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Abstract
The current study sought to determine the relationship between individual and contextual
factors and teacher stress. Through analysis of the individual factors of self-efficacy and
personality combined with organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-
family conflict, one can evaluate how to effectively support teachers to negate the surmounting
pressures of teachers. The mixed methods study utilized Bandura’s (1986) Social Cognitive
Theory and the JD-R model. The study specifically looked at the interplay between the
individual and contextual factors addressing all teacher experience levels and school settings
to uncover possible sources of stress perceived as factors preventing attrition. Current research
has not revealed information about both factors in combination attributing to stress. Mid-year
career teachers and middle school settings were neglected as literature often incorporated these
settings under a secondary school label. Through explanatory-sequential research within the
Yellow School District (pseudonym), 38 schools were initially surveyed through Qualtrics and
analyzed using SPSS and SAS. Following the survey, participatory selection was used to
analyze stress within the school with interviews. Teacher stress is a highly researched topic
because of its importance in education. The quantitative findings of composite scores for each
construct were in the moderate and neutral ranges. Personality and WFC were found as
predictors of stress. Additionally, WFC and Personality interactions were statistically
significant. The interviews of teacher perspectives of job demands included 1) an overload of
tasks and responsibilities, 2) poor communication, 3) lack of consistency, and 4) student
behaviors of management and apathy. A subtheme of lack of time appeared. Interviews reported
stress could be alleviate in the areas of 1) teamwork and support 2) administrative leadership,

and finally 3) teacher self-doubt. Mixed methods results further support the results found.
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Chapter I: Introduction

Teaching is stressful (Bottiani et al., 2019; Han & Garcia, 2022; Pressley et al., 2021;
Stoeber & Rennert, 2008) and an emotionally demanding profession (Shakeel et al., 2021).
Johnson et al. (2005) declared teaching as one of the most stressful occupations. While the
field of education has often struggled to retain teachers, the aftermath of COVID-19 teaching
requirements and increased workloads have made the task even more difficult to ensure all
classrooms have highly qualified staff as found in the 2022 Professional Association of
Georgia Educators (PAGE) report. As much as 16% of educators have left public school
settings to work in private school settings (Brady & Wilson, 2021) to avoid surmounting
expectations of job demands. The expectations that negatively affect teacher self-efficacy
(Bottiani et al., 2019) because of a perceived increase in stress levels within public education
were detrimental to teachers. Carver-Thomas and Darling-Hammond (2017) found that “each
year schools nationwide must hire tens of thousands of teachers as a result of beginning and
mid-career teachers leaving the profession” (p. 1). The need for more teachers was not solely
based on the inclusion of the number of teachers reaching retirement and aging out of the
profession. The mass exodus has already displayed expansive effects on traditional classrooms
and without some type of change, the students will reap the negative results. Classrooms today
are filled with stressed and fatigued teachers who are struggling to meet daily demands
(Bottiani et al., 2019).

According to Darling-Hammond (2001), stress was the number one reason teachers
were leaving the profession. The decline in teacher recruitment was most concerning (Hanks
et al., 2020), as the teaching profession has been considered as “bleeding” teachers faster than

the positions can be filled (p.121). Mid-career educators are typically teachers who are



focused on enhancing the field of education (Plavsic & Dikovic, 2022); yet the issue has made
an impact on them as well. Therefore, a disparity between entering and remaining educators
exists that must be remedied quickly for all school-aged children to have adequate teaching
staff available.

Within the United States, the issue of teacher stress has trickled down to regions, states,
districts, and schools. Teacher stress and burnout is an international problem that does not solely
affect the United States but has concerned classrooms around the world (Betoret, 2006; Brady &
Wilson, 2021; Celik & Kalkan, 2022; Chaplain, 2008; Howard & Johnson, 2004). To ensure all
classrooms are equipped with highly qualified teachers, the problem of teacher retention was an
area of great focus (Hanks et al., 2020). The educational systems have strained budgets of limited
funding and resources due to the taxable income of its population. The costly financial
obligations associated with the hiring process of inexperienced staff and professional
development training added to the burden of constrained resources. These limited resources
create stress for teachers as they determined how to get the most out of the current supply due to
funding and restraints. With constrained resources, teachers were forced to make instructional
decisions regarding how they teach and deliver the material to students. With an endless number
of resources, teachers would be afforded opportunities to create innovative and extra engaging
lessons but often, these resources are purchased by teachers with their personal funds. Funding
issues also meant that teachers potentially would teach classrooms with increased class sizes and
have limited personnel to collaborate with which limits the time allotted to plan and prepare for
the usage of the materials within a lesson. These additional decisions often resulted in more
stressed teachers as they ultimately desire what is best for their students.

The research study focused on K-12 teachers currently working within the Yellow



County School District, (pseudonym) in Georgia. The district had urban and suburban school
settings. There were twenty-one elementary schools, six middle schools, six high schools, and
five alternate setting school types within the district (YCSD, 2022) The district’s schools were
Title 1 and 100% free and reduced lunch. The district employed 43% (514) inexperienced
teachers as opposed to the state of Georgia which had 23% (GOSA, 2021). The Governor’s
Office of Student Achievement reported that 264 teachers (22%) were teaching out of their
certification field in the Yellow County School District. Within the Yellow County School
District, waiver teachers were hired to work while obtaining their teaching certificates. The
district also employed 82 teachers or 7% of their workforce through emergency provisional
waiver programs (GOSA, 2021). These individuals hold a bachelor’s degree in an unrelated field
and either began earning certification through a university program or the Georgia Teacher
Academy for Preparation and Pedagogy (GaTAPP) program. This allowed a person to begin
their teaching career and learn how to become a teacher simultaneously to help fill teaching
vacancies. Therefore, certain teachers not only instruct their classrooms daily for their role as
teachers but also take on the role of students as they complete college coursework or teacher
preparatory programs during the evening to become certified educators in the state. The
participants of the study included certified and waiver teachers of all experience levels including
early intervention teachers and specialty teachers as well. Therefore, all teaching staff apart from
the administration was solicited.

Darling-Hammond (2001) reported teachers who enter the classroom with a lack of
preparation yield students who underperform their peers. Employing staff with inadequate
educational background knowledge including pedagogical processes and/or content-related

deficiencies increased school inequity as less qualified teachers are being hired in areas that are



seeking to assist students who are in the greatest deficits of learning (Darling-Hammond, 2001).
The lack of background knowledge created additional stress for teachers as they enter the
classroom without the foundation of lesson planning elements, instructional strategies, time, and
classroom management skills, and learning while teaching will equate to these teachers incurring
additional pressure (Rose & Sughrue, 2020). Often schools used classroom data to make grade
level or department decisions and new teachers could feel added pressure to perform at the level
of their peers (Schaap et al., 2018). In 2020-2021, 95.7% of Georgia teachers who completed
non-traditional teacher preparation programs were employed while completing certification
requirements according to the 2021 Teacher Leader Workforce report (Flamini & Steed, 2022).
In addition, Flamini and Steed (2022) reported that 53% of employees completed traditional
tracks while working as a teacher to complete their degrees for initial certification.

Research has provided information on factors that can induce and reduce stress. Self-
efficacy has been found to reduce stress in employees who exhibit high levels (Meyer et al.,
2022; Yin, 2022; Yu et al., 2014). Certain aspects of personality have been found to increase
stress while others buffer the effects. Ruggieri et al. (2022) found these areas of personality were
predictors of burnout from teacher stress: agreeableness, curiosity, extraversion, openness, and
exploration with emotional stability having the strongest aspect. An employee’s perception of the
amount of support provided by supervisors (Kang & Kang, 2016) and even colleagues (Bottiani
et al., 2019; Droogenbroeck et al., 2014) has also been investigated and proven to increase stress.
In contrast, Ong and Sulaiman (2022) argued that perceived supervisory support was unrelated to
job stress. An employee’s stress level was affected by the employee’s perception of the
organization. Organizational justice was found to be related to job stress (Ssenyonga & Hecker,

2021). Depending on the type of organizational factor determined whether this construct



increased or decreased an employee's stress level. All employees encounter balancing work and
family life roles; however, some individuals experienced conflict which is found to induce stress
(Erdamar & Demeril, 2014).

Examining teacher perspectives on contributing factors of teacher stress based on the
individual factors of self-efficacy and personality and the contextual factors of organizational
justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-family conflict, in addition to insight as to what
teachers deem stressful revealed the missing elements of the current teacher retention problems
that exist today. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) found a correlation between teacher stress and
self-efficacy. In addition, Nojani et al. (2012) linked organizational justice and teacher’s job
satisfaction. Erdamar and Demirel (2014) found that work-family conflict caused problems with
job dissatisfaction, stress, and within the organization. Erdamar and Demirel (2014) confirmed
that young, female teachers were more prone to be affected by work-family conflict. The
potential ramifications on instructional practices and the effects on student achievement deemed
this a necessary topic for discussion as educational leaders continue to combat the issue of
teacher stress. To emphasize the existence of the teacher turnover burden within the field due to
the stressful nature of the teaching profession (Darling-Hammond, 2001; Schonert-Reichl, 2019;
Stoeber & Rennert, 2008), future research was vital.

A review of the literature, a clear purpose, and the methodological processes are
presented in the study followed by an analysis of the study and future research considerations.
Background of the Problem

Stress is an experience that all individuals potentially endured in the workplace because
of constraints of time and limited resources (Shakeel et al., 2021). In addition, stress is also

formed from existing pressure from the organization, the supervisors, and/or colleagues (Shakeel



et al., 2021). Therefore, as the field of education continued to encourage teacher collaboration for
planning and review of data, the aspect of support from peers in addition to administration was
essential. Stress has many definitions, but stress can be defined as the psychological and
physiological response to a person’s well-being (Abirami, 2012). Stoeber and Rennert (2008)
maintained teachers were among the professionals exhibiting the highest levels of job-related
stress.

Another element contributing to teacher stress was work-family conflict and family-work
conflict, or negative spillover. If conflict levels are high, then the workplace and home life are
affected negatively by this stress-inducing factor (Erdamar & Demeril, 2014). Work-family
conflict existed as work-related items were brought into the home. This occurs when teachers
become overwhelmed with worry concerning their students’ abilities and home life needs. The
most consistent and strongest finding of Allen et al. (2000) was the relationship between work
and family conflict and stress. Erdamar and Demirel (2014) contended that teachers experience
more work-family conflict than family-work conflict led to a reduction in job satisfaction
and within the home. Erdamar and Demeril (2014) concluded public school teachers and private
school teachers differed in age, institution type, and gender regarding work-family conflict.
Erdamar and Demirel (2014) found more work-family conflict existed among public school
teachers than among their private school colleagues. However, Erdamar and Demirel (2014) also
found young, female teachers regardless of school setting experienced more work-family
conflict. Although Erdamar and Demirel (2014) noted no differences in marital status, school
level, or content taught, it was found that in the private school setting young teachers
experienced more of both types of conflict. Furthermore, Erdamar and Demirel (2014) affirmed

that work-family conflict reduced job satisfaction and increased job-related stress resulting in a



reduction in loyalty to the organization.

Researchers contended that educational leaders must begin to focus on teacher well-being
and mental health (Herman et al., 2021) overall realizing that home pressures can enter the
workplace. Bakker et al. (2019) found employees needed to learn emotional regulation strategies.
Bakker et al. (2019) emphasized learning the strategies that increase one’s resources allows for
the usage of more expansive strategies that can be used both in and out of the home. Bakker et al.
(2019) further added the usage of these strategies was the way to end the negative cycle affecting
one’s well-being and home life.

Self-efficacy has been found to aid teachers in handling stress. Self-efficacy was defined
by Bandura (1986) as a person’s internal belief that he or she can master a task or situation.
Teacher self-efficacy is a teacher’s confidence level with the ability to increase student learning
(Hattie, 2017; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Okoro et al., 2002; Protheroe, 2008). Shakeel et al. (2021)
clarified that self-efficacy is not a skill, but it is the confidence level of one’s skills. Having
elevated levels of self-efficacy was crucial to the teacher’s mindset believing that a solution to a
problem was possible (Pearman et al. 2021). Individuals who suffered from stressful situations
without resolving them over time cannot anticipate a positive end to their situation, often
choosing to leave the profession. Yin (2022) found improving the self-efficacy of an individual
was a viable option to improve a person’s well-being. In addition, Yin (2022) found self-efficacy
successfully alleviated negative pressure on individuals. Self-efficacy and stress were both
correlated with the induction of job burnout (Yu et al., 2014). Yu et al. (2014) and Meyer et al.
(2022) also found self-efficacy mediated the effects of perceived stress leading to job burnout. It
can be concluded that self-efficacy functioned as a solution for job burnout as individuals who

had higher levels of self-efficacy were better equipped to not succumb to the added pressures



increasing their perceived stress levels. Meyer et al. (2022) found that the perception of being in
control could create a shield against negative stress. Yin (2022) quantitatively researched self-
efficacy to the locus of control with 305 elementary teachers and their subjective well-being to
find that self-efficacy was a partial mediator. Malinen and Savolainen (2016) found self-efficacy
was a mediating factor in the effect of perceived school climate on job satisfaction and burnout.
A person’s job satisfaction level could be explained by the degree of need fulfillment within their
work environment (Klusmann et al., 2008).

An individual’s personality determines how a situation is perceived. Salami (2011) found
personality to be a moderating factor as it was interrelated with job stress and was predictive of
perceived personal accomplishment. Salami (2011) also concluded that environmental factors
such as social support and job stress influenced teacher burnout along with the personal factors
of personality traits. Personality and social support were found to be effective in reducing the
negative effects of job stress on reduced personal accomplishment; however, emotional
exhaustion and depersonalization dimensions of burnout were not effective (Salami, 2011).
Personality profiles were found to be resource and vulnerability factors in how people perceive
experiences in life and work (Udayar et al., 2020).

Shakeel et al. (2021) declared an individual’s personality was attributed to reactions
based upon unexpected situations. Ismail et al. (2018) found personalities had a strong
correlation with counterproductive work behavior. Bakker et al. (2018) argued that personality
traits can have an immediate impact on a person’s well-being and concluded that combinations
of the facets of personality influence a person’s ability to manage situations. Udayar et al. (2020)
emphasized that work-related wellness indicators were found in three of the personality traits:

extraversion, neuroticism, and conscientiousness. Resilience seemed to help a person cope with



job-related stress and achieve higher satisfaction within their job as opposed to the oversensitive
personality profile that potentially reinforces perceived negative aspects of the situation (Udayar
et al., 2020).

Teacher stress has been linked to a person’s perception of the stress-inducing factor and
how a person manages the event (Dicke et al., 2014). Dicke et al. (2014) further explained
positive self-efficacy thoughts were the means used to determine how to perceive events. A
teacher’s self-efficacy was useful in preventing teachers from incurring teacher stress (Shakeel et
al., 2021). Kyriacou (2001) clarified teacher stress as a teacher’s experience with “unpleasant,
negative emotions, such as anger, tension, frustration, or depression, resulting from some aspect
of work as a teacher” (p. 28). Kang and Kang (2016) found that perceived supervisory support
reduced stress. In addition, perceived supervisory support had a moderating effect on an
individual’s high-commitment human resource management which was evidenced to report
lower stress (Kang & Kang, 2016). Kang and Kang (2016) further concluded that perceived
supervisory support was a preceding factor to job-related stress.

Approximately 44% of teachers who enter the field of education left within the first five
years of the profession (Chang, 2009; Cineas, 2022). In addition, in Georgia, veteran teachers
were choosing not to remain in education according to the PAGE Report (2022). Hattie (2017)
has conducted much work on factors affecting student achievement. Hattie (2017) found the
effect size of work related to self-efficacy was 0.92 while collective teacher self-efficacy was as
great as 1.57. Therefore, the large effect size accounted for the influence of the individual factor
that increased positive change among teachers and students. As a teacher’s self-efficacy was
lowered because of stress-related items, the need for awareness of the malleability feature of

self-efficacy is vital. Shakeel et al. (2021) affirmed self-efficacy was an active behavior that was



not fixed.

Traditional teacher stress was compounded under the conditions of teaching during the
COVID-19 pandemic (Han & Garcia, 2022; Herman et al., 2021). After COVID-19, teacher
requirements and technical expectations altered the traditional classroom and methods of
teaching (Pressley et al., 2021; Pretorius & Padmanabhanunni, 2022; Tabatadze & Chachkhiani,
2021; Westphal et al., 2022). Pressley et al. (2021) found teacher stress levels positively
correlated to anxiety due to COVID-19 and support was needed to combat teacher stress.
Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni (2022) reported teachers needed support to negate the stress
factors of anxiety and hopelessness found in women teachers after COVID-19. With the shift in
teaching atmospheres and classroom setups, the current research on teacher stress needed to be
updated and analyzed from a holistic viewpoint. COVID-19 reinvented traditional instruction
requiring more of teachers such as: teaching in a virtual and/or hybrid setting (online and in-
person simultaneously), increasing workloads to create engaging technological lessons through
websites and social meeting platforms, learning additional avenues to access the content through
technology while utilizing content simultaneously, providing those resources to adults supporting
their children as they worked their jobs alongside their child, and increased job-related duties and
responsibilities many teachers needed to master to continue performing their job well and
meeting the needs of the students (Daniel, 2020; Pressley et al., 2021; Shoulders et al., 2021).
The unusual environment created much stress for many teachers especially if they were not
technologically savvy (Ferndndez-Batanero et al., 2021).

The cumbersome task of teaching has been noted as stressful (Pressley et al., 2021;
Stoeber & Rennart, 2008). Accounting for the numerous inevitable changes in curriculum and

instructional delivery demands created a huge issue for teachers to overcome. A teacher who was
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not equipped with effective coping strategies could become overwhelmed with teacher stress
which ultimately can lead to burnout (Jennet et al., 2003). Dicke et al. (2014) added teachers
with high levels of self-efficacy regarding classroom management were not as susceptible to the
personality trait of exhaustion and burnout. Westphal et al. (2022) added a teacher’s personality
and self-efficacy with online teaching were important factors contributing to stress and burnout
during the pandemic. Meyer et al. (2022) found self-efficacy to be an important factor in a
person’s resilience when combatting perceived high levels of stress, making one less vulnerable
to COVID-19 beliefs. Yin (2022) found self-efficacy to be a factor in one’s ability to overcome
negative pressures. Abdel-Khalek and Lester (2017) reported a strong association between self-
efficacy and mental health. Shakeel et al. (2021) confirmed high levels of self-efficacy attributed
to one using coping strategies when faced with challenges and those who exhibit low levels of
self-efficacy are more likely to leave the profession due to experiencing higher levels of burnout.
Therefore, higher levels of self-efficacy resulted in teachers being less likely to experience
burnout as self-efficacy was viewed as a preventive measure for burnout (Shakeel et al., 2021).
Recently, a review of organizational justice (OJ) within the educational field was a new
topic to help support efforts to combat teacher retention with the aspects of job satisfaction
(Celik & Kalkan, 2022; Zhou & Ma, 2022). Organizational Justice (OJ), while normally not
researched within an educational setting, provided insight into the perceptions of the school as an
organization. If injustice was evident, then decreases in job satisfaction, employee work quality,
and retention would occur along with an increase in employee absenteeism (Dunaetz, 2020).
However, teacher retention was important to study because organizational justice (OJ)
perceptions positively impact teacher job satisfaction (Alanoglu & Demirtas, 2021). Personality

and organizational justice contributed to counterproductive work behavior and lead to work
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stress (Hapsari et al., 2022). Zhou and Ma (2022) found that organizational justice had a
significant influence on teacher retention of individuals working at the elementary and middle
school levels.

Organizational justice is described as a subjective perception of an employee’s idea of
fairness within the workplace (Zhou et al., 2020). There are four dimensions of organizational
justice: procedural justice (fairness of decision-making), distributive justice (equality of
employee work and rewards, interpersonal justice (employee’s perception of their manager’s
treatment towards them), and informational justice (processes and procedure information
provided individuals is accurate) as stated by Colquitt (2001). Na’Imabh et al. (2022) asserted
informational justice is a social component of procedural justice. The vision of a particular
school determined what is deemed important, which individuals can provide feedback, and who
and how often those individuals can provide feedback to those at the decision-making table.
Alanoglu and Demirtas (2021) found teachers’ perception of school rules and procedures was
based on support. Alanoglu and Demirtas (2021) confirmed bureaucratic aspects that aided in
teachers’” work helped to solidify positive attitudes and attributed to desirable work completion
versus compliance. Oren et al. (2013) emphasized that leadership should be cognizant that
employees were consistently examining leadership actions to ensure workplace fairness is just.
Herrera et al. (2022) asserted organizational justice had significant effects on a person’s well-
being concerning age, gender, and school vulnerability. In agreement with Social Exchange
Theory, Shakeel et al. (2021) emphasized the need for teacher support. Teachers’ contributions
of their work and school were equal when provided with appropriate support (Shakeel et al.,
2021). Therefore, the aspects of organizational justice and perceived supervisory support were

critical to review in school settings, even within the same district, as schools are operated by
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different individuals in leadership roles and styles (Hoy & Tarter, 2004). Viewing multiple
schools within the same district provided insight into the school as an organization and
determined predictors of stress.

