interaction between teachers aﬂd their Fuéervisors,
wé:hust draw a distinction between positive sﬁpervisofy behavior and

negaﬁive supervisotry behavior. These two modes of behavior must nof be
construed as dichotomous enas of.the same vériable, but rather as
phgnomenologically distinct. Positive'supervisory behavior imﬁlies

a Supervisor who e%hlbits appreciatio; of Lho teachers actiQitics and

tries to solicit direct input from_teachers. Negative supervisory behavior

iﬁplics a critical oricentation in which the supqrv{sor's basic

mode of communication is criticism, and on a whole the supervisor is

f S . | 14
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““ypdware of thé subordinate's work activities. The simplest hypothesas
resulting from this conceptualization would be: A

Pl . -

in which the reported,levels of

Hypothesis 3: 1In organizations.

positive supervisory behavior are higher, the level of reported

stress will be lower.
. o

Hypofhesis 4:. In organizations.in which the réported.levéls of )

negative supervisory {behavior are higﬁé:, ghe level ;f reported
stress will be higher.
»'Posit{ve Sqécr%isory behavior -and negqtive,superviéory behavior-weﬁg:
'dbnstruétednfrém questions in which respéndents ere asked to.indicafe
";how'ofteﬁ their supervfsom wéalk; tq you in the fgllowing\wayg," (1=
seldom or never, 2 = occasiodnally, 3 = frequently, and 4 = almost alwa&s).
Positive supervisory behavior was fabulated as the aVerégé of the responges
- giQen to the féllowing items .
1. Shows ?ﬁpreciation for your work, shows.confidence in you.
2. Explains things or gives information or sugéespions.
3. Asks for .your sugéestions or opinions. |
b, Asks for information, clarification, orjexplapation\‘
Negative- supervisory behaviBr‘was computed as an average of the
responses for :he'following items:m | : ﬁ
1. Criticizeg you, refuses tb'help or is unnecessarily formal;

\ 2. Gives excess, unnecessary information or comments.

Work Process

The mode by which work is conducted has been cast as a primary predictor
of stress in organizations (Kahn, et. al., 1964;’French and Caplan,
1972). It abpears that the underlying assumptions rogafding the relationship
' !

between work process and stress are based on the effcct of uncertainty on

’ ~

the worker. The most widely accepted assumption is that uncertainty in

ERIC" . - - 15
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nature, will increase stress.

//‘ . : - 15
c*'(’ - ' Do-
A . hY
the wor¥ process will inJrcase the reportcd 1eved of worker S stress. .
. © o ) T . ) ‘
As hahn et al point out, th1s is because uncertainty blu1s expectations

- -

andlminimizes p;edictability, thereby placing the worker in. a turbudent'

. .-f'_‘ )
wor environment. Uncertainty in the work’ process may be viewed as

' mu1t1d1men51onal but for the purpose of this paper‘the work process

.

is meésured in: terms ot work - rout1nization and role ambiguity

vaothes1s St. In organizations ih which the reported levels of

work uncertainty are ﬁqgher, (with lower reported routinization .
. ' i < ’ .
and higher reported role ambiguity), the {ejel of reported stress

: w111 be higher.r . o .

The teverse argument could also be made. It may be the case that
. a report of high routinization and low amblguity in terms of role expectation

is indicative of a mundane work process which because of its aliepative
“.

-
-

-

Role ambiguﬂty was computed as an average of the answers to the o
following survey items: (AdOpted from Rizzo and House, 1970)

Please indicatejﬁ}w true the following statements are of your work

experience (1 = very true, 7 = very false):

1. I feel certain dbout how much authority I have.

2. I know that I have divided.my time profprerly’

3, I know what my responsibiiities are.

4. 1 know exactly what islexpected of mer

Routinization included the responses to the' following items: (Adopted from
Bacharach and Aiken, Y976) :

1. Khexo is somdthing diffe ent to do here every- day.

%P _ln my position, 1 need to learn to do)more than one job. " 3

‘3. For almost every job a teacher- does there is something new o

happening almost every day. ‘[Items 1-3 coded 1 = definitely true,

4 = d¢ "initely falsel C -



1
. o s ) .- I
4, Would you say your work here‘is: 1= very nonroutine,. iJ'w ] 4
t 4, = very routlne. ‘ S, 0 ) ) : :
] » " ° . . ~ . ' -
. frPartlclpation in Decision-Makigg S . I 0T e ' \_,
« . X \ . . 4 . . . o W .-‘<l . - H : :
. ak organizations bccome 1arger and more complex, workers bccome

fﬂjmore rdmoved from the deci51on—mak1ng apparatus, whlch creates a _sense '
: o ’ /\' - N *
of powerlessness 1n»the‘workplace. Powerlessness may increase stress

E

by ali nating'workers from both their work and their organization.

The workers may feel that théy make no contribution to decisions on "policy
issles that have an effect on their worklife ‘and may feel that_the

. . . 4
azginistration cares very little about their suggestions. Powerlessness .