All individual schools within a state and district have the same guidelines, though the
school’s operations are not necessarily managed in similar manners. Each school type has its
own culture and climate, clientele, capacity, and leadership values employed. Such factors led to
potential differences that can contribute to or negate teacher stress possibilities. It was therefore
imperative to view multiple schools within a district to ensure the results were not isolated and
only specific to one school. There was potential for the concern of teacher stress to be pervasive
within the district. The study identified specific school and/or district needs highlighting specific
areas of stress possibilities for leadership to begin supporting the current and future staff.

Previous research has studied teacher-related stress regarding self-efficacy, burnout,
student achievement relations, physiological health conditions, teacher retention, and numerous
other angles such as organizational justice, perceived stress, and leader support (Aboagye et al.,
2018; Alanoglu & Demirtas, 2021; Betoret, 2006; Bottiani et al., 2019; Jennett et al., 2003;
Kaihoi et al., 2022; Mori et al., 2022; Plavsic & Dikovic, 2022; Sari et al., 2021; Zhou & Ma,
2022). However, the research studied similar factors such as only contextual factors or individual
factors contributing to teacher stress or their effects of stress on teachers as separate ideas.
Merely viewing stress within one domain limited the reader to only learn about one or more
similar attributes. This investigation provided the potential for discovery of the interaction
effects between individual-level and contextual-level factors. For example, how has teacher
stress been influenced by the interaction between self-efficacy and organizational justice? How

did teachers with higher levels of neuroticism personality factor experience stress when they
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have coworker and supervisor support? These are examples of questions that could be
investigated by simultaneously modeling the interaction effects of individual-level and
contextual-level factors.

Statement of the Problem

According to PAGE (2022), teacher retention was a large problem within the field of
education in the state of Georgia. Currently, teachers are experiencing compounded stress levels
and job demands that have led many to exit the profession (Han & Garcia, 2022). Previous
efforts to retain teachers have not counteracted the surmounting new expectations that have
arisen after the COVID-19 pandemic altered traditional classrooms (Pressley et al., 2021). The
additional problem of COVID-19 impacted teachers around the world because each teacher was
managing an already stressful situation under more constraints and pressure that led to burnout
(Fitchett et al., 2019). With the problematic continued teacher shortage existing in multiple
countries (Han & Garcia, 2022), the field of education must begin efforts to retain more teachers
thus beginning to support the whole teacher. Herman et al. (2021) affirmed teacher health and
well-being increased in priority after COVID-19 altered instructional delivery. While research
has been conducted regarding teacher stress and self-efficacy (Jennett et al., 2003; Skaalvik &
Skaalvik, 2007), much of the research was conducted within pre-COVID-19 conditions and has
been completed in isolation.

The Yellow School district currently employs on average 286 new hires each year as
referenced in Table 1. The number of waiver teachers hired has grown exponentially after
COVID-19 from 24 teachers in 2021 to as great as 178 teachers in 2023. This yielded more
teachers within the classroom without a current certificate with only a slight decline for the

Fiscal school year 2024 with 129 waiver teachers. This addition of waiver teachers impacted
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current teachers who took on the additional responsibility of ensuring their teammate was
successful which could have led to increased stress levels for both teachers and students. The
constant turnover amongst schools within the district could cause additional strands of stress
based solely on the newness of the employees in an everchanging population.

Table 1

Yellow County School District Employee Hire Totals

Fiscal School Fiscal School Fiscal School Fiscal School

Year 2024 Year 2023 Year 2022 Year 2021
Number of
Total Hires 260 322 332 231
Number of
Waiver 129 178 72 24
Teachers

Table 1 Employee Hire Information for Yellow County School District, 2021-2024

The issue of retention struggles with high demands of instructional delivery culminated in
teachers feeling overwhelmed completing typical teaching tasks. This resulted in teachers
leaving even as soon as the beginning of a new school year and many during a school year by
walking out. As teachers leave, the relationships cultivated for learning environments become
disrupted. This disruption could lead to a reduction in student achievement. In Yellow County
School District, 223 teachers did not renew a contract for the 2020-2021 school year with only
24 of them accounting for retirement reasons (Gibson, 2022). The Yellow County School district
had a 75% retention rate in 2023 as opposed to previous years of 82% in 2022 and 83% in 2021
according to Georgia Insights (n.d.). The review of the most recent student test scores in Table 2
of the Yellow County School District showed retention and stress were real concerns for this

school system.
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Table 2

Yellow County (Pseudonym) 2022 CCRPI Scores

Grade Cluster Content Mastery Readiness Graduation Rate
Elementary 41.6 65 N/A
Middle 35.7 65.6 N/A
High 32.5 58.5 81.1

Table 2 Yellow County CCRPI Scores, GADOE, 2022

Many factors contributed to the problem of teacher stress, including individual factors
such as personality traits and self-efficacy, and contextual factors such as organizational justice,
perceived supervisory support and teacher support, and work/family conflict. The current study
contributed to the research literature on teacher stress by viewing individual and contextual
factors simultaneously to see the interplay each has on the other.

In the teaching field of education, teaching is not a stand-alone position as many other
teacher types interact daily with students. Teachers do not typically work in isolation unless
school enrollment did not account for multiple teachers for that content. There was, however, a
push for more teacher collaboration and peer support. Almost always at the school level, teachers
are provided with a principal, at least one assistant principal, and a grade level or department
chairperson. In addition, many teachers are also provided with a mentor (even another team
member or academic coach) to offer advice and guidance to teachers throughout the school year
(Braun et al., 2019; Karanfil & Atay, 2020; Schwan et al., 2020). While some supports exist in
many schools, the amount of support was varied among schools even within the same district as
educational leaders are still establishing what components would entail as necessary for a
successful mentoring program to be implemented (Schwan et al., 2020).

Supervisory support delivered effectively provided outlets for teachers to reduce potential

stressors (Westphal et al., 2022). Shakeel et al. (2021) found social support aided in a teacher’s
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ability to avoid burnout whereas incompatible relationships extended the reach of burnout.
Bottiani et al. (2019) found colleague support relationships proved to buffer stress and burnout.
A further look inside at which level of support was best suited for teachers is most desirable. The
updated additions to previous research conducted in other countries delivered valuable
information to be utilized by teachers within the United States. The current study offered insight
into teacher stress contributing factors that are both internal (personality and self-efficacy) and
external (organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-family conflict) in
nature and the impact of the contributing factors as a complete picture. Since much of teacher
stress led to teachers exiting the profession, the concept of teacher stress was important to review
the contextual factors in addition to the individual factors of a person’s personality and level of
self-efficacy. Identifying factors that contributed to teacher stress would improve the learning
environment, aid cognition, and support teacher attrition (Fitchett et al., 2019) as teacher stress
has been found to have negative effects on daily instruction resulting in lower student
achievement (Blase, 1986; Kongcharoen et al. 2019).

Novice teachers who entered the field not having completed a teacher preparation
program could incur an additional level of stress. These teachers were required to learn while on
the job, a position which is difficult for many. Therefore, these teachers sometimes relied heavily
on receiving support from leaders and colleagues to learn quickly. Some personalities did not
lend themselves to being as open when help was needed to ask for assistance and that too can
create stress to perform. Mid-career individuals were working toward supporting newcomers and
advancing their careers or the educational field (Plavsic & Dikovic, 2022). With this climb and
added responsibilities, potential stressors became strains. Veteran teachers who have found

success with students in the past can become overwhelmed with new initiatives, new programs,
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and new technological requirements and expectations that were non-existent at the beginning of
their careers. The level of newness to the position has created an overwhelming feeling that they
are starting over when they have previously felt confident in their abilities (Carton & Fruchart,
2013). These situations become stressful for many teachers.

With the current teacher shortage being a prevalent worldwide problem, the study sought
to address the issue of teacher stress in hopes of bringing awareness to the impact of the
individual and contextual factors linked to teacher stress to further information and better
understand the impact as it relates to teacher retention. Shakeel et al. (2021) found personality,
an individual factor, had a significant relationship to burnout where self-efficacy was concluded
to be a mediating factor. The current study was beneficial because reviewing multiple factors
provided a more complete picture of teacher stress as opposed to previous research that reviewed
these factors in isolation or by type of factor. Khosbayar et al. (2022) concluded individuals were
more resilient with high scores in conscientiousness, agreeableness, extraversion, and openness
to experience. Stress levels have increased after the COVID-19 pandemic with many of the
teaching supports implemented to serve all students during that season becoming a traditional
requirement within today’s classrooms. Oberg (2023) affirmed the pandemic and increased
workload for teachers increased stress levels, exhaustion, and burnout.

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there was no other research that assesses to
what degree the individual (self-efficacy and personality) and contextual (work-family conflict,
perceived supervisory support, and organizational justice) factors increased or decreased stress
for teachers. Past research on teacher stress has primarily utilized quantitative research. There are
a limited number of studies that have taken a qualitative approach to comprehending teacher's

perspectives on stress and the role of contextual-level factors. This study methodologically
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contributed to the current scholarly literature on teacher stress by integrating quantitative and
qualitative research approaches to comprehensively examine teacher stress through the lens of

both individual and contextual-level factors.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to investigate the impact of individual and contextual
factors on teacher stress within K-12 schools and identify prominent sources of stress perceived
by teachers. The study sought answers from respondents from all teaching roles within a school
ranging from elementary to middle to high school settings to learn the impact of stressful triggers
on the different subgroups of teachers to better understand teacher perceptions. This led to the
initial stages of understanding the link of stress to their self-efficacy and personality and the
school with organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-family conflict so
leaders can better support teachers in these areas. The study of these factors was important
because teacher stress escalates teacher turnover, which was linked to reduced student
achievement, which is the basis of education (Karanfil & Atay, 2020; Will, 2021). A teacher’s
self-efficacy was directly linked to student outcomes; teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy
yielded greater student achievement success than teachers with low levels of self-efficacy (Okoro
et al., 2022). The purpose was further refined to support potential teacher retention, especially in
mid-career teachers. Teacher-student relationships were the foundation for student achievement
(Spilt et al., 2011). Therefore, as teachers began to leave the classroom, a student’s structure,
sense of safety, and relationships made were broken creating additional gaps to fill in student
learning outcomes (Spilt et al., 2011). The goal was to gain a better understanding of teacher

stress factors to combat the existing teacher retention problem within the state of Georgia.
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Research Questions/Hypothesis

The study was conducted to gain a better understanding of teacher stress as it relates to
self-efficacy, personality, organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-family
conflict. The research questions were created to gather evidence concerning the impact that
exists between the relationship between self-efficacy and personality to stress and organizational
justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-family conflict on teacher stress. In addition,
the questions sought to determine the combined effect of the individual and contextual factors
being studied on teacher stress and identify job-related factors that teachers perceive as stressful.
The current study was aimed to address the following research questions:
RQ 1: What is the influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress?

Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is no statistically significant influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is a statistically significant influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress.
RQ 2: What is the relationship between personality traits and teacher stress?

Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is no statistically significant relationship between personality and teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is a statistically significant relationship between personality and teacher stress.
RQ 3: What is the relationship between organizational justice and teacher stress?

Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is no statistically significant impact of organizational justice on teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
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There is a statistically significant impact of organizational justice on teacher stress.
RQ 4: What is the influence of perceived support on teacher stress?
a.Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is no statistically significant influence of perceived supervisory support on teacher
stress.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is a statistically significant influence of perceived supervisory support on teacher
stress.
b.Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is no statistically significant influence of perceived colleague support on teacher
stress.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is a statistically significant influence of perceived colleague support on teacher
stress.
RQ 5: What is the influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress?
Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is no statistically significant influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is a statistically significant influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress.
RQ 6: What are the interaction effects of individual and contextual level factors on teacher
stress?
RQ 7: How do K-12 teachers describe the job demands at their current workplace?

7a. What are the teacher's perspectives on the stress created by job demands and how this
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stress can be alleviated by individual-level and contextual-level factors?

Conceptual Framework

Based on the social cognitive theory authored by Albert Bandura (1986), the study
focused on the impact of individual and contextual factors on teacher stress. Specifically, the
study reviewed the personal factors of self-efficacy and personality, the environmental factors of
organizational justice, work-family conflict, and the cognitive factor of how the individual
perceives stress from supervisory support. The conceptual framework was based on Bandura’s
Social Cognitive Theory which supported a person’s behavior, cognition, and environment
mutually contributing to one another (Bandura, 1986). Bandura (1986) stated self-efficacy was a
person’s internal belief that he or she can master a task or situation. Extending the notion, a
teacher’s self-efficacy was his or her belief in the ability to promote student learning outcomes
(Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Prothero, 2008). The study sought to uncover the impact of each as an
individual factor because of the close link between personality as a factor of self-efficacy.
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory was found to be based on the individual’s influence
with and on other interactions that are developed by self-efficacy. John Hattie (2017), most
renowned for his book, Visible Learning, has completed more recent work in the field of self-
efficacy. Teachers often reflected on their teaching practice based on student outcomes.
Therefore, a person’s ability to affect change was important, especially in teaching. The current
study was important as it examined factors that contributed to teacher stress which is a major
contributing factor to low levels of teacher retention. All teachers could encounter challenges
during their career. However, a person’s ability to believe they are capable of teaching ultimately
determined whether the individual chose to remain in the teaching profession.

Vinz (2022) defined a theoretical framework as a defined theory used to support the
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significance of research and provide evidence of the topic’s relevance within previous literature.
Maxwell (2004) simply stated the framework as the information that supports or informs the
research. Several factors can lead to teacher stress. The study specifically looked at the relation
of the individual factors of self-efficacy and personality to the contextual contributing factors of
organizational justice (also known as workplace fairness), perceived supervisory and colleague
support, and work-family conflict. In previous research, self-efficacy was found to be a
mediating factor.

Figure 1 showed the study's conceptual framework and depicted the relationship between
the individual factors and the contextual factors in addition to the combined effect these have on
teacher stress using Bandura’s theory focusing on behavioral, personal, and environmental
factors and the Job Demands-Resource model (JD-R). The individual factors or personal
resources used in the study were self-efficacy and personality. Within the job demands section,
the contextual factor of work conflict acted as a behavioral component. Job resources included
organizational justice and perceived support from supervisors and colleagues which are
environmental factors. The management of personal and job resources, coupled with how work-
family conflict reacted to a person’s job demands determined an employee's perceived teacher
stress. The JD-R model was often used to better understand the fundamental psychological
aspects of employee stress as well as motivation. The model was a conceptual tool for

understanding and guiding future actions by leadership (Schaufeli, 2017).
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Figure 1

Research Conceptual Framework adapted from Granziera et al. (2021)
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The conceptual framework used in the current study was based on Bandura’s theory

dating back to 1986, in addition to recent research using the Job Demands-Resources theory of
Bakker and Demerouti, (2007). The JD-R model helped to explore teacher experience that would
assist in revealing information on the factors that cause teacher stress (Granziera et al., 2021).
The JD-R model stated that when job demands are high and job resources are low, stress and
burnout occur (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Demerouti et al. (2001) found all working
conditions could be considered as either a job demand or a job resource.

A job demand was defined as a physical, social, or organizational aspect of the job
requiring sustained physical or mental effort which yields physiological and psychological costs
(Demerouti et al., 2001). Further, a job demand was considered a strain or drain of energy
(Schaufeli, 2017) on the individual while a job resource, a supportive resource was needed to
overcome the demand (Bakker et al., 2007; Schaufeli, 2017). Job resources were the physical,

psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that reduce job demands and the

24



associated physiological and psychological costs (Demerouti et al., 2001). The resource was used
in achieving goals at work as well as increasing personal growth and development through
learning (Demerouti et al., 2001). Within the JD-R model, the suggestion of job resources
buffering the impact of job demand was evident (Bakker et al., 2007). Characteristics of the work
environment and personal traits (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992) and social support (Haines et al., 1991;
Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2018) have been found to buffer job demand effects while Friedman
(1999) found supervisory support can buffer or boost burnout. Bakker and de Vries (2021)
declared organizational resources such as human resource practices and healthy leadership along
with personal resources of proactive personality offered support to employees in regulating
short-term fatigue.

The model allowed for the understanding of the interactions between the individual
(personal) and contextual (job demands and resources) and stress as it demonstrated the
relationship between work environmental factors, personal resources with individuals, and

behavioral aspects of using both, personal and job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

Methodology Overview

The mixed methods research study addressed teacher stress and the potential relationship
with self-efficacy, personality, perceived supervisory support, work/family conflict, and
organizational justice to circumvent teacher retention issues within Georgia. An explanatory-
sequential research design was used to test the impact of the interplay of individual (self-efficacy
and personality) and contextual factors (organizational justice, perceived supervisory support,
and work-family conflict) on teacher stress (dependent variable). The study added to the limited
literature that exists on teacher stress from both methods and further defined what teachers define

as job demands and how the factors studied can help alleviate stress.
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The participants of the current research included teachers with varying levels of
experience within the Yellow County School District in Georgia. The participants provided
representation from K-12 elementary, middle, and high school settings. The participants’ ages
ranged from recent college graduates to teachers at or above retirement age. All full and part-
time teachers regardless of certification were solicited with the exclusion of administration. The
study was conducted in Spring 2024 because standardized testing was being planned for and
implemented which is commonly known as a ‘stressful’ time for teachers and allowed for mid-
year hires to be among the participants.

The quantitative aspect of the mixed-methods study examined the impact of self-efficacy,
personality, work-family conflict, perceived supervisory support, and organizational justice on
teacher stress. Data was collected through structured surveys. A purposeful random cluster-level
selection occurred after the survey data collection where teachers were able to participate in the
qualitative portion of the mixed-methods study. Structured interview questions were used to
collect qualitative data. The structured interview questions focused on teacher's perspectives on
the stress created by job demands and how the stress can be alleviated by individual-level and
contextual-level factors. The qualitative data explored stressful factors within teaching for
teachers with all levels of experience in all school settings within public K-12 schools within the
Yellow County School District.

The usage of clustered structured interviews allowed participants to receive consistent
interview questions in a predetermined order (Stuckey, 2013). Bhatia and Deogun (1998)
attributed structured interviews to job interviews where each participant is provided with the
same set and number of questions. Structured interviews were used by researchers to further

develop known information about a topic by eliciting short responses to open-ended questions
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(Dept of Psych EDI Committee, 2018). Bhatia and Deogun (1998) defined clustering as
classifying data by characteristics and asserted the usage of clustering to improve efficiency and
effectiveness in the analysis of the data. For the current study, clustered structured interviews
were used qualitatively to define groups based on school setting to understand the job demands
at each school type and insight into teacher perceptions on how to alleviate stressful factors
according to their needs as elementary, middle, and high schools operate differently because of
their student's age ranges and academic requirements. Young et al. (2018) referenced that
interviews enabled researchers to concentrate on participants’ priorities of importance when
offering their perspectives.

Using the data statistical analysis procedure of structural equation modeling and
Pearson’s r coefficient, the study sought to determine the interplay among multi-variables of
teacher stress as well as thematic analysis to identify specific sources of stress teachers deem
most influential. The current study used a correlational design leading to results that potentially
empower all educational leaders to invoke positive changes to teacher requirements. The
correlational analysis was used to measure the relationship among the variables thus, possibly
leading to increases in retention rates for the school systems in Georgia as a result.

After obtaining IRB approval from the school district and Columbus State University, the
study began with an anonymous survey using Qualtrics and was analyzed within SPSS with
participant recruitment. The current study sought to identify the impacts made on individual and
contextual factors that contribute to teacher stress among novices (0-3 years of teaching
experience), mid-career (4-15 years), and veterans (16 plus years of experience) teachers within
elementary, middle, and high schools to provide a holistic picture of teacher stress. Karanfil and

Atay (2020) found teachers regardless of experience level were stressed impacting their well-
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being and their ability to offer effective instruction to students.

The survey was electronically administered to teachers followed by the interview data
collection. Valid and reliable measures of the constructs stated in research questions were
included in the quantitative surveys and qualitative interviews. Quantitative survey data was
analyzed by using correlation and structural equation modeling. Qualitative data analysis began
with the researcher reviewing each respondent’s work independently. The researcher created an
inductive thematic coding system from a review of the responses. Then, the responses were
viewed holistically looking for reoccurring themes and/or images. The themes most prevalent
were included in the findings. Mixed-methods analysis used the procedures of joint display
tables, and data transformation procedures to integrate quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell
& Plano, 2017).

Delimitations and Limitations

Delimitations were decisions and boundaries set by the researcher with a review of the
study results and the interpretation (Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). It is important to note that
these decisions created a level of potential bias within the study. The participant's response rate
was influenced by the short time frame to collect quantitative and qualitative data when the
teachers were contractually working in schools. Also, the researcher used a combination of
author definitions to determine how many years of experience were considered as a novice, mid-
career, and experienced teacher for the study. Considering the combination of definitions of
experience levels, the study yielded different results if the groups were defined within a different
parameter. Another delimitation was the decision of which individual and contextual factors to
study. The researcher acknowledged there might be other individual and contextual-level factors

that might influence teacher stress. The selection of factors in the current study was based on

28



individual and contextual level constructs that have been demonstrated in the research literature
to be the prominent causes of stress and burnout. The final delimitation was the decision to only
include staff who work with students in academic or specialty roles (art, music, computer,
agriculture, and physical education teachers; media specialists) while eliminating administration.
There was also the potential school employees who were intentionally removed from the sample
population who endure educational settings stress factors because the researcher desired findings
based on classroom setting and was more focused on teacher stress. The removal of incomplete
respondent surveys factored into the results.

Limitations are biases created due to factors beyond the researcher's control (Theofanidis
& Fountouki, 2018). The extensive job demands of teachers may have restricted the response
rate as participation in the study is voluntary. For the same reason, many respondents chose not
to complete the entire survey/interview. There was potential for low response rates which
affected the results if teachers were so stressed, that respondents viewed the survey as one more
thing to complete. Acquiring results from multiple school settings and various experience levels
created a disproportionate response rate from a lack of responses for a certain school type or one
school setting has a higher response rate. To meet the IRB requirements of the district being
studied, the survey was sent out by administrative staff at each school. Due to the lack of control
concerning who received the survey, some participants could have completed the survey and not
be a part of the desired population. The qualitative desired ratio of respondents was met but the
fair representation of elementary interview respondents and middle school was unbalanced.
Definition of Terms
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA): The standard confirmatory factor analysis model of the

multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) is to have each measure load on its trait and method factors
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where trait and method factors are correlated and assumed to be independent. The final CFA
model will be the initial Structural Equation Model. (Kenny, n.d.)

Construct: a theoretical variable in a model that is tapped by indicators; usually represented by
an oval (Kenny, n.d.)

Correlation matrix: A visual grid display of variances due to method can be detected by seeing if
the different-trait (survey items), same-method (constructs) correlations are stronger than the
different-trait, different-method correlations (Kenny, n.d.)

Covariance matrix: A visual grid display similar to the standard CFA model, but the method
factors are uncorrelated which has fewer estimation problems (Kenny, n.d.)

Direct effect: Either X causes Y, Y causes X, or both (Kenny, n.d.)

Exogenous variable or factor: A variable that is not caused by another variable in the model also
known as the independent variable. This is usually causing the other variables in the model
(Kenny, n.d.)

Endogenous variable/factor: A variable that is caused by one or more variables in the model also
known as the dependent variable. This may also cause another endogenous variable in a model
(Kenny, n.d.)

Indirect effect: The relationship between X and Y is said to be indirect if X causes Z which in
turn causes Y (Kenny, n.d.)

Indicator variable: a measure in a structural model that contains measurement error; usually
represented by a rectangle or box (Kenny n.d.)

Latent error:

Latent factor (VARIABLE): A theoretical variable in the model that is tapped by indicators and is

usually represented by an oval shape. It can also be known as an unmeasured or unobserved
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variable or a factor (Kenny, n.d.)

Manifest variable: directly observed variables (O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013)

Measurement error: irrelevant sources of variance or the score minus the true score (Kenny,
n.d.)

Measurement model: the mapping of measures onto theoretical constructs (Kenny, n.d.)
describing the relationship among latent factors and indicator variables (O’Rourke & Hatcher,
2013)

Novice (new) teachers: Teachers with 0-3 years of teaching experience (Day & Gu, 2009;
Huberman, 1989)

Mid-career teachers: Teachers with 4-15 years of experience. (Day & Gu, 2009; Huberman,
1989).

Organizational Justice (OJ): The subjective perception of an employee’s idea of fairness within
the workplace (Zhou et al., 2020)

Parsimonious model: A model accounts for covariation in the data with a minimal number of
parameters (O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013)

Path analysis: Determines whether models account for actual relationships observed in sample
data and tests theoretical models specifying directional relationships among observed variables.
(O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013)

Perceived Supervisory Support (PSS): The degree to which an employee is supported and
respected by a supervisor as well as the supervisor’s willingness to help the employee. (Gok et
al. (2015, p. 39)

Self-efficacy: A person’s internal belief that he or she can master a task or situation. (Bandura,

1986).
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Specialty teachers: Special teachers of elective classes such as Art, music, PE, Agriculture,
Computer, Early intervention teachers, and Media Specialists

Stress: The unpleasant emotional and physiological condition that is caused by uncertainty or
experiences beyond the employee’s control and is considered harmful by employees.”
(Swandarujati et al., 2019)

Structural Equation Model (SEM): Models using the prediction of unobserved (latent) variables
are hypothesized (O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013)

Structural model: The causal and correlational links between theoretical variables (Kenny, n.d.)
A model that specifies directional relationships between latent constructs (O’Rourke & Hatcher,
2013)

Teacher burnout: Occurs when the demands of work outweigh personal resources (Santoro,
2011).

Teacher expectations: Achievement gains teachers anticipate students make over time or the
school year. (Rubie-Davies et al., 2014).

Teacher stress: “The experience by a teacher of unpleasant, negative emotions, such as anger,
tension, frustration, or depression, resulting from some aspect of work as a teacher” (Kyriacou,
2001, p. 28).

Variable: A quantity that may assume any one of a set of values. (Merriam-Webster, 2024)
Veteran (experienced) teacher: Teachers with 16 or more years of teaching. (Day & Gu, 2009;
Huberman, 1989).

Waiver teachers: Teachers who are not currently certified teaching on a provisional certificate.
These can be teachers earning education degrees as a second career or individuals utilizing the

Georgia Teacher Academy for Preparation and Pedagogy (GaTAPP) programs.
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Significance of the Study

Literature on teacher stress was sparse when analyzing individual & and contextual level
factors in combination. Investigating the interplay between these factors to better understand the
underlying causes of teacher stress was important. The study explored all stages of the teacher’s
experience from novice to mid-career to veteran teachers.

Literature neglected mid-career teachers when investigating factors that impacted their
stress as evidenced by the lack of references. Most recently, Kiska (2022) defined novice
teachers are those with less than five years of experience, leaving all other teachers to be deemed
veterans. The mid-career teacher was often not used in studies as researchers have typically
sought after new teacher emphasis and veteran teachers. Cawte (2020) found literature that
explored the reasons for mid-career teachers to leave or remain in the profession. However,
research was limited regarding the population. The study examined each academic setting from
K-12 grade schools. Literature typically addressed primary and secondary schools as entities but
neglects to separate middle and high school settings as independent settings that require attention
as evidenced by (Adu et al., 2012; Kongcharoen et al., 2019).

The results from the current research had the potential to reveal important individual and
contextual-level factors that contributed to teacher stress based on years of experience and type
of school (primary, middle, and high).

The study proved beneficial for education at the school and district leadership levels to
support teachers within the school and district. The ramifications constructed from the study
were not solely applicable to the educational setting studied but to all public schools as teacher
retention benefits schools financially as well. Educational stakeholders, at the state level, could

provide the information to other districts to combat the issue of teacher stress that exists within
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Georgia. Clement (2017) reported teacher stress was higher than ever before witnessed in
Georgia alone. The issue of teacher retention was found in all states as well as internationally.
The results of the current study should be used to gain insights into factors that influence teacher
burnout and stress and eventually retention issues. Unfortunately, teacher stress was not confined
to the United States, so international education leaders should utilize the study to address the
concerns with their country’s educational systems. Stakeholders such as university teacher
program leaders should find the study information useful to begin offering support to teacher
trainees before entering the classroom. The information proved valuable to the university system
to ensure graduates were prepared with the most appropriate knowledge to fill their “toolbox”
with information to be successful. Therefore, teacher preparation programs could modify their
program requirements with additional content courses focused on these concerns.

There has been much research on teacher retention but each year more teachers continue
to leave the profession so one can assume there may be an aspect that has not been addressed or
remedied. The inside account from the teachers’ perspective provided the essential information
for educational leadership to alter the current path. Clement (2017) recommended conquering
teacher stress to support teacher retention by recognizing the struggle and relieving work
pressures. One way Clement (2017) suggested was by administrators acknowledging when
teachers reach the overwhelmed stage and reducing some pressures while continuing to offer
support. Rubie-Davies et al. (2020) found that teacher expectations and student outcomes were
related, and students were aware of how a teacher perceived their ability levels. Therefore,
student achievement continued to be negatively impactful when teachers are stressed and lower
their expectations for their students. The explicit and implicit messages offered by teachers

affected not only a student’s achievement level but the student’s self-efficacy (Rubie-Davies et
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al., 2020) which can lead to a detrimental self-fulfilling prophecy for the students. Wong et al.
(2017) found teacher stress that led to burnout negatively affected student engagement within the
classroom and the instructional quality provided by teachers led to teachers exiting the
profession. In agreement with Wong et al. (2017), Clement (2017) found that minimal efforts
were expended by teachers when their stress levels were high often resulting in those individuals
leaving the profession altogether.

In addition, Bottiani et al. (2019) suggested combatting teacher stress and retention by
having educational leaders focus on improving teachers’ personal, relational, and organizational
resources. Bottiani et al. (2019) further contended that as teachers become more stressed, their
relationships with the students will also be strained. Therefore, it was important to review these
factors to investigate the impact whether desirable or not on teacher stress levels. Bottiani et al.
(2019) studied 255 middle school teachers in 33 schools including urban areas within a mid-
Atlantic state. The findings proved teacher stress resulted in less instructional engagement and
more teacher sensitivity when addressing teacher burnout (Bottiani et al., 2019). Furthermore,
Bottiani et al. (2019) concluded a negative relationship between efficacy and stress which
opposes other researchers.

The study brought insight to educational leaders as to potential areas of stress as well as
how to best support all teachers regardless of years of experience, position within the school, or
school type. If administrators were supporting teachers, student achievement could increase. The
study results further offered stakeholders such as the federal government, educational leaders,
and teachers the ability to become cognizant of the influence of stress factors on individuals and
focus their efforts on fully supporting teachers within the school organization.

The study had the potential to provide useful information regarding the impact of certain
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stress-inducing factors that benefit the district being researched but potential change within
university systems. The results of the study afforded educational leaders an opportunity to add
curriculum to better equip and prepare teacher candidates with coping strategies to manage
work-related stress as suggested by (Ssenyonga & Hecker, 2021).

The study results proved useful in supporting the retention of teachers as the impact of
the stressors and the perception of support at the school level was revealed. The current study
looked at teacher stress from an individual level in addition to external contextual factors.
Further evaluation from teacher perspectives allowed for insight into where teacher stress stems
from as well as how to balance the stress from workload if there are home stressors invading
work factors, how the lack or too much support affects teacher stress, and how perceived
workplace fairness is essential.

The study provided information as to whether stress was better managed at the school

level as an individual versus a holistic approach among the staff.

Summary

The current study sought to find the relationship between individual and contextual
factors regarding teacher stress and burnout. Through a review of the quantitative and qualitative
data of surveys using Qualtrics and participant structural interviews, educational leaders were
enlightened to the aspects of the role of teacher that created the most stress for most people and
should begin the much-needed changes within the educational system to thwart positive attrition
of teachers. The study’s findings offered information in how to fully support teachers and begin
to address concerns that will make the most impact at the school level. Chapter 2 provided a
review of the literature and an overview of previous literature concerning the topic and further

identified the gap not addressed in the literature to date.
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Chapter II: Literature Review

At an unprecedented rate, new and veteran teachers across the world were leaving the
field of education to work outside the classroom causing tens of thousands of teachers to be hired
annually (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017, p.1). Stress has often been a topic of
discussion about teacher retention. It is common knowledge that teachers today are stressed and
more often considered burned out than ever before. Stress can be defined as both an internal and
external response to a stimulus (Lobel & Dunkel-Schetter, 1990) and was further characterized
as an “imbalance between demands and resources” (Carton & Fruchart, 2013, p. 246). Braun et
al. (2019) found a teacher’s level of stress was based on the following conditions: sex, years of
experience, and school type. The age factor supported the idea that new teachers potentially
struggled more than veteran teachers as they have the same responsibilities yet lack adequate
resources to facilitate the daily demands because of their experience level (Carton & Fruchart,
2013, p. 246).
Conceptual Framework

The study was grounded in Social Cognitive Theory authored by Albert Bandura (1986)
to synthesize the interplay between self-efficacy and personality (individual factors) and
organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-family conflict (contextual
factors) with teacher stress to develop a deeper understanding of the impact of stressors. The
framework was foundationally based on Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory which supported a
person’s behavior, cognition, and environment mutually contributing to one another (Bandura,
1986). Bandura’s theory (1986) uses human nature within a triadic reciprocal causation of
personal factors, behaviors, and environment and was foundationally built upon the concept of

observing others and the influence of and on other individuals. Zhou (2019) asserted these
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factors make up how a person views themselves and lead to the choices and actions taken by an
individual. With a foundational aspect of Social Cognitive Theory being based on self-efficacy,
the study included it as an area of focus. Perceived self-efficacy according to Zhou (2019)
affected a person’s drive and willingness to endure difficult situations should they arise and
ultimately affects the decisions made by individuals.

In addition, the framework chosen was based on the Job Demands-Resources Theory
which encompasses all work-related issues into the two categories of either a job demand or
resource (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job demands were physical, social, and organizational
aspects of the position (Bakker et al., 2005). These demands required sustained physical and
mental effort (Bakker et al., 2005) which placed strains on the individual both mentally and
physically known as exhaustion (Demerouti et al., 2001). Harmsen et al. (2019) referred to job
demands as the “health impairment psychological process (p. 261).” As job demands increase
and are not fueled with job resources, the employee’s energy was depleted resulting in mental
exhaustion or teacher burnout (Schaufeli, 2017). While Demerouti et al. (2001) agreed that
increased job demands resulted in exhaustion, they argued it did not result in disengagement.
Disengagement, as opposed to exhaustion, occurred when job resources were insufficient
(Demerouti et al., 2001). Demerouti et al. (2001) further concluded employees with high job
demands and inadequate job resources experience both exhaustion and disengagement, “burnout
syndrome (p. 508).” These results led to the negative effects of physical illness on the employee
and decreased work performance for the organization (Schaufeli, 2017).

Job resources are physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the position
that were used to effectively obtain work goals, reduce job-demand damages, and to promote

personal growth (Bakker et al., 2005). According to Demerouti et al. (2001), job resources were

38



“health-protecting factors (p. 501).” Harmsen et al. (2019) referenced these resources as the
“motivational process (p. 262).” In addition, personal resources that include personality and self-
efficacy were reviewed in conjunction with job demands of work-family conflict with job
resources of organizational justice and perceived supervisory support. It is important to note that
while resources tend to create positive effects, they can act as a stressor and were found to be
inadequate. Employees with high levels of job demands and few job resources experienced
increased amounts of fatigue and demoralization (Bakker et al., 2005). Job demands have
physiological and psychological costs (Bakker et al., 2005). Demerouti et al. (2001) found when
an organization lacks resources, employees struggled to overcome the negative influences of
environmental demands such as work overload which leads to professional and personal
ineffectiveness. Job resources such as autonomy, colleague support, and performance feedback
have been found to buffer the effects of job demands on individuals experiencing exhaustion and
cynicism aspects of burnout (Bakker et al., 2005). Bakker et al. (2005) found that job demands
such as work overload, work-family interference, and physical and mental demands were
reduced with quality relationships with supervisors, autonomy, feedback, and social support.
Teacher Retention

Renbarger and Davis (2019) declared schools have issues with recruiting high-quality
staff and retaining them for consecutive years. Although legislative and policy changes were
created to address retention concerns, recruitment, and previous efforts have worked to no avail
(Hanks et al., 2020). Within the last ten years, as much as a third of new teachers have begun to
leave the profession within their initial five years within the profession (O’Rourke et al., 2008;
Shaw & Newton, 2014). Hanks et al. (2020) suggested a variety of legislative and policy

approaches such as increased teaching salaries, have been completed yet no dent in the teacher
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shortage concerns has resulted. One approach Hanks et al. (2020) offered was the requirement of
ensuring employees were highly qualified teachers which caused the opposite effect on the
classroom with more teachers currently not meeting the expectation using a quick fix (p. 121)
strategy. Hanks et al. (2020) affirmed the issue of highly qualified teachers added to the problem
of retention because unprepared teachers often do not remain within the profession. Another
approach was to base efforts toward hiring teachers based on personality characteristics after
identifying desirable traits of a teacher. Despite the research, the results have not been positive.
Hanks et al. (2020) stated policy changes like Teach Like America programs hindered teacher
retention because teachers who enter the profession fully prepared are among the greatest
number of professionals leaving the classroom. Providing teacher support has been found to aid
in teacher retention. Shaw and Newton (2014) found that schools should investigate the role of
servant leadership and principals to retain highly qualified teachers. When teachers view
administration as caring and supportive, they were less likely to not seek other employment
opportunities.

Teachers have recently discussed the possibility of leaving the classroom to seek other
job possibilities because of being stressed by numerous issues (Ssenyonga & Hecker, 2021).
Teachers leaving the profession mid-year and simply walking away has steadily started
becoming a norm. The absence of a teacher is detrimental to the students within that classroom
because the sense of structure has been eliminated. McDonald (2019) found the percentage of
those entering the educational field (4.5%) and the attrition numbers (8%) had only a slim 3.5%
difference. Therefore, swift changes were needed to maintain these teachers and not allow them
to succumb to the initial years of teaching. Shaw and Newton (2014) stated that funding for

teacher training was costly, valuable, and difficult to obtain. McKillip and Farrie (2019) found
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the cost to a district for one teacher leaving was around $17,000. The constant teacher turnover
generated increased costs for the district by having to extend the interview process and creating
the need for additional professional development training sessions for the new hires as well.
Thompson et al. (2019) declared a substantial factor in low retention rates was the teacher’s
welfare. Ssenyonga and Hecker (2021) further explained that elevated levels of stress resulted in
negative outcomes, one of which was teaching leaving the profession. The results of teacher
turnover have negative impacts on the students within that classroom and the school (Fitchett et
al., 2019). Teacher turnover is a pivotal issue and one way to address the matter was with teacher
retention efforts that focused on appropriate predictors.
Georgia Teacher Retention

In 2022, the Professional Association of Georgia Educators (PAGE) surveyed almost
4,600 Georgia teachers. The PAGE (2022) study found the number of teachers leaving the field
had risen at least 12 percentage points since 2018. In addition, the number of teachers remaining
in the field over the next five years selecting unlikely or very unlikely to remain in education

increased across the board from 2018-2022. Table 3 shows the details of the report.
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Table 3

Teachers Unlikely and Very Unlikely to remain in education

1-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years 16-20 years
2021 Respondents 21.9 27.5 22.7 24.8
2020 Respondents 12.0 15.8 14.9 13.8
2019 Respondents 10.5 13.7 12.8 14.9
2018 Respondents 6.6 8.7 10.7 9.6
Increase 2018-2021 15.3 18.8 12.0 15.2

Table 3 Professional Association of Georgia Educators 2022 Report

There was an increase of 15.3 % for teachers within the first five years of education, an
increase of 18.8% for teachers with 6-10 years of experience, teachers with 11-15 years of
experience witnessed an increase of 12 %, and those with 16- 20 years of experience had an
increase of 15.2 % from 2018-2021. Teachers with less than 20 years of teaching experience
cited burnout as the reason they would leave the field, while veteran teachers shared that burnout
was second only to retirement. The survey revealed the number one reason for leaving education
was burnout/overwhelmed for teachers (61.1%), school administrators (59.5%),
paraprofessionals (21.8%), and school counselors (60.8%). The average of school personnel
roles surveyed accounted for 56.5%. Cherie Goldman, the 2022 Georgia Teacher of the Year
referenced Georgia losing talented teachers each year because of burnout in a press release sent
out by Georgia State School Superintendent Richard Woods (2022, June). Georgia Insights (n.d.)
reported that 89.21% of Georgia teachers were retained last year while Yellow County School

District had a retention rate of only 75%.
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Stress

Teachers that endured sustained high levels of stress and fatigue significantly impacted
their personal well-being and student achievement negatively (Lee et al., 2023). Palmer et al.
(2014) found that sustained stress and fatigue impacted cognitive abilities such as memory,
recalling event details, and logical reasoning. Therefore, as the results of teacher stress were
linked to student academic achievement it was crucial teachers do not continue to incur much
stress or fatigue. Whitman and Kelleher (2016) asserted that “a lack of sleep deteriorates brain
performance” in the areas of memory retrieval and storage (p.121). Palmer et al. (2014) further
explained that as the level of fatigue increased the level of stress also increased. Hepburn et al.
(2021) contended stressors existed as a person’s perception of a situation and their ability to cope
are not aligned. An individual’s perceptions of their stress level also negatively affected their
cognition (Zhu et al., 2022). Therefore, Palmer et al. (2014) elaborated that working memory
abilities were susceptible to the effects of stress and fatigue. Therefore, teachers who worked
with a lack of sleep may have perceived situations as more stressful creating a reciprocal effect.
Zhu et al. (2022) and Lazarus (1993) asserted people interpret stressful situations differently.
Thus, what caused much stress to one individual may not affect another person in the same
manner.