I3

may thus result in a combination.of feelings of.alienation and'neglect,-

°

leading workers to question their involvement in the organization

(Brief, et al., 1981; French and Caplan, 1972; Kahn et al., 1964):

.

This nayilead to a high 1e¥F1 ofsreported stress, .

Power is multidimensional. Authority connotes whether an actor has the
‘ A o S

s A

final say in the decision-making process,, One must distinguish between how
N i : ‘ g '
much formal authority workers have in the decision-making process, and their

“« .

reported level of decisional deprivation, the difference between the'amount

of influence employees believe‘they Should have and the amount they report

having. :

4

o Influence is‘oroader in‘scope than authority because it connotes informal
power (Bacharach and Lawler, 1980). Decisional deprivation, measured in
terms of infiuence in decision—making,.has broader scope than the autnority
neasure., Lower;echelon workers may be deniéd formal autpority by virtue;i'
of their position in the organizational hierarchy; nonetheless they may

still have the sense that they should have influence over certain kinds of

decistons in the organization.

R
ERIC . L
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to indicate whi
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e s

Hypothesjs 6: " In organxzations in wh1ch the reportcd 1ewe1 orr

total authorlty is 1OWer, .the reported level of stress will ber

-

.vaothe51s 7: In'orgahizatfoﬂs iﬁ'which the reported 1eve1_Lf
. LA B * .
dec1s1ona1 deprivation‘is hlbher, the level of reported stress

will be higher. e

In ' regards to the hypotheses on power, the reverse arguments

'could also be made. It may be the gase that certaLn-workers view

~

o . v .
participation as a burden and therefore what we conceive as power
’ ' : . ¢ . »

s

becomes stress-inducing rather than stress-reducing.

To measure authority and decisionab deﬁrivation,'we asked respondents

N
v

2, Student scheduling~
3. lFac111t1es plannlng .

4, Integration/gegregation

| 5. Budget deyflopment -

6. Expendivrre priorities

7. Cash flow/borrowing . v
‘8. Negotiations with professional staff:

‘9. Negotiations with non-instructional staff
10. Contract-imhlementation

11. Eﬁployee strikes/grievances

12. Staff hiring

13. Personnel evaluation

18

of the following areas they habe'authority'and.influence

over. Alse, they were asked tb'sPeeify3oﬁer which areas they felt'thex
should have influence over. f' -
1. Transportatioh ' . : N . r~



18 4 g )

1 , . : v : . T
‘ 14. ,SLude?t discipline )
15. Staﬁdardié@d tg;ting ' : .' .'. _ “; ﬂ;'y ,
16. Grading = 'tt' ; o "' . i._”
17. .S;g@eﬁt‘righpsi o . i d ) - ’ . ‘ : ‘ :  2
re : »" 18:“érog;am'aéél;sis}éyéluaqip ‘ ‘ ‘ 3 :
19,nTﬁ£at to”teagﬁ;'f Q. . . ‘.
 ;. 26: How to teach ll ) 7
!21. '&hat'béw%s to use
.-22.‘ Special programs - ~\\J . . o
23:I,Community relagions 4 ‘ 4“ .

The measure of teachers' authority was'computed as the sum of the

résponses (1 f‘féelé that he/shg has authority, 0 = does not feel that ”
he/she has authority),, . . ~

»

The second measure employed in this model, decisional deprivation, was

computed as the difference between the total influence teachers felt

they should have over the twenty-three issue aréas .and the total

‘influence they gelieved they actually had over the same issues.

Communication

The communications retwork within an organization may play a critical

o, -role in the reduction of stress. This operateéﬁgn two levels. First,

Tcémmuqication may provide the worker with.n;eded information, réducing
'léV21slof uncertainty.‘ Secoﬁa, by establiéhing?contacts within the
. orgagiééﬁioq; the worker bééomeé'a paft of a‘nétwbrk of social support R
;j) - (Cobb§519763; ﬂ |
Ip:dégiing with stress;lit is critical to differentiate between'

coﬁmunicatidﬁfwith supe;iors and communication with peers (Brief et. al.,

1981). Communication with superiors may provide subordinates with critigal -

. , *\
t . ‘. . N ) ) . - . . . .

Q .'152': ’
e
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information and 1nstrngtlons, WhllL at the same time persondllzlngﬁthe <

./‘

sugbrwlsor—subordlnatg rglatlonshlp,_thcreby reducing stress; On the ofher

s ~ . Rl

* hand, it is plausibl¢ that - LOHNUQ%L&LIOH w%;h superlors wiy& be V1ewgd by - .

subordinates as a'mode of Lontrol, making the-subordlnates more guardcid,

thﬁ;ebyfinoreasing_the'lévcl_of reported stress. Basing an hypothesis - *

e L o

o or%the former aésuﬁpﬁion, we would pfediot that: - Lot e '
o A

Hypothesis 8:  1In organizations in which the level of communication

wlth superiors is higher, the level of reporo;d stress will be lower.