Jaoul and Kovess (2004) found that elementary educators attributed stress to student
behavior, the lack of social support, and the daunting idea of work completed outside of
contractual work hours. Yin (2022) contended the elementary teaching profession was met with
prominent levels of stress that affected teachers across the globe. While literature was reviewed
concerning middle school settings, to the researcher’s knowledge no findings specifically

addressed them as a separate entity from high schools as well as the comparison of job
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difficulties that potentially exist between primary and secondary schools (Plavsic & Dikovic,
2022). Kongcharoen et al. (2019) found teachers who taught higher grade levels incurred higher
levels of stress. Therefore, more stress was witnessed as teachers planned for and instructed
multiple courses.

Stressors identified by previous teachers were those that included working overtime and
heavy workloads (Kongcharoen et al., 2019). The various roles of a teacher were bound to create
conflicting perceptions of priority (Babic et al., 2015). Liao et al. (2023) affirmed teachers
exerted much time, energy, and psychological decision-making. Work-related stress defined by
Otto (1986) was a result of a mismatch of internal and external factors’ job expectations with
internal and external available resources. The concept of both factors contributing to stress,
further suggested stress was individualized. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2015) confirmed teachers
unable to create a proper association between job expectations and their perception of available
resources would experience stress. Ssenyonga andxx Hecker (2021) concluded negative school
climate, teaching challenges, and the perceptions of workplace pressure were significant sources
of teacher stress.

Teaching is an emotionally demanding profession in which Shakeel et al. (2021)
acknowledged one used both heart and mind to complete often disguising their own personal
emotions. Pressley et al. (2021) noted many teachers strived for perfection which added to the
stress levels leading to burnout. As teachers reflected upon their instructional practices and
compared themselves to colleagues, their stress levels increased even more.

Kongcharoen et al. (2019) observed no differences in responses between primary and
secondary teachers regarding age, income, and stress. Female teachers revealed they endured

more perceived stress than their male counterparts (Abirami, 2012; Han & Garcia, 2022).
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Additionally, Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni (2022) found that urban teachers, especially
females exhibited higher anxiety levels than male counterparts and teachers in rural school
districts. Furthermore, Han and Garcia (2022) discovered more experienced teachers reported
experiencing more stress than their new counterparts which contradicts Westphal et al. (2022)
who found no difference between stress levels and teaching experience. Fitchett et al. (2019)
indicated teachers outside of their content experienced higher sources of fatigue.
Stress of Students

Understanding the effects of stress on teachers was important for student achievement
too. Students who experienced stress over an extended period were affected negatively by
impaired memory and low academic achievement thus hindering learning and the ability to show
proficiency in the content (Stewart & Rice, 2022; Whitman & Kelleher, 2016). Therefore, the
role of the teacher was compounded by now managing their stress in addition to their students’
stress as student achievement is the top priority. Karanfil and Atay (2020) recognized novice and
veteran teachers were stressed and declared their well-being is “threatened” by various
challenges which, in turn, will affect their instructional effectiveness (p. 62). The level of
learning students received was only as good as the quality of the teacher’s instruction (Sultana,
2009). Therefore, the need for adequate teachers was essential to student excellence. Berg and
Mensah (2014) found that daily perceived difficulties affected how teachers’ knowledge and
skills are implemented. Zhu et al. (2022) and Bartholomew et al. (2014) further explained that
enduring stress for an extended timeframe potentially led to mental and physical illness. Often
reaching the level of physical health concerns accentuated the need to leave the profession for
teachers suffering from constrained stress factors (Ssenyonga & Hecker, 2021).

Ball et al. (2007) discovered teachers spend about ten hours a week on instructional
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planning, and the documentation portion was insignificant in conjunction with other activities
completed during the allotted time. More recently, Kaden (2020) found teachers were working
even more than they have in the past with an increased number of challenges. Jones et al. (2022)
reported teachers have increased their work time hours even after COVID-19 occurred in the
Spring of 2020. Therefore, it was suggested that the bulk of the time was spent on typing the
lesson plan versus creating all the elements of the weekly plan adds to the stressful tasks teachers
endure such as grading, providing feedback, attending professional learning, and meeting with
colleagues.

Pressley et al. (2021) explored how teaching during the COVID-19 pandemic impacted
teacher stress and anxiety with 329 elementary teachers in the United States. Through the usage
of quantitative methods using Spearman Rho’s correlation, the researchers concluded that during
the first month, no changes occurred to teachers’ stress and anxiety levels. Pressley et al. (2021)
further found that communication from within the school was a predictor of teacher stress and
anxiety and was witnessed that virtual instructors exhibited increased anxiety. Stress has both
individual and contextual contributing factors that can increase and decrease stress levels.

Overall, there was more stress on teachers today as they struggled to overcome the
greater learning gaps created by COVID-19. Plavsic and Dikovic (2022) found little research on
the job demands of teachers in K-12 schools with a severe lack of comparisons of job
complexities amongst primary and secondary schools. Plavsic and Dikovic (2022) further
concluded that the research on job satisfaction and stress within the teaching profession was

extensive but the aspect of what was ‘considered difficult’ has not been clarified.

Teacher demands

Teachers today denoted the profession as an overwhelming and difficult career with
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considerable pressures (CIP Heard Elementary, 2021). Flores (2005) asserted intensification,
increased bureaucratization, imposed collaboration, and greater accountability were at the
forefront of change. Shimahara (2002) defined intensification as the elimination of teacher
autonomy. Shimahara (2002) further explained intensification was caused by prescribed
programs, mandated curricula, and step-by-step methods of instruction combined with pressure
to respond to various innovations, and diversification of students’ academic and social needs.
Sachs (2003) similarly described teaching as addressing the whole child’s needs with never-
ceasing demands that were full of bureaucracy and accountability. The increased duties of a
teacher (lesson planning, documentation, etc.) have made a notable impact on teacher morale as
well. Rogers (1992, p. v) moreover emphasized increased time and workload pressures were
factors teachers identified as stress-inducing culprits. Hoyle (2001) referred to the increased
clerical responsibilities for teachers with additional expectations as overload.

These expectations came with accountability measures monitored by the administration
only adding to the pressures teachers face daily. Calhoun (2003) strengthened the argument by
citing that teacher demands are additionally overwhelming and more often more than one person
can solely achieve. Educators followed mandated criteria and many expectations from their
school district, and often state that must be followed precisely adding to their stress levels.
Teachers often provided character-building lessons in addition to academic standards regarding
filling others’ buckets when these teachers’ buckets are running on fumes from the lack of their
buckets being filled.

Santoro (2011) stated federal policy made significant changes within a traditional public
school classroom. Santoro (2011) defined teacher burnout as occurring when the demands of

work outweigh personal resources. To further clarify, Santoro (2011) defined demoralization as
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the term for situations when a person loses the ability to access moral rewards in a challenging
environment once obtained from completing their work. Noddings (2014) continued in
agreement by adding teachers who do not feel respected or trusted led to strained levels of
sustainable morale. Mackenzie (2007) further defined morale into the following categories:
personal morale, school morale, and professional morale. Noddings (2014) suggested in
combating moral demands, policymakers should allow freedom and creativity in tasks such as
lesson planning. Montoya et al. (2020) surveyed 736 people to discuss human capital as being
linked to learning (good teaching characteristics) by understanding the traits able to impact
educational value. Using a cross-sectional study, Montoya et al. (2020) concluded class
atmosphere, professional engagement, efficient use of assessment results, strategies and actions
for student assessment, and teaching planning and practice were more important than others.

Previous research conducted on stress was solely completed with internal or external
factors in isolation until recently. However, recently Hwang (2022) added these factors as a
covariate in the research concerning 8™-grade math teachers’ job satisfaction and stress about
dialogic instruction. Hence, the study potentially added to the qualitative element missing from
the current research. Liu et al. (2022) added that burnout stems from social systems,
organizational environments, and individual factors.
Teacher Resources

Teacher resources (personal or job-related) were attributes that allowed teachers to
overcome challenges. Personal resources were internal, individual traits that aid a person in
managing their emotions such as one’s personality and amount of perceived self-efficacy,
autonomy, job satisfaction, and well-being. Job-related resources were characteristics and/or

programs that support an employee to be able to perform within the organization (Schaufeli,
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2017). A few job-related resources were organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, in
addition to colleague support for collaboration, and servant leadership. In contrast, job demands
were those that “drain energy” (Fisher et al., 2016) such as overload, conflict with co-workers,
and job insecurity (p. 121).
Individual Factors Contributing to Stress

There were many contributing factors to teacher stress from individual to contextual
aspects. Ssenyonga and Hecker (2021) suggested researching the relationship between work
factors and personal characteristics to help understand the contributing factors to teacher stress.
Self-efficacy

Berg and Mensah (2014) found the day-to-day difficulties teachers endure impact how
their knowledge and skills are used in practice. The demands negatively affected a teacher’s
behavior and their relationship with students leading to a potential decline in student
achievement (Ssenyonga & Hecker, 2021). Teachers who possessed an elevated level of self-
efficacy contributed positively to teacher retention and teacher effectiveness (Bottiani et al.,
2019). Increasing self-efficacy and decreasing burnout led to teacher attrition (Jennett et al.,
2003). Okoro et al. (2022) found teachers with prominent levels of self-efficacy were those using
innovative techniques and investing in the students to realize academic gains. Researchers have
found a positive relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student achievement (Adu et al.,
2012; Pearman et al., 2021). Wolters and Daugherty (2007) stated teachers who exhibited higher
levels of self-efficacy were the ones who take the necessary steps to deliver effective instruction
to the students. Hanks et al. (2020) found self-efficacy to be a predictor of teacher retention.

Mentoring, coaching, and self-mentoring should be purposefully employed to provide

sufficient support to novice teachers (Carr et al., 2017). The mentor assigned should be available
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to listen to and observe the mentee, provide professional learning that was shown to be needed,
and be a safe, welcoming person whom they trust to seek advice from and express their
frustrations freely (Carr et al., 2017). Braun et al. (2019) found mentoring new teachers with
specific, individual feedback is a way to increase self-efficacy as they navigate the uncertainty of
teaching.

Moreover, Shenaar-Golan et al. (2020, p. 455) found one’s emotional intelligence
promoted the development of academic self-efficacy and lessened the usage of avoidance coping
strategies. Okoro et al. (2022) declared that teachers with high self-efficacy have greater
academic achievement levels than those teachers who had lower levels of self-efficacy.
Therefore, it can be asserted that teachers who exhibit prominent levels of self-efficacy had
desirable traits. Sari et al. (2021) reiterated self-efficacy perceptions affected a teacher’s ability
to manage challenges and thus were a factor in the decision to remain in the profession. Teacher
self-efficacy had a positive relationship with students’ academic achievement (Adu et al., 2012).
It was confirmed that new teachers needed a mentor to help sustain high levels of self-efficacy
and foster resiliency (Howard & Johnson, 2004). When teachers felt supported by the
administration and had a positive working environment their potential to establish and maintain
elevated levels of self-efficacy was elevated (Okoro et al., 2022). It is important to note, that
Okoro et al. (2022) found teachers in positive working environments had greater potential to
have elevated levels of self-efficacy. The varying levels of self-efficacy continue Bandura’s
Theory of Self-Efficacy that self-efficacy was a malleable item that required cultivation with
novice teachers upon entry to the field of education to create enduring development and long-
lasting sustainability and growth (Hoy & Spero, 2005).

A teacher’s self-efficacy was the most malleable during the preliminary stages of their
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career (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Self-efficacy influenced a teacher’s instructional
practices and in turn, a student’s motivation, and overall achievement levels (Skaalvik
&Skaalvik, 2007). Hwang (2022) supported the findings that teacher self-efficacy safeguarded
teacher stress which resulted in increased job satisfaction. Klassen and Chiu (2010) found the
relationship between self-efficacy and teacher experience levels to not be linear, so the
possibility of levels rising and falling was possible. Klassen and Chiu (2010) further concluded
personal attributes and how a person managed environmental situations affected a person’s self-
efficacy belief. Sari et al. (2021) further maintained self-efficacy perceptions affect teachers’
capacities to oversee challenges, which aided in the decision of whether to remain in the
profession.

Klusmann et al. (2008) defined successful teachers as those who provide good
instruction. Kyriacou (2001) further explained that successful teachers are those experiencing
low-stress levels and are satisfied with their jobs. Pearman et al. (2021) stressed the importance
of teacher self-efficacy for pre-service teachers to avoid the decline that is expected during the
first year of teaching. Mid-career teachers have achieved confidence in their abilities are aware
of the deficiencies within the system and have begun contributing to the profession (Plavsic &
Dikovic, 2022). These individuals typically began advancing their degrees and taking on
leadership roles within the building. Late-career teachers were more able to deal with difficulties,
accept their situation, and focus their efforts on supporting new teachers (Plavsic & Dikovic,
2022). Veteran teachers felt secure in their knowledge and ability to do their job well.

Yin (2022) contended self-efficacy was necessary to combat negative pressures. Santoro
(2011) unearthed that burnout was presumed inevitable when referencing teachers working

inside high-poverty settings or lower-performing schools. Shakeel et al. (2021) contended that

51



elevated levels of self-efficacy lessened the occurrence of teacher burnout and played a
mediating role between personality and burnout in teachers.

Naeem et al. (2020) stated if a person believed their work will have negative results, then
they become less responsive to put in additional effort when faced with challenges. As teachers
become weighed down with mental constraints such as stress, a person’s motivation was
hindered potentially negatively impacting the student outcomes in the classroom. King and
Bunce (2019) further asserted motivation was affected by external factors regarding teachers in
addition to students. When teachers, like students, believed a task was unattainable because of a
perceived inability, the belief resulted in a lack of motivation creating dissonance within a grade-
level team and school. Blase (1986) found teachers acquired Performance Adaptation Syndrome
which was developed to emphasize relationships between teacher responses to stress and
consequences with efficiency. Additionally, students who perceived their academic results were
attributable to their poor effort changed their mindset to willing to try when faced with additional
tasks to attain success (Melnic & Botez, 2014). Teachers sustained motivation in the same
manner. Therefore, teachers who have low levels of self-efficacy would give up when they
continued to try after putting forth an effort. Teachers who were not willing to try were those
having lower levels of self-efficacy and were prone to leaving the profession (Shakeel et al.,
2021) as a result of higher levels of burnout.

The Power of Yet (Von Bergen & Bressler, n.d.) suggested that simply adding the phrase
yet to tasks will improve employee behavior. Crum and Phillips (2015) affirmed that a person’s
belief and mindset of stress would have a guaranteeing effect on judgments, evaluation, and

behavior.
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Personality

A contributing factor to how an individual manages stress was their personality. Each
person is made uniquely, and Marschall (2022) stated teacher identity could play a vital role in
the development of teacher self-efficacy as they define the concept of oneself. Since previous
research indicated that individuals perceive different situations as stressful the need exists to
review the individual factors of personality. Personality was defined by Noreen et al., (2019) as a
“continuous and structured collection of mental characteristics and mechanisms that affect
people’s communication with their physical, psychological, and social environments”, as well as
various characteristics, beliefs, and mental states that distinguish one person from another (p.
92). Personality types were categorized into five major groups: neuroticism, agreeableness,
extraversion, openness, and conscientiousness (Ismail et al., 2018; Rammstedt & John, 2007).
Maclntyre et al. (2019) further explained each dimension: Introversion/extroversion combined
sociability and activity, agreeableness reflected likeability and friendliness, conscientiousness
was a combination of dependability, volition, neuroticism/emotional stability was the tendency
to emotionally react versus remaining calm when faced with stress, and openness to experience
was referred to culture, intellect, or sophistication. MaclIntyre et al. (2019) asserted the traits
were on a bipolar continuum where individuals will likely exhibit more than one trait
simultaneously.

Shakeel et al. (2021) contended personality was the moderator of how people respond
and personality can influence their behavior. Sari et al. (2021) found a person’s personality traits
predicted proportions in one’s self-efficacy perception. Pluut et al. (2022) found social stressors
affected individuals based on their personality and their susceptibility to the effects of burnout.

Maclntyre et al. (2019) concluded teachers’ personality was based on their reactions to stress and
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overall well-being. Shakeel et al. (2021) examined the relationship between personality traits and
burnout using self-efficacy while assessing school climate as a moderator on 375 public school
teachers among three districts in Pakistan. The quantitative study used a deductive approach.
Maclntyre et al. (2019) found a significant impact of personality traits on burnout through self-
efficacy.

All personality traits were predictors of burnout (Shakeel et al., 2021). However, all traits
except for emotional stability were correlated with utilizing resilience when faced with difficult
challenges (Khosbayar et al., 2022). Conscientiousness had a negative correlation with stress
response (Chen et al., 2017). Agreeableness was found to decrease depressive symptoms and
self-reported stress (Ervasti et al., 2019). Williams et al. (2009) found high levels of openness
allowed for greater resilience when faced with stress; however, low levels in individuals allowed
for more vulnerability to stress. Rammstedt and John (2007) found high levels of neuroticism led
to increased stress levels. However, Bellingtier et al. (2021) reviewed personality at the trait
level during COVID-19 and found no relationship existed between the trait extraversion and
perceived stress.

Table 4 shows personality traits defined by behaviors exhibited by individuals in addition

to the effect of stress on each dimension.
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Table 4

Personality Traits and behavior effects of stress

Personality Trait
(Maclntyre et al., 2019)

Exhibited Behaviors
(Khosbayar et al. 2022)

Effect on stress
(Schneider et al. 2011; Chu et al.
2015; Chen et al. 2022)

Neuroticism/Emotional Stability

(The tendency to emotionally react
versus remaining calm when faced
with stress)

Agreeableness
(Reflects likeability and
friendliness)
Conscientiousness

(a combination of dependability and
volition)

Openness to experience

(Refers to culture, intellect, or
sophistication)

Extraversion/Introversion

(Combines sociability and activity)

High levels exhibit worry and
sadness.

Low levels are resilient and seem
relaxed (emotionally secure)

High levels are empathetic and
caring.

Low levels lack interest in others.

High levels are goal-oriented,
organized, and typically plan

Low levels do not like structure, and
often procrastinate when completing
tasks

High levels enjoy adventure,
variation, and innovative strategies.

Low levels avoid change and dislike
new ideas

Introversion (social situations)
prefer to be alone and are more
reserved.

Extroversion (social situations)
enjoys others being around.

Low level of positive effect and
high level of negative (Schneider)

High level of positive effect, low
level of negative effect (Chu)

High level of positive effect, low
level of negative effect (Chen)

High level of positive effect, low
level of negative effect (Schneider)

*Can also have a high level of a

negative effect.

High level of positive effect, low
level of negative effect (Schneider)

Liu et al. (2022) conducted a meta-analysis in China on teachers’ job burnout and Big

Five personality traits. They concluded emotional exhaustion and depersonalization were

moderately negatively correlated with conscientiousness, openness, extroversion, and

agreeableness. Liu et al. (2022) found a low sense of achievement was also negatively correlated

with all five dimensions. Liu et al. (2022, p. 2) defined job burnout as “the exhaustion state of

emotion, attitude, and behavior caused by an individual’s inability to effectively deal with
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various long-term pressures at work.” There were three dimensions of burnout: emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and low personal sense of achievement (Liu et al., 2022).
Therefore, teachers who had much responsibility, strong creativity, and ethics, were extroverted,
and had high agreeableness were less likely to succumb to burnout whereas those with high
neuroticism are more inclined to experience work and family burnout (Liu et al., 2022). Liu et al.
(2022) further suggested personality education courses for teachers and incorporating cognitive
and behavioral training to help stabilize emotions within personality traits to combat stress.

Ruggieri et al. (2022) studied if the five personality traits were predictors of burnout
using 171 teachers in Salerno, Italy with quantitative methods. The results confirmed the
relationship between personality and burnout. Ruggieri et al. (2022) concluded the following
vital traits capable of predicting burnout: agreeableness, curiosity, extraversion, openness, and
exploration with emotional stability being the greatest predictor (Ruggieri et al., 2022). Ruggieri
et al. (2022) cautioned researchers to understand the importance of relational and contextual
influences and the management of conflicts. Ruggieri et al. (2022) suggested future research be
developed to analyze the impact of contextual factors of burnout.