T~ L
Bu1ld1ng this elghth hypothew;s on the flrst assumptlon is espec1allv -
) % N
appropriate in schools, where the immedlate superiors are most often

'colleagqes; they haﬁé come from the rauks .of the toochess,

., indeed bo viewed'AS‘poors. B
| dommunica;ion with immediate/oeers ma& be an informsl sburce of information -

for workers; while“atnihe same time being an eiplioit souice'of social

support. Thus: _ ' ' | /Z . - oo

J Hypothesis 9: In organizations in wBich-the;level of reported
'communicafJon'with;péfjf is higher, the level of:reported
stress will be lower.

The patterns of comaunication were measured by asking respoﬁdents to
o " - .

indicdte how often they interact directly or indirectly.with various
. . S - : .

beople or groups of peoplé in a typical month. The first variable

"

represents the response with respegt to direct and indirect contacts

£

_ ’/y/’aith teachers, while the second variable, contacts with supervisors, was

CPN constructed by adding the total contacts with principals and the total

1

contacts with department heads. It should be noted that on the elementary - . -

level of analysis, grade supervisors opfgrade chairpersons were deemed

* equivalent to the secondary school department heads.

R 3
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Carcdy Development

CT%&sroom Environment

) " ‘ oL o -

The perception of the career path may be viewed as a source

»

of Stress ‘on the job~ (Brief ot al., 1981) To the extent that career

[

.development”factors are 1ndicativc of the rfuture status witth the organ

& - J oo o

;zation, or efpected rewards, this could.indeed havefa‘profound effect o
j_upon'the level of stress.' of special importance 1s the certainty with wh1ch

workers view their career pattern in the organizatlon. We assume . that in

.- 1 ' . i . »
&

organizationsfin which employees -are certain about their career opportun1t1es,

the average 1evel.of reported stressmwill be lower. .
, T A ‘ b

He view career development in terms -of promotion. Specifically, two
measures  are employed: The perceived'certainty.ofnpromotional opportunity,.
and the perceived-ratiohality of thelpromotion_process itself;

Hyp;thes1s 10: In organizations'in which respondents were more

certain about the opportunlty fzr promotion, and in of@anizations

fin which respopﬂents v1ew the promotion process as more ‘rational,

the level of reported stress willfbe'loyer."

X S . B . ' CoT . v

In measuring the'two variables employed in this model, we asked
B -5

respondents the following questions.ﬁ

v

1. How certain are you of the oppoﬂghnltles for promotion

."and advancement which will exist in the next four years?

-

1= very uncertain, 4 = very certain)
2. To what degree do you think that promotlon in this school

viis baslcally,a rational process? (l = not at all, 5 = a great dedl) o

.

i

&

The immediate work environment is critical -in understanding the'degree

" to which stress is encountered. With respect to teachers, three variables

seem especially importants the degrce to which the teacher sees the class

size as too large, the degree: to which the teacher perceives the students

21
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v

1

as capable and willing to learn; and the teacher's pérception of student!

behaviox. - - .

o ) . E L ~

‘The-peréépiion of the class éizeCSBKt%p large implies that -the teachﬁp '@7$

. feels that the work environment is not conducive to the proper performance ' Y
, of his or her'pfimary'workiactivities.‘ That 'is; the adm&nistrative and
Superviﬁory duties involved in conducting large classes may be such that it =

Wt

“will increase the level of teachers' perceived stress.

-»Eypoﬁhesis 11: In-organizations in which the perception of the

-~ s

class size as beiA%\too-large‘is'higher, the average level of .,
reported streSS'wiil be!higher.

Student. achievement is reflective of teacher goals and teacher E
N C . N . .

- o : . ) ' &
‘ability. Students who succeed in‘thei; schoolwork become ﬂ_mbolslof teacher

1

-’goal achievement ¥and teaching'quali;y. If teachers believg that their

. students are unwilling or incapable of learning thef,mﬁy be in a stressful l-

A - X kg

- position.

1l

Eybothesis 12:  In organizations in whdqh.teéchefs éerceive.students;
leérning as poorer, the avéragellevel-of repdrféd stress willibé
higher., ‘ j f v ' o _ j ( ) mw;
Studént_behaﬁidr is the most notlg\?redictbf,of teacher stress.

It'has‘generélly been .assumed that unruly students produce an environment
h-4 . .

that is stressful tblteachers.

_J vaothesi§ 13: In organizétions in which the teacher's percep;ioh_of
a S
negativestudcntbeh%vior is higher the level of reported §tres§
will be higher. ' ' o &
The.first variable included in the‘mo;el wa§ the response to tﬁo following

question:

Based on your e;perience as a teacher in this'school, please indicate

ERIC - 2
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Al

N
3

' ,how‘truénﬁhe folloﬁing:géﬁﬁement is: fg . . L. ’ - ; ' i
. My classes are too large. v - .“" BN L >
(1 =‘definitqiy true, 4 = definitely f&lse]' -

.
.

‘The variable, perception of student learning, had six component questions:

\
» ) L4

" 1. ‘My students are highly motivated. . . SN

. 2.  My students are quite intelligent. - e

v ' ) '
3. . Parents see that students do their homework. N

The above are coded 1 = definitely false, 4 = definitely true.