Maclntyre et al. (2019) used quantitative methods from 47 international language
teachers to review stress and positivity in their daily lives. MacIntyre et al. (2019) found that
personality and stress were consistent with a teacher’s well-being. However, they concluded
stress was not correlated to personality. Maclntyre et al. (2019) discussed the need for further

exploration into the sources of stress that contribute to teacher well-being.

Contextual Factors contributing to Stress
Contextual factors related to stress stemmed from environmental factors affecting an

individual (Plavsic & Dikovic, 2022). A few contextual factors related to teacher stress included

56



job satisfaction, student achievement, job performance, workload, job pressures and
documentation, supervisory support, colleague support, work-to-family and family-to-work
stressors, school climate, and organizational support. Contextual factors would also include the
number of years a person has taught, and within which type of school setting they are working.
Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)

Effective leadership roles in education affected student learning outcomes in addition to
the student-to-teacher relationships (Celik & Kalkan, 2022). Callahan (2016) urged leaders to
invest in their teachers by offering the necessary support to increase the amount of retained
personnel. According to Eisenberger et al. (1986) and Kurtessis et al. (2015), Organizational
Support Theory (OST) was when employees created a general perception about the extent to
which their organization valued their contributions and cared about their well-being (perceived
organizational support, or POS). The extent to which an employee perceived supervisors
contributed and cared for the well-being of their employees was considered perceived
supervisory support, (PSS) according to (Eisenberger et al., 2002). Both POS and PSS were
linked to employee absenteeism, withdrawal, and turnover (Eisenberger et al., 2002).
Eisenberger et al. (2002) also concluded that PSS led to POS which reduced turnover intentions
among employees.

Kurtessis et al. (2015) conducted a meta-analysis of Organizational Support Theory from
558 studies. The Organizational Support Theory was found to effectively predict precursors of
POS and the effects of POS on employees. Antecedents of POS were found by Kurtessis et al.
(2015) to be leadership, fairness, human resource practices, and working conditions. Procedural
justice, the fairness of organizational decision-making, showed the strongest relationship among

the fairness dimensions and organizational politics had the most negative relationship with POS
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(Kurtessis et al., 2015). Kurtessis et al. (2015) found that supervisory support was more related
to POS than colleague support. POS was found to be negatively related to job stress, burnout,
and work-family conflict, while job satisfaction, job self-efficacy, organization-based self-
esteem, and work-family balance were positively related (Kurtessis et al., 2015). Therefore,
Kurtessis et al. (2015) concluded POS is instrumental in improving employee well-being and
their attitude toward the organization.

Ng and Sorensen (2008) conducted a meta-analysis comparing the effect of Perceived
supervisory support (PSS), with perceived colleague support (PCS), and employee attitudes.
(PSS) was more strongly related to job satisfaction, affective commitment, and turnover
intentions. Job type was a significant moderator (Ng & Sorensen, 2008). Social support was
useful for employees “proper functioning within organizational life” (Ng & Sorensen, 2008, p.
245). In contrast to previous researchers, Ong and Sulaiman (2022) found supervisory support
not to be related to job stress. Ong and Sulaiman (2022) contended the unrelation could be due to
work during the COVID-19 pandemic having employees relate more closely to their colleagues.
Clement (2017) reported on employees leaving positions in the business and education world
based on the perception of the employee’s job dissatisfaction. Leger et al. (2022) suggested
increasing supervisory support to cope with stress which leads to helping teachers regulate
emotions and the daily events of life. In addition, Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni (2022)
contended strengthening the supervisory support at the school for teachers was an imperative
action for educational leaders to employ. In other studies, researchers concluded there were both
positive and negative employee perspectives regarding relationships with supervisors that can
become a source of stress for teachers and affect job satisfaction (Dawley et al., 2010; Litt &

Turk, 1985). Ssenyonga and Hecker (2021) argued that teachers receive little support from
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school leadership positions as they incur the challenging work role of teacher, but the
implementation will reduce teacher stress. Positive supportive environments were linked to staff
maintaining work in their current roles (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011) and teachers less apt to incur
burnout (Shakeel et al., 2021). Perceived Supervisory Support (PSS) was defined by Gok et al.
(2015, p. 39) as the degree to which an employee is supported and respected by a supervisor as
well as the supervisor’s willingness to help the employee. An employee’s perceived support
increased as the employee felt empowered by the supervisor (Ozbozhurt et al., 2021). Cochran-
Smith et al. (2011) argued effective induction programs and the mentorship teachers received
determined whether one remained in the profession. Cochran-Smith et al. (2011) further
concluded teachers based their decisions on the following factors: expectations versus school
experiences, mentoring opportunities, principal support, collaboration with colleagues,
appropriateness and difficulty of teaching assignments/ responsibilities, and opportunities for
professional development and leadership roles.

Harmsen et al. (2019) quantitatively studied 393 beginning teachers with three separate
measurement periods with mixed induction arrangement elements to determine longitudinal
effects on induction. The results showed that perceived stress caused by psychological demands
increased over time (Harmsen et al., 2019). Harmsen et al. (2019) argued a reduction in
workload reduced perceived demands, negative social impacts and emotions, tension, and
discontent. Harmsen et al. (2019) further concluded that perceived social support for effective
teaching reduced negative teacher emotions and discontent. Harmsen et al. (2019) asserted that
perceived stress antecedents and responses were not fixed and can change with time.

An employee’s emotions, behaviors, and attitudes become affected by circumstances in

addition to workplace perceptions which are based on the view of the supervisor as well as the
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organization (Ozbozhurt et al., 2021). Mori et al. (2022) found psychosocial work factors
affected an employee’s mental health. Therefore, there was a crucial need for supervisors to
provide support and care to manage the well-being of their employees because the concern for
their well-being has been a deciding factor in whether to leave the organization (Ozbozhurt et al.,
2021).

Glickman et al. (1995) argued administrative supervision was fundamental to the
effectiveness of a school. Ghavifekr et al. (2019, p. 30) uncovered clinical supervision had
positive impacts on student learning with teacher effectiveness. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2011)
contended administrators should give special attention to teachers’ perceptions of emotional
exhaustion, their sense of belonging, and job satisfaction. Teacher needs were essential elements
for school leaders to address because not satisfying all an individual’s needs will lead to
demotivation ("ERG theory of motivation," n.d.). Eisenberger et al. (1986) found that employees
had beliefs about their organization/supervisors such as whether the work is valued and whether
their well-being was a concern. Levinson (1965) found that often employees viewed the
organization based on individual supervisory actions. Dawley et al. (2010) sought to increase the
understanding of POS and PSS on employee turnover by examining the mediating effects of the
constructs of job fit and personal sacrifice using social exchange theory. POS assures employees
that leadership was there for them as they incurred workplace stress and perform their job duties
(George et al., 1993). Therefore, according to Dawley et al. (2010), PSS was a predictor of POS
as well as POS being a predictor of employee turnover intentions. Therefore, PSS was further
linked with the variable of personal sacrifice. Teachers working in the service industry sacrificed
their time and effort daily for their students so POS was a key factor that educators should

consider. Dawley et al. (2010) additionally promoted organizations thwarting turnover by
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increasing perceived costs of leaving, providing training on specific skills, and rewarding
longevity within the company. Westphal et al. (2022) asserted principal leadership coupled with
teacher training on self-efficacy reduced stress and burnout.

Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni (2022) examined the relationship between role stress
(conflict and ambiguity) and indices of psychological distress with 355 schoolteachers in South
Africa. Through the use of a quantitative design of structural equation modeling Pretorius and
Padmanabhanunni (2022) concluded significant positive direct effects of role conflict and
ambiguity with anxiety and hopelessness. Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni (2022) declared
teaching identification was a mediator and the implications suggest the importance of leadership
and supervisory support was needed. Valli et al. (2007) noticed accountability efforts that
addressed specific classrooms to measure student achievement and teacher effectiveness are too
ambiguous. It eliminated the idea of collaboration and additional resources and personnel that
serve those students. Brackett et al. (2010) stated more research on principal support was needed.
An employee’s perception of the level of support provided by supervisory leaders were found to
improve trust and communication which also reduce stress and increases the work environment

(Mori et al., 2022).

Perceived Colleague Support (PCS)

Social support (social networks such as school, work, classmates, and family members)
has been linked to reducing stress, so support was crucial for supervisors to create opportunities
for their employees to be active members of the association (Karakaya et al., 2014; Mori et al.,
2022). The association led to schools ensuring support was provided for new members to
become acclimated to the current staff and provide support.

Droogenbroeck et al. (2014) quantitatively studied 1878 senior teachers within the 45-65
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age range in Fleming, Belgium on how interpersonal relationships, workload (teaching and non-
teaching), and autonomy related to teacher burnout. Droogenbroeck et al. (2014) concluded
workload was related to emotional exhaustion and autonomy was most closely related to non-
teaching workload such as paperwork. Droogenbroeck et al. (2014) reported that teachers were
subject to “intensification” from external pressures from parents, supervisors, policymakers, and
other experts in the field leading to an extensive teaching role and workload (p. 100).
Droogenbroeck et al. (2014) further added the increased job demands led to “deskilling and
deprofessionalization (p. 100)” of teachers (Droogenbroeck et al., 2014). Droogenbroeck et al.
(2014) asserted non-teaching workload was viewed by teachers as a burden because they are
perceived as interrupting the job of teaching the students. Droogenbroeck et al. (2014) argued the
quality of relationships with parents, colleagues, students, and supervisors influenced whether
the job demand was deemed as stressful or used as a buffer resource to prevent stress. The
strongest correlation was between relationships with the supervisor and those of colleagues.
Autonomy was closely related to relationships with the supervisor. Droogenbroeck et al. (2014)
found relationships with students directly related to all dimensions of burnout and interpersonal
relationships at work are significant to burnout predictions. Relationships with colleagues were
directly related to emotional exhaustion as well as cynical depersonalization (Droogenbroeck et
al., 2014). Therefore, Droogenbroeck et al. (2014) contended relationships with colleagues can
buffer the effects of burnout.

Schwan et al. (2020) found providing support through mentorship pairings of mentees
and new teachers who had similar jobs and within the same district increased teacher retention
which countered Hanks et al. (2020) findings that mentorship was not successful with teacher

retention because of inconsistencies and poor implementation. Mentees who were similarly
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paired resulted in improved instruction, collaboration, positive interaction, overall improvement,
and reflection abilities (Schwan et al., 2020). Being mindful that schools are operated differently
based on current leadership and what was viewed as a priority, some schools may implement
teacher mentorship differently or fail to even exist. Steinke and Putnam (2011) declared many
schools use induction programs to mentor new general education teachers to offer support and
combat attrition rates but realize there was limited research addressing technology instructors
and the required support they need.

Kaihoi et al. (2022) studied 370 elementary and middle school teachers to discover
sources of stress support. Kaihoi et al. (2022) found educators stated colleagues within the same
role, grade, and/or subject, similar in age and years of experience were most supportive. An
educator’s level of burnout was positively correlated to burnout among those in their stress
support network and those with whom they spent the most time. Kaihoi et al. (2022) contended
perceptions of stress and burnout may be influenced by colleagues and can prove helpful in
stress prevention as well as have the “contagion effect (p. 1073).” It was further concluded there
were no significant differences between the two school types, gender, or where teachers were in
their career stage on stress and burnout (Kaihoi et al., 2022). However, the findings showed
teachers sought support from colleagues within the same gender and race.

Ong and Sulaiman (2022) studied 250 Malaysian primary and secondary teachers and the
impact of supervisory and colleague support during the COVID-19 pandemic and the spillover
effect of stress on teacher turnover. Ong and Sulaiman (2022) found colleague support was
significantly related to teacher stress which was highly linked to teacher turnover. Researchers
further suggested the importance of colleague support provided by school administrators (Ong &

Sulaiman, 2022).
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Bottiani et al. (2019) supported positive relationships with colleagues to potentially
prevent stress and burnout. Ng and Sorensen (2008) confirmed that PCS, PSS, and POS were

closely related, and PSS could adversely affect an employee’s attitude toward the organization.

Organizational Justice/Workplace fairness (0J)

A point of interest was the interactions between supervisors (educational leaders) and
employees as the perception of fairness an employee has creates or negates stress (Swandarujati
et al., 2020). Celik and Kalkan (2022) proved teachers were concerned with the decision-making
of educational leaders down to fairness of the decisions, procedures, and policy. Additionally,
the behaviors the administrator exhibits toward them and others, were of utmost importance
(Celik & Kalkan, 2022). Haynes et al. (1999) confirmed that job-related aspects contributed to a
person’s attitude and overall mental health. Ssenyonga and Hecker (2021) asserted a person’s
dissatisfaction coupled with their view of their current working conditions may contribute to job-
related stress. O’Keefe et al. (2019) defined organizational justice as a person’s perception of
fairness within an organization. The Organizational Support Theory developed by Eisenberger
(1986) defined Perceived Organizational Support as a perception of value and care for
psychological well-being. The theory focused on the idea of fairness within the workplace
affecting an individual’s perception of their work and the value it entails. Dawley et al. (2010)
addressed the commitment between employees and the organization was based on the exchange
between the employee and the supervisor. Dawley et al. (2010) further explained by concluding
dedication and loyalty resulted from supervisory demonstrations of how leadership value, care,
and respect the well-being of their employees. Positive perceptions of effective organizational
justice relieved stress and increased job satisfaction (Celik & Kalkan, 2022). Lambersky (2016)

found when leadership could not create positive relationships with staff stress increased for
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teachers. Consequently, perceptions of unfair work environments led to potentially hazardous
outcomes of intentional defiance, and deviant and/or withdrawal behaviors of employees leading
to job dissatisfaction (Pinder, 2014). Celik and Kalkan (2022) furthered Zhou and Ma (2022) in
that teacher retention was significantly affected by variables such as organizational justice, salary
satisfaction, and the age of the respondent. This further solidified the needed review of
organizational justice from all experience levels. Zhou and Ma (2022) quantitatively researched
500 primary and middle school teachers in China, neglecting the view of the secondary high
school setting. Therefore, it was exposed as a need to address organizational justice in all school
settings. However, Zhou and Ma (2022) did confirm as the age of the respondent increased there
was an adverse effect on the teacher’s intention to leave.

Colquitt (2001) indicated workplace fairness or justice had become a visible construct
over the last few decades. The contextual factor was grounded in Organizational Justice Theory
(Sharma, 2018). Colquitt (2001) concluded that there were four main categories of workplace
fairness: procedural (the process of decisions), distributive (the decision outcomes), interpersonal
(the treatment), and informational (the information provided for decisions). Although some
literature refered to the interpersonal and informational domains as a combined dimension
(O’Keefe et al., 2019).

The first category of procedural justice referenced perceptions of the formal and informal
rule fairness that exists within an organization (Halvorsen et al., 2020). Fairness was witnessed
within any organization of everyone being treated regardless of favoritism and equal opportunity
for input in the decision-making process (Dunaetz, 2020). However, in the educational setting
procedural justice could have been fairness that included administration selecting specific

personnel to offer professional development travel opportunities over other staff members,
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allowances to arrive late and/or leave early, including staff input to decisions that affect their
daily tasks, and the process of teacher evaluations to establishment distributive justice (Celik &
Kalkan, 2022). Halvorsen et al. (2020) referred to distributive justice as the extent an
employee(s) perceived they could have opportunities provided and resources available.
Distributive justice, therefore, included an employee’s perception that what another coworker
was provided was also available to them in the form of additional training and opportunities,
compensation, and equity of work-related tasks (Halvorsen et al., 2020). Colquitt (2001) defined
interpersonal justice as an employee’s perception of their treatment of others regarding respect
and dignity whereas informational justice regards the extent leadership is transparent with rules,
procedures, and support. Interpersonal justice within the school setting applied to the servant
leadership of a principal such as providing needed support through respect and professional
courtesy as opposed to a combative judgmental leadership style or being willing to put the needs
of the teacher first when emergencies arise, or disruptive behavior appears within the classroom
setting (Celik & Kalkan, 2022).

Summerford (2022) qualitatively examined servant leadership and teacher stress.
Summerford (2022) found that accountability increased teacher stress, restricted classroom
autonomy, and stemmed as a reason for many educators leaving the profession. Servant
leadership could serve as a buffer to teacher stress but was unable to eradicate it (Summerford,
2022). Summerford (2022) further added servant leadership existed when the administration was
visible and was aware of what was occurring within the building and attempts to create systems
with foresight to resolve potential stressful issues. These administrators shared the
responsibilities with teachers, exhibited empathy, were active listeners, and developed

individuals into leaders with ethical awareness (Summerford, 2022). Summerford (2022) found
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the following 12 ways school-level administrators (as servant leaders) could reduce teacher
stress: be understanding, listen, support, promote collaboration, create a positive culture, be fully
present, acknowledge teachers and their efforts, be consistent and prepared, be aware of the inner
workings of the school, use a balanced leadership style, encourage growth and development of
teachers, and avoid assumptions.

Harris (2018) surveyed 108 elementary teachers in 40 different districts within Virginia
to determine the relationship between perceived servant leadership and teacher stress. The
findings of the study showed that higher levels of servant leadership were related to lower levels
of teacher stress. Harris (2018) asserted no significant relationship was found based on gender,
an employee’s commute to work, and level of education. Respondents varied in race with White
participants incurring higher levels of stress than minorities and the amount of leisure availability
and exercise which were found to reduce employee stress. Bottiani et al. (2019) findings also
showed White women reported higher stress levels than their colleagues of different gender or
race. An employee’s age, position, and experience were correlated to stress but were found to be
minor indicators (Bottiani et al., 2019).

Interpersonal justice included providing emotional support in handling the job duties and
working with others in the form of dignity and respect (Celik & Kalkan, 2022). As school
leadership informs and communicates with others, informational justice increased because
principals were transparent with decisions they are making, in addition to information that is
relayed from the district and other stakeholders (Celik & Kalkan, 2022). Combining an
employee’s perception of these four domains equated to whether the place of work was viewed
as fair or unfair (Halvorsen et al., 2020). The complexity of organizational justice was important

for school leaders to understand to ensure that these all work within a balance, so employees feel
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comfortable with and view the work environment as equitable because it is an element of job
satisfaction and perceived stress (Celik & Kalkan, 2022). When inequity arises, perceived stress
was elevated and created an unsatisfactory working environment (Celik & Kalkan, 2022).

Clement (2017) purported that colleagues could be a source of resiliency or stress for
teachers when personalities do not blend well. According to Sharma (2018), inequity is
noticeable when individuals perceive that his/her outcomes to inputs are not equal to those of
other colleagues. The concept of inequity was especially true of teachers because employees
were morally obliged (Sharma, 2018) to take on other roles. Once a person’s views of leadership
declined, the desire to perform duties outside of the organizational requirements was no longer
applicable. Herrera et al. (2022) using 693 teachers across Chile, analyzed the effect of
organizational justice on teachers’ subjective well-being and how organizational justice was
affected or moderated by collective efficacy. The quantitative study used multiple mediation
analysis. Herrera et al. (2022) concluded full mediation of collective efficacy between the
relationship of organizational justice and subjective well-being. Additionally, perceptions of
collective efficacy was found to be central to explaining well-being as an intrinsic factor. Herrera
et al. (2022) found organizational justice showed significant effects on subjective well-being. A
sense of belonging, good treatment, and human relations within educational institutions were
vital to understanding the well-being of teachers (Herrera et al., 2022).
Work-family conflict (carry-over/trickle-down effect)

One’s profession and self were hardly inseparable as more often than not, a person
initially defines themselves by the work they do for a living (Morgan, 2021; Zetlin, 2015). It was
important to review possible work-family conflict since a person’s work life and family life

contribute to the person. Erdamar and Demeril (2014) stated that work-family conflict reduced a
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person’s satisfaction with marriage while family-work conflict decreases job satisfaction. Toprak
et al. (2022, p. 1) contended the work of teachers involves extraneous cognitive, emotional, and
physical constraints while fulfilling “intra-classroom, inter-school, and intra-school demands.”
Work-family conflict was defined by Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) as an association of one
region impeding upon another domain negatively whereas Zhou et al. (2020) further explained
the role conflict when pressures from work and family domains were reciprocally incompatible.
Greenhaus and Beutell (1985, p. 77) stated that work-family conflict was “a form of inter-role
conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually
incompatible.” There are three forms of work-family conflict: time-based conflict, strain-based
conflict, and behavior-based conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Work-family conflict (WFC)
could begin at home and impede work, or vice versa known as Family-work conflict (FWC)
(Haslam et al., 2014). Zhou et al. (2020) stated that (WFC) occurred when an individual’s job
interfered with family responsibilities which emphasizes the risk teachers who are parents have
(Haslam et al., 2014). Leger et al. (2022) contended that it was important to understand daily
stress processes through work-family relationships. The contexts of work and family were high
sources of stress for individuals (Edwards & Rothbard, 1999). The Pew Research Center (2015)
reported that 56% of the two-parent households studied stated they struggled to find a balance
between their work and family roles.

Toprak et al. (2022) studied 385 teachers in Turkey to investigate the interplay effects of
psychological capital (PsyCap) on the relationship between job stress and work-family conflict.
Toprak et al. (2022) argued even teachers who managed stress well are subject to endure stress
when faced with challenges that arise from work and family pressures. Toprak et al. (2022)

found that work-family conflict increased job stress and (PsyCap) was a moderating factor in
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decreasing job stress. Toprak et al. (2022) further contended teachers unable to balance work
demands and family roles were more vulnerable to stress.

Work-family conflict was nothing new to any organization. Individuals bring home job-
related stress as well as home-related stress into the workplace which potentially results in
depressive symptoms if the work-home balance was not met (Zhou et al., 2020). Therefore, the
carry-over effect was difficult to isolate and must be considered within the study as a
contributing factor to stress. Erdamar and Demeril (2014) surveyed 384 primary and secondary
teachers from Ankara to determine the work-family conflict and family-work conflict they
endure. Erdamar and Demeril (2014) found work-family conflict resulted from home
interruptions at work, work problems addressed within the home, and physical and mental
fatigue. The family-work conflict findings of Erdamar and Demeril (2014) stemmed from the at-
home tasks taxing the individual's amount of sleep coupled with random unexpected guest
arrivals or illnesses within the home. Erdamar and Demeril (2014) asserted that work-family
conflict increased stress and reduced job satisfaction and organizational commitment.

Panatik et al. (2011) used 100 teacher respondents from Malaysia examining the level of
work-family conflict that existed and the differences among demographics such as gender,
marital status, and type of school in addition to determining the impact on life satisfaction,
mental health, and turnover intentions. The findings concluded more work-to-family interference
existed and had negative effects on life satisfaction and mental health. There were no significant
differences among school types or gender. However, single individuals experienced higher levels
of WFC. Panatik et al. (2011) resulted in the conclusion that increased work-family conflict
would led to increased turnover intentions.

There was no secret that all too often employees bring their work home with them which
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affects the home environment (Bakker et al., 2019). However, Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni
(2022) declared remote teaching affected a teacher’s ability to separate their work/family role
lives. The inability to separate roles escalated social encounters at home when employees have
incurred stress at work (Pluut et al., 2022). Kossek et al. (2021) contended that individual’s
careers and work-family dynamics conflicted often with tradeoff pressures. Pluut et al. (2022)
asserted stress related to one’s work may extend beyond the job and impede upon their personal
life. Work-family Spillover Theory used the idea of a person’s resources being drained (Edwards
& Rothbard, 2000). Spillover was defined by Zedeck and Mozier (1990) as the similarities
between the work environment occurring within the home environment. The spillover depleted
an individual’s resources which hindered job performance (Ten Brummerlhuis & Bakker, 2012).
The spillover effect was important because personal resources such as self-efficacy are a major
factor in teacher burnout (Worley et al., 2008). Worley et al. (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of
45 exploratory and confirmatory studies to examine the internal structure of stress scores using
the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI). It specifically reviewed sample characteristics, aspects of
the instrument, factor-analytic methods, and investigated the dimensionality of MBI scores, and
found strong support for a correlated three-factor model.

Zhao et al. (2022) explored the relationship between teacher job stress and job burnout
with 558 primary and secondary school teachers in China. Participants were administered four
scales on teacher job stress, teacher job burnout, work-family conflict, and a self-efficacy scale.
The results concluded job stress had a significant predictive effect on work-family conflict and
job burnout. Zhao et al. (2022) found that work-family conflict was a mediator between job
stress and burnout whereas self-efficacy was a moderator. Zhao et al. (2022) concluded the

relationship was stronger when teachers had higher levels of self-efficacy. While self-efficacy
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was found to moderate the relationship between work-family conflict, it was not able to
overcome the effects of teacher burnout.

Allen et al. (2000) found notable reasons to decrease WFC as it was directly linked to job
satisfaction and quality of life which aligns with their own findings of WFC response to “flee the
situation.” Allen et al. (2000) found the most significant negative results of WFC caused stress-
related outcomes (Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005) such as consequences of increased
turnover (Greenhaus et al., 1997) and decreased commitment to an organization (Amstad et al.,
2011; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005). Allen et al. (2000) also concluded that WFC was
linked to depression and high blood pressure, more specifically for women who have children.
The negative effects led to WFC causing increased job burnout (Amstad et al., 2011). WFC also
led to increased tiredness, increased stress levels, decreased performance on the job, and a
decline in work satisfaction (Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005).

Kossek and Ozeki (1999) found that WFC was the root cause of turnover and burnout
among the workforces. Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni (2022) agreed that conflicting roles
created less job satisfaction, increased turnover, and psychological distress. In the survey, 355
South African teachers were surveyed with measures of the Role Stress Questionnaire, the
Professional Identification Scale, the trait scale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, and the
Beck Hopelessness Scale. The results of the structural equation analysis indicated significant
direct effects of role conflict and ambiguity on a respondent’s anxiety and hopelessness while
significant negative direct effects occurred in teaching identification which was a mediator.
Pretorius and Padmanabhanunni (2022) expounded on the importance of leadership and/or
supervisory support as role identification supported the 48% variance indicated by respondents.

Teachers who viewed their role of a teacher as a “calling” were determined to undergo all
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pandemic stressors that added to the profession’s stress (Pretorius & Padmanabhanunni, 2022).

Leaders should be cognizant of the fact that individuals were not able to simply recover
from these work effects by the next workday and that work, and home life are no longer separate
from each other (Bartels et al., 2022). It was found that leadership should remain mindful to offer
support and create challenges for employees to decrease work/home life stress (Bartels et al.,
2022). Edwards and Rothbard (1999) suggested that work-family stress be managed on an
individual basis. Toprak et al. (2022) asserted improving the school environment, supportive
leadership, autonomy, and individual coping abilities would aid in combatting stress overall.
Teacher Experience Level

The limitations of current research addressed what areas of induction programs could best
support novice teachers. New educators faced stress mostly due to frustration and thus became
fatigued, whereas veteran teachers managed stress with escape, avoidance, and detachment
(Carton & Fruchart, 2013). Carton and Fruchart (2013) found new teachers experienced more
stress due to student behavior fearing the existence of inability to manage behavior and
appropriate academic outcomes while striving for respect within the organization. Carton and
Fruchart (2013) asserted experienced teachers’ stress stemmed from decision-making influencing
the future of education and a worry about replacement availability. Carton and Fruchart (2013)
cited teachers with 7-25 years of experience cited significant sources of stress related to
interactions with students’ parents. Therefore, Carton and Fruchart (2013) confirmed sources of
stress as well as coping vary based on a teacher’s experience level. Carton and Fruchart (2013)
concluded differences exist among teachers due to experience levels of stress in the ability to
experience sources of stress, the method it is handled, and personal disposition.

Karanfil and Atay (2020) concluded novice and veteran teachers were stressed and their
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well-being was attacked by various challenges, that in turn, would affect their instructional
effectiveness. For new teachers, these challenges stemmed from their future employment being
based on grades of assessments, completed seminars, and interviews throughout the year.
Karanfil and Atay (2020) argued academic and counseling mentoring for teachers was needed
within the school to promote their well-being. Schmoker (2011) added numerous unsuccessful
initiatives and ever-changing programs frustrate teachers (p.2). Grove et al. (2014) found teacher
observation to be an effective way to support new teachers with their instructional efforts.
Observations were effective for school improvement when they were unannounced and focused
on the betterment of the teaching without an expansive list of evaluation criteria (Schmoker,
2011). However, a limitation of professional development required support from the
administration to relieve teachers from teaching assignments, a supportive and safe culture of
teachers willing to learn and grow, and additional teachers to cover the classroom when the
observing teachers are not present. The level of learning students received was only as good as
the quality of the teacher’s instruction (Sultana, 2009). Therefore, schools’ missions of increased
student achievement and growth were linked to having highly qualified personnel. Idris et al.
(2021) explained teacher education was an essential element of effective teaching.

Plavsic and Dikovic (2022) researched novice, mid-career, and late-career teachers and
found novice teachers entered education in a ‘survival’ mode that turned into providing
intentional instruction and ended with a mindset of ensuring the students learn the material
(Plavsic & Dikovic, 2022). For new elementary teachers, getting the students home safely each
day was a job demand in the first weeks of school. Thus, survival entailed the teachers were
mainly focused on procedural tasks throughout the day and not ensuring academic needs were

being met as they ensure the day-to-day operations are interrupted (Plavsic & Dikovic, 2022).
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There was an increased frustration adding stress to teachers’ ultimate desire to just teach students
well as opposed to the additional documentation and workload continue to climb (Timms et al.,
2007).

Hanks et al. (2020) researched multiple districts within one state in the western part of the
United States to determine factors that predicted teachers' thoughts about leaving the field of
education. Hanks et al. (2020) ascertained that a teacher’s career goals, job satisfaction, and
belief in equity regarding work and pay rewards were substantive criteria for whether teachers
would leave the profession. Self-efficacy, positive beliefs that they are making a difference with
teaching, and job security were factors but showed low effect sizes (Hanks et al., 2020).

Today, many teachers are entering the classroom without having completed a teacher preparation
program (Hanks et al., 2020). These teachers were working overtime with the dual roles of
teacher and student to complete the required teacher certification. This created an even more
stressful situation regardless of daily tasks. Therefore, induction and training programs should be

implemented to provide support to employees to counteract stress challenges.

Indirect effects of teacher stress

Bottiani et al. (2019) conducted a study on 255 middle school teachers within two
districts in the Mid-Atlantic state to examine the relationship between stress and burnout with
warm-demand teaching practices. Bottiani et al. (2019) reported that a teacher’s self-efficacy is
negatively related to stress and their stress level affects the relationship between teacher and
student. Bottiani et al. (2019) found teachers with high levels of self-efficacy, affiliation with
colleagues, and emphasis on student achievement had lower levels of stress and used warm-
demand approaches to teaching students in low-income schools. Bottiani et al. (2019) found

personal resources such as self-efficacy and teacher affiliations served as a buffer to the aspects
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of stress and burnout for teachers considered job demands.

Will (2021) explained teachers’ well-being was positively correlated to student well-
being which affects student achievement negatively as teacher stress increases. Will (2021)
concluded teacher stress led to job dissatisfaction, reaching the level of burnout, and ultimately
teachers leaving the profession.

Pearman et al. (2021) concluded teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their beliefs about
their student’s abilities were linked. The qualitative study of teacher educators at three different
universities in the Mid-West, Mid-South, and Northeast United States focused on teacher
perceptions to define self-efficacy, elicit self-efficacy, and effective ways to teach self-efficacy.
Pearman et al. (2021) concluded a teacher’s ability to meet challenges, use of innovative
thinking, and facilitation to be necessary for self-efficacy to develop. Pearman et al. (2021)
highlighted the areas of commitment (the desire to improve education) and confidence/self-
empowerment (engagement in decision-making for stakeholders) as the two most valuable
requirements. In addition, the findings showed developing self-efficacy among teachers can be
created by modeling the usage of self-efficacy, utilizing classroom discussions in addition to
personal conversations to discuss and reflect on teaching practices were useful when employed.
Pearman et al. (2021) were unsuccessful in developing a teacher definition of self-efficacy as

many teachers chose character traits one exhibit instead.

Summary

Extensive research has been completed on teacher stress and retention. Studies have
concluded that teachers were stressed, and that self-efficacy was a preventative predictor of
teacher retention. However, the relationship impacted has not been measured by teacher stress

with personality and self-efficacy, along with perceived supervisory support, work-family
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conflict, and organizational justice factors. In addition, supervisory support was witnessed as a
necessity for job satisfaction. The acknowledgment of work and family roles showed the
potential stressors that compound and how the organization can support or defile the employee.
Table 5 shows a complete summary of the literature.

Table S

Summary of Literature

Decreases stress Can increase or decrease Increases stress
stress perceptions

Self-efficacy Personality Work-family conflict
Perceived Supervisory
Support

Perceived Colleague Support
Organizational Justice

Table 5 Review of Literature Summary of Findings

Although researchers have addressed individual factors such as personality and self-
efficacy in detail, the research does not address the interplay of individual and contextual factors
simultaneously. Therefore, the study sought to discover the information along with the combined
impact of both types of factors. Additionally, stress factors broken down by years of experience
and school settings were acknowledged. Chapter three described in-depth how the data was

collected and how these factors would be analyzed.
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Chapter I11: Methodology

Based upon the literature review findings, a measure of teacher stress at K-12 public school
teachers was needed to fill current gaps within the field of education. Using a mixed-methods design
provided a thorough picture of teacher stress effects on educators today. Specifically reviewing
individual and contextual factors at differing academic school settings and years of teaching
experience could be used to inform educational leaders with much-needed knowledge on the subject
matter.

To gain a more thorough understanding of teacher stress as it related to individual and
contextual factors such as self-efficacy, personality, organizational justice, perceived supervisory
support, perceived colleague support, and work-family conflict a mixed methods approach was
utilized. The research questions concerned the impact on teacher stress and provided clear
evidence of the existing relationship between self-efficacy and personality to stress in addition to
organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, and work-family conflict. The research
questions also pursued the combined effect of individual and contextual factors concerning
teacher stress. Finally, the questions discovered teacher perceptions of job-related factors that
were deemed as stressful and how these factors could alleviate perceived stress.

Within this chapter, the researcher provided the methodological processes used within the
study such as the research design, participants, the role of the researcher, instrumentation
utilized, data collection and analysis methods, and a summary of the information.

Research Design
The study used an explanatory-sequential research design. The design best suited the
research as the mixed methods usage provided for the allowance of the qualitative results to

further explain the data collection of the quantitative surveys conducted (Creswell et al., 2011;

78



Guetterman et al., 2015). The quantitative information was collected initially as the work was
emphasized within the study, in addition, the qualitative data was used to help provide further
analysis and understanding of the quantitative results and possible inconsistencies with the data
(Creswell et al., 2011).

The quantitative phase used a correlational research design to focus on the relationship
between the individual and contextual factors with stress specifically addressing the usage of the
Teachers Stress Inventory, Ohio State Teacher Self Efficacy Scale, The Big Five Personality
Scale, Work-Family Conflict Scale, Organizational Justice scale, and Perceived Organizational
Support scales. The results were created by the usage of the joint display table. The quantitative
portion of the study sought to answer the first six research questions. Correlational research
design reviewed two or more factors to determine if a relationship existed among the variables
and the extent of the relationship (SAGE, n.d). Therefore, surveys were most often used with
quantitative research (SAGE, n.d). Three different types of correlation were possible with this
study (Creswell, 2013). Creswell (2013) asserted a positive correlation would exist when both
variables showed an increase and in contrast, a negative correlation would exist when one
variable rose and the other declined. A finding of no correlation could occur when there was not
a linear relationship found among the variables according to (Creswell, 2013). The correlation
was conducted using Pearson’s r. The correlation coefficient could range from +1.00 to -1.00 and
signified the magnitude of the correlation (Creswell, 2013). Minimal correlations would be
evident as the number moved closer to 0 or indicates 0 with no correlation (Creswell, 2013).

In mixed methods studies, the research not only collects and analyzes both quantitatively
and qualitatively, but it integrated the information into a complete picture through the qualitative

phases providing insight into the quantitative results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). Mixed
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methods studies used specific mixed methods designs in addition to framing the theory or
philosophy (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017).

The next section of the study sought to answer research question seven and address the
overarching question with qualitative information on how to alleviate teacher stress. The phase
of data collection was fueled by the results obtained from the quantitative surveys (Toyon, 2021).
The researcher used purposeful clustered random sampling to conduct structured interviews
focusing on the teachers’ perceptions of job demands in addition to how the selected factors can
aid in supporting the management of teacher stress. Structured interviews yielded higher validity
and reliability results (Dipboye, 1994; Weisner & Cronshaw, 1988). Structured interviews were
useful with behavioral sampling (Wernimont & Campbell, 1968). This was due to the interviews
utilizing the sequential questions being sequestered in the same order with each respondent
(Weisner & Cronshaw, 1988).

Creswell and Plano Clark (2017) determined that mixed-method approaches offered
“intuitive and practical” ways to view real-life problems (p. 18). Therefore, the rationale for the
design approach was evident. The independent variables were personality and self-efficacy,
work-family conflict, perceived supervisory support, and organizational justice. The dependent
variable was perceived teacher stress. The following research questions were addressed:

RQ 1: What is the influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress?

Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is no statistically significant influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is a statistically significant influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress.

RQ 2: What is the relationship between personality traits and teacher stress?
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Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is no statistically significant relationship between personality and teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Individual Factors

There is a statistically significant relationship between personality and teacher stress.
RQ 3: What is the relationship between organizational justice and teacher stress?

Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is no statistically significant impact of organizational justice on teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is a statistically significant impact of organizational justice on teacher stress.
RQ 4: What is the influence of perceived support on teacher stress?

a.Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is no statistically significant influence of perceived supervisory support on teacher

stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is a statistically significant influence of perceived supervisory support on teacher

stress.

b.Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is no statistically significant influence of perceived colleague support on teacher

stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is a statistically significant influence of perceived colleague support on teacher

stress.

RQ 5: What is the influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress?
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Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is no statistically significant influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is a statistically significant influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress.
RQ 6: What are the interaction effects of individual and contextual level factors on teacher
stress?
Qualitative Research Questions
RQ 7: How do K-12 teachers describe the job demands at their current workplace?

7a. What are the teacher's perspectives on the stress created by job demands and how this

stress can be alleviated by individual-level and contextual-level factors?
Role of the Researcher

The current study’s researcher came into the field of education as a second career. She
has been in the profession for 16 years. She began substituting during her educational path of
studies and accepted a long-term first-grade substitute position which led to a full-time special
education paraprofessional position in a suburban affluent county in Georgia. The researcher
later earned her first teaching position in a rural community in Tennessee. In a move back to
middle Georgia, the researcher has worked as a Kindergarten teacher, second-grade teacher, and
third-grade teacher in an urban setting. She served as a Teacher Support Coach (TSC) for several
years and led her school’s mentoring program. She currently serves as an academic coach at the
high school level.

During her educational career, she found a desire for teachers’ health and well-being by
witnessing many school initiatives and requirements increasing teacher workload without relief

from current responsibilities. As the job demands and documentation requirements increased,
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positive student behavior may decrease creating an increase in the existing stressful work cycle
for teachers. She wanted to address the teacher as an individual and the work elements that create

the strain and remedy the elements teachers perceive as being most stressful.

Participants

The participants for the study were certified and waivered employees including
elementary, middle, and high schools at Yellow County School District (pseudonym) within the
state of Georgia excluding administration.
Quantitative Participants

Participants for the quantitative portion of the survey were administered a multi-question
survey divided into sections regarding stress, self-efficacy, personality, work-family conflict,
perceived supervisory support, perceived colleague support, and organizational justice.
For the study, all teaching personnel were surveyed. Therefore, the potential survey respondents
could have totaled up to 2,190 teachers (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2022). At the
time of the study, there were 714 teachers at the elementary level and 580 working within the
secondary teacher heading. There were 544 teachers under the instructional support umbrella.
However, there were 233 employees listed as ungraded, followed by 61 guidance counselors, and
60 media specialists and support. The following breakdown of the district’s personnel

demographics was defined in Table 6.
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Table 6

Yellow County School District Personnel Demographics

Race Type Percentage of Teachers
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0.13%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1.19%
Black 77.36%
Hispanic 6.53%
Multiracial 3.23%
White 11.56%

Table 6. Yellow County Ethnicity Demographics

The current teachers within the Middle Georgia Regional Education Service Agency
(RESA) area according to Georgia Insights (n.d.) hold bachelor’s degrees (45.71%), Master’s
(37.06%), Education Specialist (14.35%), and only 2.88% hold a Doctorate. At the time of the
study, there were 635 (37%) teachers with less than 5 years’ experience accounting for the
largest group of teachers based on teaching experience (Georgia Insights, n.d.). There were 17%
percent of teachers with 5-9 years of teaching experience, 13% with 10-14 years, 12% with 15-
19 years, 8% with 20-24 years, and 13% with more than 25 years (Georgia Insights, n.d.).

The anonymous quantitative survey consisted of optional participation in qualitative
research. Those questions entailed whether the participants would like to continue in the research
study and thereby provide their name and email address for future contact. This survey was not
sent to staff within the school under the role of administrator. The emphasis was on teachers
working with students, so they were included in the sample size only.

The survey was sent via Qualtrics for anonymous survey data. The account was
monitored by the Columbus State University Information Technology Department which had
firewalls, anti-theft security, and malware tracking software. The Qualtrics platform was housed
within the researcher's MyCSU account and was password protected and can only be accessed by

a one-time password which can time out. The only person who could access the survey was the
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researcher through their personal account via Columbus State University (CSU). The data was
stored on the researcher’s personal computer.
Qualitative Participants

Participants for the qualitative data were selected from the participatory interest question
from the quantitative survey. Respondents were grouped into clusters of elementary, middle, and
high school teachers. The ratio of participants was based on the 4:1 female/male (4,009/1,018)
based on the demographics of the teaching population for the region in Georgia according to
Georgia Insights (n.d.). To ensure fair representation by gender and years of teaching experience,
the 4:1 ratio was doubled to 8:2. Therefore, there were eight females and two males for each
school setting. The selection was conducted using a random generator after the researcher inputs
each teacher’s name into the software to ensure that clustered interviews are utilized.