4, My studéngs do not have sufficient background kndwledge'fo}

| ]
— my classes..

— :
5'. There are always one or two students who hold back the rest -

" of the class..
6. No matter what I do, there are alwéys some who seem to learn
nothing. - - ' r : .

, : - , L T - AN
The above are ched 1 = definitely true, 4 = definitely false. .

¢

‘The last variable,'ﬁétéeptibn'of student behavior, wag-'coded on the same

scale and included the éeéﬁdnseS‘to the following survey:itemsl

. - . . |
1. My students are often abnormally unruly. . : -0

Z,f I have to worf&'about being physically confronted by .my stUdeutﬁm

3. My classroom and the‘$6h061 are objects of vandaliSm.

'4. Students'use deugs and aiéohol whi1é in school.

N

Insert Téble 2 about here

c
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ﬂTable'B presentsathe resultF of the correlatioh ané regression_analys{s
fqr cach_of %Pe,medels to beﬂéiscussed\beigw. jgneofer as we ®are concerned
with ieolat;né7tﬁe stroﬁgest bredictor(s)\df,sttesslin'theselmedelsi'we
will_empheeize‘the_regiessibn eﬁal;sie;ih oet'di§ELSSion." <« B v

. ’ . ..!"" e . . k- )
A e . o * (‘ .‘\.” - . ) " S S

-

| . '> - insert,fegle 5 abeﬁt here \;\;{//( 51'_.
' "\55 - ———————— el o .

. \' ' R _ : , :
Model I: Staffing and Enrollment _ - o o S

- '
n

'

The first hypothesis, concerning enrollment, is only pertially sustained .

for e1ementaf§’schools, while it is wholly uhsupported for'secondéky schools.

- .
-secondary level There may be good reason to take note of. the dibtlnctlon

For neither elementary nor secondary schools'does‘enrollmeht have a statistically

{

significant effechagn our measures’ of reported stress.

P

gcher ratio appeéfs to be an important'predictor of

.- -

The Student/pf

- stress in e}ementary schools, yet it fails to emerge as e_signifiCant -7 "

.

predictor'iﬁ the secondery'schools; .ﬁodel I in Teble 3 showslthe”telationf_l
ship between t;e'stﬁdent/teacher ratio and the various stress stales.
The‘relationships"ere”Signifieant in both the regreSsioﬁ_and eorrelation
analyses for elementery schools (beta = .47 fot psychological Sttess;"

beta = .32 fer physiological stress). - - i 'i;~' .

-These findings imply that size, by iteelf; is not-a predietof?ofl

H ‘s . . B . ‘:
stress. When size is measured in terms of the student/teacher ratio however
. ’ . .4 '

.
.

it does emerge 4s a.significant predictor"bn the elementary'but not thc

'
/

between the stress st1mu1uq effect on the elenentary'level versus the

>

secondary level. As alluded to in the 1ntroductory portions of this papcr,

the differences in the‘organ1zat10nal realities in the secondary ‘and

.elementary schools may be important in the consideration of stress,

eEpecially vith respect to job redesign and the, development of coping mechanisms.

24
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)) Conslder the findgng of the effgct of student/toacher ratio on stress

in the conte!t of the“dlfferent demands in the two tvpes .of organizatlons.
<\ - F Cﬁ\,
"
In secondary schools, the teacher s’primary resp nsibility- is to teach
4/ L4 : [] 1. 2 .
a particular subJectkmqtter to seVLral groups of students over several
» B e ~ []

- = -

. . limited intérvals of time. In elementary%schools, the teacher is called

¢

" upon to teach numerous subjects over %Snger intervals generally involving

_extended periods of contact with the same group of.students. The nature of
J T S . e

secondary education allows the teacher to present material in a relatively'

».progrewmed fashion, especially in the context of the New York State Regents

curriculum. The primary concern of the secondary school teacher. is w1th the .

material. The.primary concern of the elementary»schodl teacher is yith th
student; .for elementarz school.teachers;reach additionalfgtudent‘mahes ‘ " x
.it more difficult'to achieve their basic goal: to teach a broad rangeKof
:subJects,to impart social values, to keep discipline over relatively long
periods of time,‘etc.. For secondary school *eachers, whether one lectures
~ to fifteen or twenty students may make little difference in thenlevel of .
stress.v It should be noted that in this discussion we have treated student
behaviorlas a constant. We shall neturn to this variable later to see

‘argument.

Again, the?dﬁff?rence between the organizational realities of .

. i
elenentarv and

- ‘ - .
the effect of teaching support on stress. For elementary schools, our

econdary schools .is significant when considering ' '

hypOthesis that the higher the ratio of teaching support the lower the
reported stress is totally unsupported 0n both stress scales, the regression
and correlatidn coefficients are significant and positive, indicating that
Lhe‘alternatiVL hypothesis is supported (bcta =. .28 for psychd{ogicdl, nnd .
beta = .36‘for.physiological'streSs).‘ This would imply that,:on‘the '

-~

s L v
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‘5w1th regards to the ratio of teachlng support and stress. Although the onJy

3,behav1or show a s1gnificant relat10nsh1p to physiolog}cal stress (beta CT

- 39 and beta = .6 respectively) It should be noted that neither of the

‘ secondary school teachers are more sens1tive to supervisory behavior pattcrns

-of superv1s1cn does not enter 1nto the secondary school relationship

_the ratio of teachlng support, the lo

stress.as*reported by.elementary school4teachers.<_ _ o : -

¢, -
. B
“

elementary level the burden of supervising teaghing assiStanuioutweighs'

3

\

tKe bLﬂGflClal effect of the1r support. _ o .:_' LR

On the other hand, in secondary schools the rclationshlph.are negat{ve'

e

A . L. 4 N '

'_sxgnlflcant relationshlp emeroes w1th sblf-reported psyeﬁgloglcal stress ® K

: (beta'= ~.30), this find1ng is worth notlngv Apparently the burden - ( 't. =
SR . Y C Lo

: . A
in the same way as 1t did 1n the elementarv school analys1s' the hifher o

e L}

r the reported level of stress.

Model II Superv1s1on L

B PR L.
ASEE . . .. . e :

-

R ]

pervis1on measnres appears. to be a signiflcant predictor of psychological

Examinlng the model for secondary schools, for psychologlcal stress, pos1t1v<
. . (" . ’
i K3 : e e X

R . . . . . . . " -:,_.

o . : . o

supervision appears to be the more significant predictor (beta'= -.46 for

.

p051t1ve superV1s1on, beta = 22 for negative superv1sion) For phvsio]o“icaL

stress, both pos1t1ve superv1s1on (beta = .36) and negative_suped@islon

(beta - 28) rema1n s1gnificant in the regression equation. Apparently

both appreciation and critical or1entat10n are important in accounting .

)

for Lhc ‘level of reportcd stress by teachers. Although it may appear thnt

-

: than elenentary schoolhteachers, it may be the case that the underlvxng

structural differences between supervisory processes in elementary and

A

-

. secondaly s hools account for some of the variance. Th\re is ‘a much moro'
: _ . : . Ly

._1~.'
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v defined'supervisory structure.in,secondary schools, making the source of
%riticism or support'more spccific. The specificitv'of criticism or © support

.;may 1ncrease the influence onotencher stress on supcrvisory bchavior, thus

v

'accounting for . the overarching importancc of all forms of supervisory bchav1or

e

a

Lon the secondarv level
ﬂﬁwﬁaModel'III' Work Process R S ‘ _hfi“

Model III in Table III presents the data regarding our fifth hypothesis..
-
For both the elementary and secondary school levels, role ‘ambiguity is a

s1gnif1cant-correlate and predictor of both dimensions of stress. VThe

L . ; ie L - Y N - . N N . .
.+ - 4mplication.is. that.the more uncertainty teachers must deal with ‘regarding

- L

their role,jthe”more'likelyfthey'are to, report specific stress symptoms.

The’ role ambigu1ty argumént is based upon the notion of - uncertain expectations

in regards to work activities.

Uncertain expectations are seen as undesireable,
9 H . . . .

“iand aretherefore stress inducing.

“o ‘__f‘In;discussingfhypotheSisffive;Hrecali-that”we offered a reverse logic:

S . : e
.o s . . R
L. v’ o . I

‘tod much certa1ntv may be a11enating due to the mundaneness of the work

,-. L ot
. ‘.w_ « .

activity and thereby result in: stress.

a S .',,l -6

- is found when - examining n@utinization.

R

o correlate of both’ forms of stre5s, for

*Some weak evidence in this regard

;y-a ‘

.0.'

Routinization is a significant

both elementary and secondary

- [ o ? R
"; ’ . o, R

;J ;school 1eve1s, w1th the exception of the relationship between psychological

'When routinization

hfstresq and routlnization on the elementary school level.

,,4-,,,»3._,_" 5 \

‘ffﬂ’ﬁﬁs entered into the s%?e;regrcssion{model'asﬂrole ambiguity,

.fits_91gnificanCe_on~the,secondary level is restricted to physiological stress

5

&b

,.
R

On the elenentary 1eve1 routinization‘remaﬁns significnnt;

fwe e e un . &
. TS :
<23) .

'ao- i."'r

'(heta f%.26).
again with respect to phys1olog1cal stress ‘(beta =

T Routiniaation appears to manifest itself in physiokogdcal reports

Y . ) 3 : ) b & s,

. Y . . ®

‘\
e uthy

©



a

of stress. That is, a high level of routinization nppcars to lead to a

- more ph)sically taxing work experience.' However, because of the slight g
impact on the psychologlcal dimension of stress, it is difficult to draw
a conclusion tegarding the alienating effect of routinization. . ) v

\ - R . K

Model 1V: Participation in Decis&on—Making .