The elementary teachers selected had one novice, six mid-career, and three veteran
teachers represented. The middle school teachers selected had three novice, five mid-career, and
two veteran teachers represented. The high school group consisted of three novice, four mid-
career, and three veteran teachers.

Once selected, the respondents were renamed for confidentiality as Elementary School
(ES) Teachers 1 through 10, Middle School (MS) Teachers 1 through 10 for middle school
representatives, and High School (HS) Teachers 1 through 10 for that academic setting. The pool
of participants was used to yield the desired number of teachers for each group, and then a
selection of fair representations was found using the remaining participants to equalize the
perspectives of each group.

Data Collection

The researcher completed the required forms and provided the documentation requested
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for county approval to conduct the study. Next, the researcher filed for IRB approval with
Columbus State University. After IRB approval was obtained from both parties: Columbus State
University and the Yellow County School District, a survey containing the quantitative aspect of
the research was administered. The researcher contacted the participants via email with the
assistance of the county and/or school leadership selected from the computer-generated report.
The email correspondence provided background information on the purpose of the study along
with the survey created within the Qualtrics platform. Upon opening the survey participants were
provided with the consent to participate as the initial question. If participants did not complete
the consent, the survey ended (Appendix I). The participants were provided with two weeks to
complete the survey portion of the research initially. After one week, a reminder email was sent
to solicit more participation. In addition, the survey remained open for a month to solicit more
participation to meet the requirements of data analysis. The following week selected participants
were contacted to complete the structured interviews. Participants were entered into a drawing
for two $10.00 gift cards to Amazon for completing the survey to support a sufficient response

rate. A random computer generator form selected the winners.

Quantitative Data Collection

The survey was created in the Qualtrics platform which had the consent embedded within
the form. An email containing the link to the survey was sent to all participants. Upon opening
the survey, participants completed the consent affidavit before accessing the survey questions
(Appendix I). The failure of the participant to complete the consent form ended the survey and
no questions were visible.

The survey combined questions from multiple scales to address the individual factors of

self-efficacy (Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale) and personality (The Big Five Personality
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Inventory) in addition to the contextual factors of organizational justice (Organizational Justice
scale), work-family conflict (Work-Family Conflict scale), and perceived supervisory support
(Survey of Perceived organization support scale) in addition to perceived stress with the
(Teacher Stress Inventory).

The survey items were comprised of some of the questions from the existing scales based
on factor loadings. All scales had endured and secured reliability testing in previous studies, but
Cronbach Alpha calculations were repeated for the measure. Cronbach alpha was the test of
internal consistency or reliability with acceptable scores greater than 0.70, good scores being
greater than 0.80, and excellent scores being 0.90 or higher as a general rule of thumb (Tavakol
& Dennick, 2011).

The required sample size was determined based on several factors. Typically, the usage
of structured equation modeling required 100-250 participants (Wolf et al., 2013). The factors
that determined the sample size that achieved adequate statistical power were the degree of bias,
statistical power, missing data, and propriety (Wolf et al., 2013). It was found that models with
many factors required fewer respondents when using structural equation modeling, so these
models required careful evaluation when determining the adequate sample size (Wolf et al.,
2013).

Participants were asked about age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, experience level
(novice, mid-career, veteran), school setting (elementary, middle, high school), whether they
serve in an administrative/supervisory role, and whether their subject/content is tested area in
addition to the questions from each survey. The survey began with the participant completing a
quantitative survey consisting of 66 questions including demographics and scale items. The final

question of the survey allowed participants to show interest by utilizing the opt-in/opt-out of the
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qualitative portion of the research study question and inserting their email addresses.

Quantitative Data Collection Instruments

The quantitative measures consisted of all ten questions regarding personality (Big Five
Personality scale), nine items addressing self-efficacy (Ohio State Teacher efficacy scale), nine
items on supervisory support (perceived organizational support scale), seven items concerning
colleague support (perceived organizational support scale), five items concerning work-family
conflict (work-family conflict scale), nine items concerning organizational justice (organizational
justice scale), and eight items address stress (teacher stress inventory) to encompass all

constructs.

Teacher Stress Inventory (TSI). The first section measured teacher stress. The Teacher
Stress Inventory (Boyle et al., 1995) originally consisted of 51 items (Kyriacou & Sutcliffe,
1978a) but was reduced to twenty items on a Likert scale ranging from 0 = no stress to 4 =
extreme stress. The scale measured five different aspects of teacher stress: student misbehavior,
time/resource difficulties, workload, professional recognition, and poor colleague relationships
(Boyle et al., 1995). The scale had high face validity (Boyle, 1979). The EFA model had a x*
value of 156.94 with 70 degrees of freedom. The adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) was
0.906 and the root mean square residual (RMR) was 0.053 (Boyle et al., 1995). The EFA showed
four items were needed for removal because of low factor loadings (Boyle et al., 1995). The
CFA model had found X?to be 171.14, 70 degrees of freedom. The adjusted goodness of fit was
0.911 and the root mean square residual is .057.

For the study, the questions selected were based on factor loading weights of .60 or higher.

Questions from poor colleague relationships and professional recognition were removed from

the portion because they will be addressed within the other scales. Two questions from the section
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related to workload were added (Q4, and Q9), three questions related to student misbehavior (Q2,
Q5, QI11), and two from the section on time/resources difficulties (Q14, and Q15). Therefore, 7
items from the TSI scale were measured. Q18 which stated “pupils impolite behavior or cheek”
was removed based on question clarity as “cheek” was used incorrectly.

Following the stress scale items, the next section focused on the individual factors of the

study (teacher self-efficacy and personality).

Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES). The next measure is teacher self-efficacy.
The Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) originally comprised of 52 items on a holistic
view of “teaching tasks and capabilities” (p. 797) was reduced to 32 based on factor loading
values of .595 to .78, and finally 18 items using the removal of lowest loadings for each factor
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The scale was revised again in two forms: a 24-item and 12-
item form since questions regarding the weakness of the management area were raised
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The (OSTES) had three factors: efficacy for instructional
strategies, efficacy for classroom management, and efficacy for student engagement that uses
response stems such as “fo what extent, how well can you, and how much can you?” (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 800).

The usage of the long and short forms also remained high with scores of intercorrelation
ranging from 0.95 to 0.98. The long-form Cronbach alpha scores were 0.94 for the OSTES and by
subscale is 0.91 for instruction, 0.90 for classroom management, and 0.87 for student engagement.
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) found high reliability (0.90) existed still by selecting four items
with the highest loadings from each section of the OSTES and found reliability to remain high
with a score of 0.86 for instruction, 0.86 for management, and 0.81 for engagement, thus creating

the short form. The long and short forms used Cronbach alpha scores to report reliability testing.
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Validity results of the OSTES long form were positively related to both the Rand items
which Rand 1(» = 0.18) and Rand 2 (» = 0.52) and the Gibson and Dembo measure (r = 0.64, as
well as the general teacher efficacy (» =0.16) all with p <0.01. Discriminant validity results found
work alienation and pupil control ideology were negatively correlated (» = -0.31, » = -0.25). The
validity testing of the short form of OSTES had similar findings.

For the study, further reductions were made to the survey. The short form of 12 items was
initially selected. Then, three items from each construct were selected dropping the least factor
loaded item. From factor 1 (efficacy for instructional strategies) Q3 was eliminated, followed by
factor 2 (efficacy for classroom management) Q12 and from factor 3 (efficacy for student
engagement) Q20 was removed.

Utilizing the short form and to ensure Cronbach alpha could be calculated there were at
least two items per construct. To measure efficacy for instructional strategies (Q1, Q2, and Q4)
were utilized. To measure efficacy for classroom management (Q9, Q10, and Q11) were used
along with (Q17, Q18, and Q19) to measure efficacy for student engagement.

The Big Five Personality (Big Five). The Big Five Personality scale originally consisting
of 44 items was reduced to questions with two per construct to ensure Cronbach alpha can be
calculated (Rammstedt & John, 2007). Therefore, to examine all five dimensions of personality
(agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, neuroticism, and extraversion) all ten items of the
scale were utilized. The survey used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. Rammstedt and John (2007) used discriminate and convergent validity testing
using facets of each personality dimension. Neuroticism positively correlated only with itself
having negative correlations with all other personality factors. The study confirmed each

dimension of personality was a district trait as the correlations with its dimension were highly
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positive (Rammstedt & John, 2007).

Convergent and discriminant validity were substantial with each subscale (Rammstedt &
John, 2007). Correlations were 0.44 compared to 0.56 from the BFI-44 (intercorrelation 0.21)
reducing the external validity by 0.16. The subscale Extraversion scored 0.69, Agreeableness
0.51, Conscientiousness 0.70, Neuroticism 0.73, and Openness 0.63. All subscales were highly
correlated with themselves.

The Big Five Personality Scale was able to account for 70% of the variance with the
original 44-question scale and retained 85% of the retest reliability (Rammstedt & John, 2007).
Convergent validity (r = 0.23) was substantial and discriminate validity was excellent with each
scale (Rammstedt & John, 2007). Rammstedt and John (2007) found reductions in validity and
reliability by reducing the scale items but were able to conclude enough to support the usage of
the construct validity of the BFI-10.

For the current study, all ten items were included in the survey. The following questions
addressed each dimension of personality: extraversion (Q1, Q5), agreeableness (Q2, Q7),
conscientiousness (Q3, Q8), neuroticism (Q4, Q9), and openness (Q5R, Q10).

The following scales addressed the contextual factors of the study.

Work-Family Conflict Scale (WAFCS). The work-family conflict scale was a ten-
question survey in which responses from the 7-point Likert scale ranged from “very strongly
disagree” to “very strongly agree” (Haslam et al., 2014). The scale measured the constructs of
work-family conflict in addition to family-work conflict.

Convergent and discriminant validity testing concluded overall reliability was 0.70 with
Chi-squared testing to be excellent (Haslam et al., 2014) and had good predictive validity.

Results found latent constructs helped explain observed variables with a score of 0.50 (WFC
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0.60 and FWC 0.56). A moderate correlation was found (» = 0.49) between the two factors. The
concurrent validity of WAFCS was measured against Frone’s subscales (Haslam et al., 2014).
The WFC and Frone’s same subscale were highly correlated (» = 0.82) but showed a decrease
against Frone’s subscale of FWC (r = 0.62). The same high correlation occurred with FWC
subscales and Frone’s subscale (» = 0.73) but against Frone’s subscale of WFC, it only scored (»
= 0.35). Predictive validity was measured by the associations between work-family conflict and
family work conflict and parental confidence, coercive parenting, and child behavior (Haslam et
al., 2014) and was found to be good. The correlation between the two factors was found to be (r
=0.49, p <0.001) and concurrent validity (r = 0.82, p < 0.001) with Frone’s (Haslam et al.,
2014). High levels of conflict regardless of type were related to poor parental confidence leading
to more coercive parenting which negatively impacted child behavior (Haslam et al., 2014).

Cronbach alpha reliability testing was not used in this study. The calculation of the H
coefficient was utilized with scores that can range from 0 to 1. A good score of internal
consistency was found (0.70). Haslam et al. (2014) found the scale to be robust and sufficient for
testing in multiple research applications.

For the current study, the survey items were reduced to help ensure the entire survey was
not too extensive as well as focus on only the work-to-family conflict. In education, family-to-
work conflict was not as prominent as work-to-family conflict (Erdamar & Demeril, 2014). This
was because Erdamar and Demeril (2014) found that family-to-work conflict consisted mainly of
pushing aside work tasks to complete at-home responsibilities and/or acquire sleep versus the
finding of work-to-family conflict existing with a 3.30 result of consistently thinking about work
problems while at home. In addition, Q4 was also removed because of the redundancy of the

questions’ context already being addressed. Within the construct of work-to-family conflict (Q1,
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Q2, Q3, Q5, and Q6) were utilized.

Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS). The Perceived Organizational
Support Scale (SPOS) had two versions: the long form and the short form. The long form
consisted of 36 questions and the short form had 16 (Eisenberger et al., 1986). The survey
addressed an employee’s perceptions of their contributions being valued by the organization and
the employee’s well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Questions range from “strongly agree” to
“strongly disagree” on a 7-point Likert scale. The SPOS scale’s Cronbach’s alpha, the reliability
coefficient was 0.97 (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Each of the 36 items reported strong loadings on
the main factor and the factor loadings ranged from 0.42 to 0.83 (Eisenberger et al., 1986). The
perceived support factor accounted for 93.9% of the common variance and 48.3% of the total
variance with a minor second factor accounting for a variance of 6.1 % and 4.4% respectively
(Eisenberger et al., 1986). Varimax rotation and Kaiser normalization with a two-factor solution
were used with factor analysis and the factor loadings for perceived support were so high the
other factors lost significance (Eisenberger et al., 1986). A two-factor oblique rotation was
conducted resulting in a -10 correlation further proving the independence of the factor
(Eisenberger et al., 1986).

For the current study, the short SPOS version was selected. The scale was used to address
perceived supervisory support and colleague support. The word organization was replaced with
“supervisor” when measuring perceived supervisory support and replaced with “colleague” when
measuring perceived colleague support. From the short form, several question items were
removed. Q3 was removed because the item was the only question measuring the consideration
of the employee’s goals and opinions causing a lack of data to compute Cronbach’s alpha. The

same logic of item removal was used with Q6 (response to employee’s possible complaints),
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Q17 (improved performance), Q21 (employee satisfaction), and Q35 was removed because the
construct it applied to was not identified and whether the job was interesting did not seem
relevant to the study.

The remaining items were retained from the short form based on factor loadings with
values of at least 0.7. Q7 was removed for reverse coding and some questions with only one
question per construct had higher factor loadings that would provide sufficient correlations on a
single factor.

To determine Perceived Supervisory Support, participants answered 9 items. Q1 and Q27
measured the employee’s performance, Q4, and Q25 measured the employee’s goals and
opinions, Q8, Q9, Q22, and Q23 measured the employee’s well-being, and Q20 measured the
employee being requested for a special favor.

When determining Perceived Colleague Support, participants answered 7 items
addressing employee performance Q1, employee’s well-being (Q8, Q9, Q22, and Q23),
measuring employee being requested for special favors (Q20), and measuring employee’s goals
and opinions (Q25).

Organizational Justice Scale. The Organizational Justice scale measure consisted of
twenty items divided by the four types of organizational justice: procedural (7 items), distributive
(4 items), interpersonal (4 items), and informational (5 items, Colquitt, 2001). All items used a 5-
point Likert response ranging from 1 “to a small extent” and 5 “to a large extent” (Colquitt,
2001). Some researchers have linked the four dimensions into only three categories combining
interpersonal and informational justice (Colquitt, 2001).

Confirmatory factor analysis testing of the scale underwent tests from one factor to all

four to determine the best fit (Colquitt, 2001). The scale showed adequate discriminant (patterns
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of intercorrelations and the four-factor goodness of fit) and predictive (statistical significance and
good fit from the structural model) validity (Colquitt, 2001). Using the full four-factor model, X*
was found to be 424 with a sample size of 301 equalling = 883.01. The X*4f = 2.08, the IFI was
0.90, the CFI was 0.90 and RMSEA was 0.06. A confidence interval of 0.54 and 0.06 was found
with RMSEA (Colquitt, 2001). The structural model provided a good fit with X? (424, N = 337)
= 1062.88 with X?/df equally 2.50 (Colquitt, 2001). The IFI and CFI were both 0.91 with
RMSEA = 0.067 (0.062, 0.072) (Colquitt, 2001). Reliability testing was conducted using
Cronbach alpha testing. Procedural justice scored 0.93, interpersonal justice scored 0.92,
informational 0.90, and distributive justice scored 0.93 (Colquitt, 2001). Adequate predictive and
discriminate validity were found (Colquitt, 2001).

However, this section of the survey was reduced to 9 related items. Based on the highest
factor loadings and omitting items less than 0.7 distributive justice was addressed using Q1, Q2,
and Q3. Interpersonal justice items included Q2 and Q3, informational justice items included Q1
and Q2, and procedural justice items included Q2 and Q3.

Qualitative Data Collection

The researcher reviewed the survey for participants who showed interest in the qualitative
portion of the study and noted the individual’s email address provided. Then, the researcher
purposefully divided the participants into groups based on the school setting and years of
experience defined by the literature review. Next, using purposeful random sampling within those
groups, the researcher selected ten teachers from elementary, five middle, and five high school
teachers representing novice, veteran, and mid-career teachers within K-12 public school settings
using computer-generated software. The participants’ names were entered and run to obtain eight

females and two males for each category to form groups.
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The qualitative portion began with an introductory email correspondence sent to selected
participants. They were provided with details of the research study explaining their role and
context in addition to a selection of days and times of the interview to be conducted via Microsoft
Teams meetings as all respondents could use the technology provided by the county for recording
purposes at their earliest convenience. The email defined the duration of the scheduled meeting
and provided an option if that meeting time is not adequate. The researcher collected the data
within the interview using clustered structural interviews. Clustered structural interviews used
defined groups with a consistent and predetermined order of questions (Stuckey, 2013) which
improved the effectiveness and efficiency of data analysis (Bhatia & Deogun, 1998). An
interview protocol was established and was utilized to conduct the interview (Appendix J). The
protocol allowed the researcher to begin the interview by introducing themselves, provide the
research topic information, and then read the informed consent which sought approval from the
participant to continue with the study. The researcher informed the participants that the interview
would be recorded for transcription purposes and announced the results would be reviewed by
only the researcher or their committee chair. The researcher informed the participant that the
researcher would use pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality.

At the start of the interview, the researcher implemented the Interview Protocol (Appendix
J) where they introduced themselves, provided a purpose for the interview and synopsis of the
research study, and obtained consent (Appendix I). Participants were informed their responses
would be coded with pseudonyms and the recordings and transcriptions would be discarded after
the study was complete. The interviews were conducted and recorded using Microsoft Teams
software for meetings which generated auto transcripts. The researcher also made notes during

the interview.
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Once all interviews were conducted the researcher inserted the participant's name in a
computer random generator. The process was completed twice selecting the two winners of the
$10.00 Amazon gift card. Once the winners were chosen, the researcher contacted the participants

to decide on the most convenient way to retrieve their incentives.

Qualitative Data Collection Instrument

The teachers participated in an interview with 14 questions that pertained to each facet of
the quantitative survey. However, some questions had follow-up questions making the total
interview question count at least 22 as it was based on responses from participants. Participants
responded to structured interview questions (George & Merkus, 2022). Structured interviews
were more objective, reducing bias and obscurity when completing data analysis (Dipboye,
1994; Stuckey, 2013). Therefore, the validity and reliability increased with this method because
of the set order of questioning and the number of elicited responses within the interview with a
standardized process (Dipboye, 1994). Structured interviews were also cost and time-efficient
(George & Merkus, 2022). The limitations of using the method included the interview itself
being formal which did not allow for researcher flexibility with questioning for participants to
provide richer discussion into the topic (George & Merkus, 2022). For these reasons, structured
interviews were administered to teachers regarding the important issue of stress to encourage
positive change.

The researcher was purposeful with the interview question creation. The researcher and
methodologist developed interview questions that were based on providing additional detail to
the quantitative information. The researcher and methodologist were careful to include each
factor within the study in the interview section. Each question addressed each facet of the study

(stress, personality, self-efficacy, organizational justice, work-family conflict, and perceived
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supervisory support). Because of the nature of the personality and organizational justice
constructs, subset categories were identified, and these areas were broken down into individual
component consideration questions. As questions had the potential to solicit further explanation,
those questions were also added to the survey. To further investigate the most prevalent sources
of stress for teachers, a ranking question of the studied components was also added. In the
question, the respondent informed the researcher to which degree the construct is stressful using
the following scale (1- stressful, 2-moderately stressful, 3-extremely stressful). However, the
question was created in a table format because some teachers may view more than one contextual

factor as extremely stressful. The question/construct alignment is listed in Table 7.
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Table 7

Qualitative Interview questions and construct alignment

Interview Question

Measuring Construct

1
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
2

3

4
4.1
5

6
6.1
7
7.1
8
8.1
9
10
11
12
13
14

Stress

Stress

Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy

Personality (Extrovert)

Personality (Agreeableness)
Personality (Neuroticism)
Personality (Neuroticism)
Personality (Openness)

Personality (Conscientiousness)
Personality (Conscientiousness)
Perceived Supervisory Support
Perceived Supervisory Support
Perceived Colleague Support
Perceived Colleague Support
Work-family Conflict
Organizational Justice (Interpersonal)
Organizational Justice (Procedural)
Organizational Justice (Informational)
Organizational Justice (Distributive)
Stress Ranking of Contextual Factors

Table 7. Qualitative Interview Question/Construct Alignment

Data Analysis

The study implemented data analysis with the usage of structural equation modeling for the

quantitative results and inductive thematic coding for analysis of the relationship between stress and

the selected factors.