4

Model 1V in Table 111 presents the results of the model concerning g stress and the

participation”in decision-making. Our sixth hypothesis stated that the
'lower the level of total authority, the.greater the level of reported stress.
'Implieo here is that poverlessness is conducive to inoreased reports of
stress-symptoms. However., recalling~that‘aothority was presented as the'
formal dimension of .power in the decision making process, it is not surprising
that.no.signifieant'relationships emerged. Teachers, as lower echelon

.

jemployees, probably do not expect to have thevfinal say over decisions in
the workplace, and"tnerefore the absence of that power does not emerge as
”stress -inducing. \
As we argued in the hypothesis sectlon lower echelon personnel may
‘be denied formal authority by virtue of their position in the formal
hierarchy,'but they may still have the sense that they deserve influence
over particular areas. Hence, decisional deprivation, measured in
terms of infiuence over decision—naking, may have a greater effect on
reported stress. We_do, in fact, .find that decisional deprivationbhas
a strong effect on neasures of stress on the elementary school 1evei, but
less of an effect on stress on the secondary school level. On the
elementa:§ school level dec1siona1 deprivation is a strong forrelate of

hmboth measures of stress« Nhen eﬁtered into a model with’ authoritv, it g

58 for

W
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physiological stresg. ,On,the'secondary legﬁ& the only strong _
. . .. i Yo
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relationship cmerges in regards to reported symntoms of psychological
stress (beta = .30). ' |

" The diffefenccs in results between elementary and secondary schools‘
are conbistent with our conception of the differences between the two school
organizatious. In elementary schools, teachers probablv feel that tho)
should have more influence over their work environment since they are

responsible fdf a single group of students‘and a. articular classroom

- A

setting. In secondary schools, teachers are alsé’less likely to be deprived

of a forum for voicing influences; there are, regular faculty meetings on

departmental levels, and an apparatns exists for subject teachers to have a
direct influence over the conduct of work in their particular departments.
This is not necessarily so in the elementary grades. To summarize: \ ip

elementary schools; teachers may feel that they deserve a greater influence

ovef'their work. They also may not have available to them immediate forums

in which to voice their influence. Both of these factors exacerbate the
problem of decisionel depfination and hence may be stress inducing.
Model V:. Patterns of Interactidn

4 Ouf eighth hypothesi§ maintained that the greatef,the number of

reported contacts between supervisors and teachers, the lower the level of

reported stress. Most of thc re%}LLQnehips in Model V are negative, and the .
only significant relationships emerge on the elementary school IeVel.

where contacts with supervisors are significantly related to both

.

measures of stress. For sécondary schools, a strong pattern e

'
v

v

-doee,not emerge.

.',f TR v . .
‘Our ninth hypothe51s maintained that in organizations in which teachers
N : .

reported higher levels of contact with other teachers thelleveikcf reported

stress would be lower. On the elementary school level, we find no significant



correlations, and on the secondary school level we find only one weak
" correlation, that between contacts with peers and psychological stress.
when both 'independent variables, i.e., contact with supervisors and

coni:ct with fellow teachers, are entered into the same model, only the

measure of contact with supervisors in elementary schools is a consistent

-
e

predictor of stress, thus confirming the eighth hYpothesis on this level't
(beta = -.26 for psychological stress and beta = ;sAO for physiological
stress). |
. Model VI: Career Deveiopment
The tenth hypétﬁésis states that Fbe greater the certainty about_the
- opportunity for promotion and the moré ¥ational the view oflthe promotion
process, the lower the reported stress. The zero-order correlations for
.elementary and gecondary schools support the hxpothesis.v Whﬁt is
intéresting is what occhrs when the perception of the certainty of
‘opportunity for promotibn and tHe rationality of promotion are entered
into the same régréssion model. Fér elementary schools, rationaiity of
promotion H ‘:is the predominant predictor for modes of stress
. (beta = -.65 for psychological stress, beta = -.62 for physiological stress)
Fof_the secondary school level.it is aiso the rationality of prbmotion rafher than

the ‘certainty of opportunity for pfomotion that is the primary predictor

(beta = -.59 for psychological stress, beta = -.50 for physiological stress). .

’ )

AY

~

Apparently teachers' primary concern in both elementary and segondary

organizations is the rationality of the promotion process itself rather

than'the perceived opportunity of promotion.
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Model VII: Classroom Environment

The gcncral¢pactern of cocrelations presented for the perception of
class slze and stress seem to support our hypothesis for both elementary ano
secondary schools. That is, for both levels, when teachers perccive the
class size as being too-large, they tend to report a high number of stress.
symptomns. Similar support is found in regards to scudent behavior.
The aero—order correlations indicate that the more teachers perceive students
as poorly behaved, the more stress symptoms teachers report. Again,'parf]]cl
findings emerge with the zero—order correlacions between sthdenc learning and
stress symptoms. In elemehtary and secondary schools'alike,lall of ‘the
stress measures’ are negatively‘correla;ed with the teachers' positive view of

student learning.

It is intercstlng to observe what occurs when all three variables

are entered into the same reg esslon thodel. In the elementary schools,

the perception of class size emexges as the most consistent predictor_

(beta‘= -.40 for psychological stress, beta =l-.34'for physiological stresﬂ.
$t;hent bchav1or remalns significant only for symptoms of physiological
stress (beta = -.26), as does student. learning (beta = - .37). It is clear
that although all three dimensions of classroom environment seem to affect -
the-degree of physiological stress, the strongest predictor.across categorlu

for elementary schools 1is teachers perception of class size.

In contrast, on the secondary level the only S1gnificant botas emerge in
‘\

vbards ‘to the relationship between the stress moasures and student behavior

(beta = -.27 for psychological stress,

‘Ahcta = -.32 for physiological strcss) Although the corfelations for

. ,: : .l .t ' 531. ) -.. ,: | _ .



percuption of classroom size and student learning were significant, neither
cmerge as predictors whcn entered into rcgress10n models w1tg?the varlnblc

perception of student behavior. y ' .

The 1mportant point of contrast between elementary and secondary '

2

levels, then, is the emergence of the perception of classroom size as the
primary predictor of stress symptoms on the elementary leQel, while the -

perception of student behavior emerges as the sole predlctor on the secondary’
level. ?#is find1ng directlv re1nforces our finding regardlng student/

T,

teacher ratlo, that. for elementary schools the ratio emerged as an important

iR El

pred1ctor of stress. symptoms, yet it failed to emerge in secondary schools.bﬁ

To explain the effect of the student/teacher‘ratlo, we argued that elementarvi

school teachers have a more encompassing'educational responsibility for a .

sjpg{e group of students over longer 1ntervals of time than do secondary

school teachers, and hence they are more sens1t1ve to changes in class size.

Secondary teachers, who have relatively limited contact with a var1ed

number of students over shorter 1ntervals of time would be less concerned

with the size of the class. Instead, they are more concerned with the Quality

of student behavior, which they may view as an obstacle to their more focused
. . . . .

goal, getting the subject material across to the class. For secondary school "

teachers, student behavior is either an asset or impediment to attaining their

specific goal, whereas for elementary school teachers, student behavior is
1 " . . .

a goal that may be impeded by classroom size.

Integrative Models

.. . .

Table 4 presents four integrated models predicting to each type_of

stress in each type of school. Each of the models represents the results of

«

‘a stepwise procedure in which each of the previouslv significant (p<.05) .

y

variables was entered. Analysis was limited to the five indcpendent variablcs



32

By ' : o . .
which.tog%ther explained the greatest amount of variance in the stress
. P .

mcasure in question (i.e., maximum R ) 'This'is not to imply‘that'other

. _...

variables are not important° it is simply to place primary- emphas1s» at th1s

stage of our analysis, on parsimony. . . » !

Table 4 1nc1udes f1nd1ngs regarding the dimens1ons of elementpry
school organizations which induce psychological stress. Ration ity of the

vpromotionaprocess and the student/teacher ratio emerge as the

.

strongest

predictors of psychological stress (beta = -.40 and beta = .31). In.

~

(AN

elementary\schooi organizations in which teachers reported that the promotion
process was rational, teachers are less likely to experience stress.
Likewise, in elementary "school organlzatlons with a low student/teacher

ratio, the repirted level of psychological stress is also likely .to be low.

‘ Insert Table 4 about here

in elementary schools
In Table 4 we d1scover that/the rationality of the promotion process

is. a strong predictor of physielogical stress (beta —{32), whereas the

importance of the student/teacher ratio drops (beta = .16). Role ambiguity '

) (beta = .31), percepticn of student learning (beta = -,28), and
negative Supervisory behavior (beta = .20) all remain significant
- pred1ctors of phvslologlcal stress. _ ' . g‘

Psvchological stress in- secondary school organizations as prescnted

~

in ‘Table 4, is best predicted by role ambiguitv (beta = .30), positive

3

supc1v1sory behav1or (beta =-.39), and Lhe teachlng support ratio (bcta ‘

= -.23). Physﬁological stress 1is bLSt predicted by “the perception of the

rationality of the promotion process_(beta ==.26) and perception of student

behavior (beta = -.22).

Lgégl; ' ‘va o . ‘ »i?'l,wx» 7_5353
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predicting to‘:ach type.of stress in each type of school.

-

These integrated models must be interpreted with caution. The statistical
procedure used to generate them puts a premium on.identifying variables .

which account for different portions of the variation in the dependent stress

measures. . - . ' v <”

v

If two variables account for roughly the

ES

same part of the variation in stress, the procedure will overlook one of

them and select another variable that accounts for a different part of the

-

variation, even if that other variable accounts for less variation than the

one rejected. (For example,. perception of class size does not gppear

in e1ther of our elementary models, presumably because student/teacher

A W

ratio accounts for roughly the same var1ation.) In any study whiﬁh examines

1

various dimensions of organizational structure and work processes, there

will be relationships (perhaps even‘direct causal relationships) among;the

dimensions examined. Without a set of a priori hypothébes-about what those
. . . . g

relationships might be, wevéannot conglude that the results of our
stepwise procedures have identified the "most" important variables

~

Nevertheless, these dntegrated models reaffirm two points which we

~

have already made and allow us to make two further observations.. Fi¥#rst,

1

there are distinct differences between our- elementary and secondary school
modcls, reaffirming our argument that stréss is a function of éﬁfferent
elemonts in the two organlzatlonal environments. .Second there are also
distinct d1fferences botween models uhich focus on psvchological stress. and .
those uhich focus on physiological stress. Our origtnallhypotheses dld not
posit what those.differenccs might be, and fOr’the most part~We'havelresisted

the temptation to offer post hoc explanations for them, but clearly,

future research on the organizational determinants of stress will miss

» . - ° . »

¥
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important phenomena if attention is* confined to one or the other measure.
'Third, each of our four integrated models includes statistically significnnt

variables from at least twa of the seven separate models presented earlier.

The only separate models which are not represented" by a var1able with

1

statistical significance in at least one.integrated model are ‘those for ,
participation in decision-making and communication; onl§ the latter is not
"represented" at all. ’Thus,‘nolone dimension of organizational structure
or work processes providesda sufficient explanation for the stressfulw
effects an organiaation can have on its employees. Fourth, and most

. S . ,
importantly, the four integrated models presented here account for half to

two-thirds of the measured variation in stress ac¢ross the schools covered

.

"hy our study. Having controlled for individual teacher differences by

aggregating both our independent and dependent measures to the level'of“
the organization, there could hardly be more straight—forward'evidence.that

organizational structures and work processes are, in fact, important

determinants of stress. " o _ L _ //

1
-

In: this paper we have presented only ‘a preliminary analvsis of
organizational pred1ctors of stress in elementary and secondary school //
organizations. Several important implications_may be drawn from this work.

Stress may be conceptualized as arising from organizations,_not;simply
from the idiosyncracies of individuals. Organizational work processes

and structures have dlfferent effects on varlous measures of self- reported

.

physiological and psychological stress. Furthermore, we -have shown that

the effect of organizational work processes and structures-will have

different effects'on teacher Stress depending upon whether we consider

elementary school organizations or secondary'school organizations.
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The importance Pf”this'trpcbof nﬁaiysis.lics in the implicntionsbfor
ofgandzationa;\ﬁhd work dcsigni_ B? viewing sgress.as abproduct
of thé organization, we have placed the ability to alleviate sEresQ'as
much with manogement as-witﬁ the individual Qorké;i Stress is an important
measure of Ehe quality of working life, and to ﬁhe degree that managémen;
is responsible for thq enhancement of the éuality of fhé ;orking life of
the employeg, managéméﬁi should.assume_responsibility for altering
orgénizdtional séructurQS'and work pro;esses in ways tbat ére likely
to 1imi£ the incidence of worker stress. - ) " )

»



Means, Rangcs, and Standard Deviations of Stress

i .

Elemcntafy School, n = 42

.Variable

Mean
R
Psychological o
Stress ©1.476°
Physiological- .
Stress | L. 1.445

Secondary School,'ﬁ = 45

Variable Mean

- . ¥
- ..Psychological : h

" Stress 1.495
& o .
Physiological

Stress 1.387

.
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TABLE 1
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Scales

Standard Deviation
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Low Standard Deviation
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ratio secondary
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Elemenfary‘Schbols - 3 ) Secondaty Schools -,

PsychOIOglcal Physiological _ Psychological " Physiologfcal
- Slress stress o SLTeSS g stress
Independent ‘ i ,
‘Variables T beta T beta r . beta L beta

Model 11I: | | S , . o

voutinization .06 .07 2% gk 09 gk D6k
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Model IV: .
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. ;.‘x‘

ﬂ-Dependent‘Vnriable

' |
- DPsychologicil Stress -
i . {elementary schools)-

PhYSiOIOgical Stress -

(elementary schools) -

| PSYchologidaletressE.‘f"
 (secondary schools)

Physiological Stress
(secondary schools)

N 3
¥ = 42 elementary schools

N-= 45 secondary schools .

* p<.10
k% p‘ .05
5**‘p‘.01
‘]:IKL(,

10

Variables‘Entefihg[IﬁtofRégréSsion‘Models

T

n

TABLE.4

Indepen@ent Variables

¢

S

rationality of promOtidn process (beta = -,40vHk)s

y student/teacher ratio (beta '=.,3lkx%);

decisional deprivation (beta = .17);
role ambiguity (beta = .15);

- teaching support ratio (beta = 7).

=gl

role ambiguity (beta = ,31kkk)s

rationality of promotion process (beta = -,32%iH);
. perception of student learning (beta = - - 23%K8);

negative supervisory behavior (beta = ,20444);

student/teacher ratio (beta = 16%).,
2

-positive supervisory behavio (befa_ét-239***);
‘ratio of teaching support (beta = ~ 23***);

. decisional deprivation (beta = ,16);

perception of student behavior (beta = -, 10),

‘,Rz- 5

*role ambiguity (beta z 19)

rationality of promotion process (beta == 6*455
perception of student behavior (beta = - 2“*),,
routinization (beta = .14);

positive supervisory behavior (beta = -,13).

e

R =66 A

- role-ambigu%ty\(héta e |, J0kk );;
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