The quantitative data analysis of structural equation modeling was “a collection of statistical

techniques” (p. 661) based on a general linear model that allowed researcher to examine one or

more continuous and/or discrete independent and dependent variables whether latent, unobserved,

or directly observed (Ullman & Bentler, 2012). Diagrams were used to offer visualization of the
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text to show the hypothesized relation among the construct and its variables making the model
(Ullman, 2006). Structural equational modeling (SEM) was used to examine multiple relations of
constructs concurrently (Ullman, 2006). Therefore, the study used SEM to measure the
relationships between the different constructs.

The qualitative data analysis included inductive thematic coding. Inductive thematic coding
was the interpretation and analysis of the interview transcription responses to identify categories or
themes that emerge from the data collection (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). The use of
inductive thematic coding was used to interpret themes that continued to appear from the data
collection of clustered structured interviews with participants. The interview was designed to align
with the constructs measured in the quantitative phase of the study and provide deeper a level of
information on teacher perspectives of the factors that cause stress.

The mixed methods analysis included the usage of joint display tables to explain how the
quantitative and qualitative data can be interpreted and explained.

Quantitative Data Analysis

Once the survey window closed through Qualtrics was completed, the researcher inserted
the survey information into SPSS. Using descriptive statistics and a test of correlation, the
findings were calculated using a structural equation modeling and a chi-squared test. Structural
equation modeling (SEM) was used when multiple constructs are being measured to evaluate
their relation to one another and can test many types of theoretical models (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010). There were five steps to implementing SEM testing: model specification, model
identification, model estimation, model testing, and model modification (Schumacker & Lomax,
2010). The main reasons to use (SEM) were to use multiple variables to investigate, increase

validity and reliability scores as the measure of error is considered, the usage allows for more
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advanced analysis, and the software was user-friendly (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010).

Model specification occurs when the researcher creates a model that included all
parameters and their relationships the researcher was studying (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). In
this step, the researcher used the literature to develop a model to show the relationships between
the latent constructs and the indicator variables. In the study, the latent variables were the
constructs: Perceived Supervisory Support, Perceived Colleague Support, Organizational Justice,
Work-family conflict, Self-efficacy, and Personality. The indicator variables were the survey
items that represented the individual characteristics of the constructs. During the model
specification, the measurement models were identified. There are two different types of models:
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling (SEM). A measurement
model that depicted the relationship between the latent constructs and indicator variables was
also referred to as the confirmatory factor analysis. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was
further developed by Karl Joreskog in the 1960s by testing if constructs were defined by a set of
items (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Later Karl Joreskog, Ward Keesling, and David Wiley
developed SEM by combining path models and confirmatory factor analysis models which was
initially referred to as the JK'W model, linear structural relations model (LISREL) (Schumacker
& Lomazx, 2010). The second type of measurement model was the structural model which
reviewed the causal relationships between the constructs. Schumacker and Lomax (2010) stated
the goal during model specification was establishing the greatest model that created the sample

covariance matrix. In Figure 2, a model specification of the study was presented.
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Figure 2
Model Specification
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Model identification was conducted by reviewing how well the proposed theoretical
measurement model fit with the sample covariance matrix derived from the sample data. In the
model identification phase, the researcher determined the identification problem and answered if
the parameter estimates can be determined (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Parameters were
needed because there can be an endless number of possibilities to explain the data (Schumacker
& Lomax, 2010). According to Schumacker and Lomax (2010), there were three types of

parameters: free parameters (unknown and need estimation), fixed (free, but fixed to a value
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which is usually 0 or 1), and constrained (unknown and constrained to more than one parameter).
The goal was to not have a misspecified model. Misspecified models could have biased
parameters which are known as specification errors (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Model
identification was based on how many of these parameters existence. There are three types of
model identification: under-identified, just-identified, and over-identified (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010). Under-identified estimation occurs when one or more parameters were not
determined from the S matrix data (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). A model is just-identified
when all parameters were determined with just enough information as the name implied and
over-identified when there were multiple ways to estimate a parameter because there was much
information provided in the S matrix also known as identified (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010).
Model estimation was calculated to minimize the difference between ) and S with fitting
function (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Model testing included two stages. The first was a
global test that evaluated the fit of the model and the second assesses individual parameters
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). There were three ways to avoid identification problems. The first
method was to ensure the observed variables measure the latent variables with the model by
having each latent variable or the variance of each latent variable fixed to 1 (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010). This helped to eliminate scale problems. Indeterminacy could occur if the data
fits more than one model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The next method occurred with the
usage of nonrecursive and reciprocal models. Recursive models have the flow of causal
pathways and could be unidirectional, from one direction to another whereas nonrecursive
models were bidirectional or reciprocal (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The last way to avoid
identification problems was to begin with a parsimonious or simple model with only essential

parameters utilized (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). This was completed by having the least
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amount of constructs to explain most of the framework.

The third stage was model modification, and it was completed when the initial fit is not
as strong as desired (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). In the model modification stage, a review of
the parameters were concluded. The parameters within the structural equation model should have
been like the parameters in the sample covariance matrix. As the parameters aligned, the fit
increased. Schumacker and Lomax (2010) stated when the sample covariance matrix S was
subtracted from ), the SEM model and equals 0, it was referred to as being a perfect fit. SEM
was a derivative of the CFA model, it would follows multivariate normality (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010). Therefore, tests of skewness and kurtosis were needed. The study used
categorical data indicating small to moderate skewness and kurtosis values. These values could
fall in the range of —1 to +1 as well as —1.5 to +1.5 which further suggested Maximum
Likelihood testing should be tested (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010).

The following tests were run for the study: Maximum Likelihood (ML), Chi-squared,
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Standardized Root-Mean
Square Residual (SRMR), Root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), Normed Fit
Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Akaike Information Criterion (AIC). A test for
Maximum Likelihood was conducted initially as it was a common test used in SEM to ensure the
variables in the model have a normal multivariate distribution (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).
The advantage to using maximum likelihood was that testing the fit is there was no difference
between using original or transformed data or method analyzed by correlation or covariance
(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Maximum likelihood is like a lock and key system in that if the
key does not fit correctly, adjustments were made until it was a good fit. Adjusting maximum

likelihood was done by running a series of iterations to get the best fit between the sample
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covariance matrix and the SEM covariance matrix.

Next, tests of significance were conducted by using the Chi-squared test and the Chi-
squared difference test (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). These tests were used when using
complex models and larger sample sizes. The Chi-squared test was used to test the theoretical
model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The test results ranged from a saturated model which
equals 0 (a perfect fit or no difference having all model paths included) to an unsaturated model
where no paths are in the model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The Chi-squared testing assessed
the significance of the model (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). The Chi-squared difference test
measured the difference in model fit. This was based on the confidence interval and degrees of
freedom. If the testing result was significant (p < 0.05), then the null hypothesis should be
rejected (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). However, if the difference test was not significant
then, the null hypothesis is accepted (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Should neither of the two
models become nested, further testing would be completed to compare them using goodness of
fit measures using the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). The
test could be used without the models being nested (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). The Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC) compared models with latent variables with fit scores ranging from
perfect (0) to poor represented with a positive number (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The lowest
number was the best model fit.

Descriptive goodness of fit tests also included goodness of fit and the adjusted goodness
of fit. The Goodness of fit test measured the amount of variance and covariance in the model
with scores ranging from 0.90 to 0.95 resulting in a good fit (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Hu
and Bentler (1999) made the argument that the proposed minimum 0.90 scores Bentler and

Bonnet (1980) originally claimed indicated model acceptance should be raised to 0.95. Due to
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the argument continually being made, alternate testing was implemented.

The fourth step of SEM is Model testing which reviewed how well the data fits the model
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). This was when a comparison of the )’ matrix and s matrix was
completed. A review of the individual parameters within the model was conducted of free
parameters and those that are statistically significant (o< 0.05) (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). If
the ratio of the estimate of the causal pathway was less than 0.05 it was said to be statistically
significant. If the ratio is more than 0.05, the pathway was not significant (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010). Each hypothesis used this testing for pathway significance. If the sign of the
parameter is (+) it signified a positive impact had occurred. A (—) sign indicated a negative
impact. An important aspect Schumacker and Lomax (2010) highlighted was that “the
parameters should make sense.” Therefore, when the study results showed increases and
decreases, the parameters were logically aligned. For example, if organizational justice showed
an increase of +1 and stress scores also increased something was not accurate because the stress
score should have been reduced.

Path analysis was the multivariate extension of linear regression (Frances et al., 2004).
Path analysis allowed for multiple regression models to be run simultaneously (Frances et al.,
2004). The difference between the path analysis model and confirmatory factor analysis was that
path analysis focuses on the observed variables only without latent constructs. The CFA model
utilized latent constructs and indicator variables which were the actual survey questions
measuring each construct. This exploratory step was completed before the confirmatory factor
analysis model specification to determine the correlations between the variables (Frances et al.,
2004). Path analysis also determined the degree of impact that was made by the independent

variables on the dependent variables. For this dissertation, the researcher utilized the composite
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scores associated with the constructs that were stated in Figure 2. There were 14 rules that must
be followed according to O’Rourke et al. (2013) shown below to conduct path analysis. These
same rules also applied to CFA and SEM analyses.
RULE 1: Only exogenous variables are allowed to covary.
RULE 2: A residual term is identified for each endogenous variable in the model.
RULE 3: Exogenous variables do not require residual terms.
RULE 4: Variance should be estimated for every exogenous variable in the model,
including residual terms.
RULE 5: In most cases, covariance should be estimated for every possible pair of
manifest exogenous variables; covariance is not estimated for endogenous variables.
RULE 6: For simple recursive models, covariance is generally not estimated for residual
terms.
RULE 7: One equation should be created for each endogenous variable, with that
variable’s name to the left of the equals sign.
RULE 8: Variables that have a direct effect on that endogenous variable are listed to the
right of the equals sign.
RULE 9: Exogenous variables, including residual terms, are never listed to the left of the
equals sign.
RULE 10: To estimate a path coefficient for a given independent variable, a unique path
coefficient name should be created for the path coefficient associated with that
independent variable.
RULE 11: The last term in each equation should be the residual (disturbance) term for

that endogenous variable; this term will have no name for its path coefficient.
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RULE 12: To estimate a parameter, create a name for that parameter.

RULE 13: To fix a parameter at a given numerical value, insert that value in place of the

parameter’s name.

RULE 14: To constrain two or more parameters to be equal, use the same name for those

parameters. (p. 116)

The last step of SEM was Model Modification. Within SEM, the model indicated which
pathways needed to be modified or refined to improve the fit indexes. Model modification uses a
specification search to alter the original model to determine a better-fitting model (Schumacker
& Lomax, 2010). As a review of the parameters indicated no correlation between the two
pathways, the pathway were deleted and in contrast, if there were big correlations between two
pathways, then the pathway remained open (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Critical values
indicating significance would also be reviewed to determine if pathways should remain.
Theoretical significance could allow pathways to remain even though they may show no
statistical significance (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Lastly, a review of residual errors
occurred. The study having multiple indicators would have a matrix of unexplained data which
are the error terms. The residual matrix was reviewed with the sample covariance matrix to
determine the fit based on the difference. If the difference is high, there was a poor fit
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Schumacker & Lomax (2010) stated the higher the amount of
unexplained or error terms that exist, the poorer the prediction of the model. Larger values (1.96
or 2.58) indicate misspecification which means a variable must be removed (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010).

Schumacker and Lomax (2010) suggested eight steps to follow in conducting the

specification search. The first step was to create a model specification based on empirical
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research and theory (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010) followed by the next step to test the implied
theoretical model. The third step was to conduct a specification search on the measurement
model and then on the structural model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Next, a review of both
models was needed to discover if the parameters match the predictions of direction and amount.
Schumacker and Lomax (2010) stated the determination of whether the goodness of fit index was
the best match occurred in this step. The next step was to review the nonfixed parameters for
statistical significance and determine whether they should be fixed in another model
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The sixth step examined the indices of modification expected
parameter changes to evaluate if fixed parameters should be free parameters within another
model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Step seven was to analyze the standardized residual matrix
to ensure logically that the values made sense followed by the final step in the process was to
conclude an acceptable model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). An acceptable model could be
validated in a few different ways: a new sample or dividing the sample in half using one for the
model and the other half through cross-validation (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). This could be
done using a single sample cross-validation index (ECVI) when using other models (Cudeck &
Browne, 1983; Kroonenberg & Lewis, 1982).

Testing of the overall model fit was used to measure the extent of the SEM compared to the
empirical data (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).

The study used standardized root-mean-square residual and root-mean-square error of
approximation. The root-mean-square error of approximation RMSEA measured the model
against the population to determine the level of fit (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Cudeck and
Browne (1983) defined the results of the Root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA)

test further indicating a good fit resulted with a score of less than 0.05, an adequate fit when the
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values are 0.05 to 0.08, and results of 0.08 to 0.10 are deemed a mediocre fit. A lower score is
desired; however, a score greater than 0.10 would not be accepted (Cudeck & Browne, 1983).
The standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) test determined the badness of fit (Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1981) as it determined any discrepancies within the data. A good fit was found when
the results were low and less than 0.05, the results were found to be acceptable when lower than
0.10 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). The Root-mean square residual resulted in a perfect fit at 0
with lower scores being desirable.

The next tests included comparing the model against others. The normed fit index (NFI)
took the Chi-squared test and aligned it with a group of models that range from least restrictive
to saturated. The NFI used the same score from 0 to 1 and results of 0.90 to 0.95 are a good
model fit (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). These tests were overall model fit measures used to
assess the theoretical model for rejection or acceptance of the model. The comparative fit index
(CFI) was a good fit with a score of 0.95 (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). When the model is
not a good fit, adjustments were made and re-tested. The Adjusted Goodness of fit test was
created to test the overall model of fit (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). It accounts for the
variables and was altered based on the degrees of freedom with results of a good fit ranging from
0.90 to 0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010).

As the results were submitted, the researcher created a spreadsheet of those participants
willing to be included in the qualitative phase of research using structured interviews. In between

scheduling and holding interviews, the quantitative analysis was conducted.

Qualitative Data Analysis
The analysis of the data was completed in sections over several days beginning with

initial transcript review readings, theme creation, frequency, coding, and reviewing results with
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the second coder. To refine the process the researcher reviewed one construct at a time and then
aligned questions in sections to complete the analysis process. The researcher began by viewing
the recorded interviews to ensure the transcription was accurate and making any revisions
necessary based on possible limitations of the recording system inserting inaccurate depictions of
the respondent’s speech. The researcher input the transcribed responses into a spreadsheet to
display responses simultaneously in an easy-to-read, side-by-side display. All interviews were
analyzed through the same process.

The first cycle of data analysis implemented initial coding. Initial coding according to
Saldana (2009), suggested this model for beginning research coders. In the first phase, the
researcher re-read the responses making mental notes on ideas possibly repeated to develop a
coding frame (O’Connor & Jeffe, 2020). The researcher then reviewed the initial list of topics
that appeared during the interview and used open coding. Open coding was the creation of
categories and codes using notes and multiple reviews of transcripts (Elo & Kyngis, 2008).
Coding was the initial step in analysis and the interpretation of reporting (Saldano, 2009). As the
respondents used repeated statements or words, the researcher created a list of the phrases that
continued to appear within the interview answers.

In the second cycle of coding, pattern coding was implemented. Pattern coding was
normally implemented after initial coding (Saldano, 2009). The researcher began to use color
highlighting when those words/phrases were used. When/If phrases seem similar, the researcher
created an overall theme and used the direct words as subthemes creating sections with the list
(O’Connor & Jeffe, 2020). This is what Saldana (2009) referred to as descriptive coding. The
researcher reviewed the interview responses again and began to tally how many times the

phrases appeared overall throughout all the interviews. The same procedure was followed with
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all interview responses. If a new phrase or topic was found, the word was added, and the tally
count would continue throughout the interviews until all had been reviewed thoroughly. The data
from the initial responses was used to create a table of coded ideas, emerging ideas, and the
frequency of usage.

The researcher used colleague and cohort member, Charles Baima, as a second coder to
ensure that the transcript codes were accurately measured to develop the codes and created
consistency to create interrater reliability (O’Connor & Jeffe, 2020). Intercoder reliability
accounted for the “trustworthiness (p.3)” of the results of reliability testing (O’Connor & Jeffe,
2020). The second coder coded the same transcripts separately and then discussed the findings
with the researcher (Sutton & Austin, 2015). The researcher and second educational coder coded
for one quantitative construct at a time using all interview transcripts. The Kappa coefficient was
then calculated to measure interrater reliability (McHugh, 2012). Kappa coefficient values
ranged from -1.0 to 1.0 with no agreement found to an almost perfect agreement, respectively
(Cohen, 1960). A score of 0 was rarely found but signified a random occurrence (Cohen, 1960).
When the coefficient scores fell between 0-0.2 it was labeled as no agreement to a slight
agreement (Cohen, 1960). Cohen (1960) stated a fair agreement would be found with values of
0.21 to 0.40 while a moderate score was 0.41-0.60. A score of 0.61-0.80 indicated a substantial
agreement was found and scores of 0.81 to 1.00 earned a rating of almost perfect (Cohen, 1960).

During the next step in the process the researcher created a table to view the themes and
subthemes alongside each other to summarize overarching themes amongst both data sources.
Therefore, themes emerged from the data and were an outcome of coding being implemented
(Saldano, 2009). After a review of the data simultaneously, an overall initial interpretation of the

results was concluded. The following information was displayed in table formats. The

112



explanation was aligned to get a collective perspective regarding each topic. The researcher
reviewed the data to highlight the viewpoints acknowledged by teachers within each academic
setting and years of experience level to look for trends. After reviewing each question’s
responses, an overall theme was created for the questions regarding teacher stress (see Appendix
G).
Mixed Methods Data Analysis

The explanatory sequential research method results incorporated three levels of
integration: the design, methods, and interpretation and reporting. The usage of explanatory
sequential design allowed for integration through design with the qualitative information gained
to build upon the initial quantitative results (Creswell et al., 2011; Guetterman et al., 2015).

Specifically, integration through connecting was utilized as the qualitative sample will be
linked to the quantitative sample demographics. The participants of the interviews chose to be a
part of the qualitative portion of the study by marking their interest within the survey that
occurred previously. Integration through connection occurred when one data source was linked
to another through sampling (Fetters et al., 2013). Integration through building was also
implemented as the qualitative interview questions were directly aligned to the quantitative
constructs and helped to inform the wording of the responses (Fetters et al., 2013). Integration
through building allowed for “one database to inform the data collection approach of the other”
(Fetters et al., 2013). Integration was used to better explain the quantitative survey responses
(Fetters et al., 2013). In agreement with Fetters et al. (2013), the quantitative results reviewed
descriptive statistics, mean scores, and standard deviations reviewing normality and skewness. In
addition, the qualitative results used thematic analysis to create coding systems as suggested

(Fetters et al., 2013). The ideas were merged to integrate the sources of data. The final layer of
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integration was through the interpretation and reporting procedures.

The integrated information was shown through a side-by-side joint display table. Joint
display tables allowed the visual information to bring forth further meaning by analyzing the data
simultaneously (Fetters et al., 2013). Therefore, the information displayed within the joint
display table included the construct name, the quantitative results, and the qualitative phrases
used within the survey. For example, using the construct of teacher stress, the quantitative results
showed a person who was highly stressed would be further proven with aligned interview
statements of being highly stressed. In addition, those who were not highly stressed would have
quantitative results that showed low stress and the interview responses would also align. The
joint display table provided a complete picture of the level of the person’s stress and statements
confirming its existence and degree of impact. Figure 3 shows the mixed method design protocol
being utilized.

Figure 3

Mixed Methods Design Protocol

Quantitative_ Data Mix Quantitative and
Analysis Qualitative Data

Quantitative Data *Descriptive Qualitative Data Ol Analysis

Collection Statistics Collection iriba Connecting and

65-question survey *Structural Equation 30 teacher Inductive building quantitative

combining 6 scales Modeling interviews T e i and qualitative data

(numeric data) Statistics *Microsoft Teams together with a joint
(Correlation) vias display table.

the use of SPSS

Summary
The current chapter focused on defining and providing the purpose for the research
design selected and the methodology of the study. The study analyzed the impact of stress and

the individual (personality and self-efficacy) factors and contextual (perceived supervisory
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support, perceived colleague support, work-family conflict, and organizational justice). In
addition, the study desired to determine what teachers perceived as job demands and how the
factors can help to alleviate stress. Cronbach’s alpha was used to test reliability and convergent
and discriminant validity testing was conducted with findings within adequate ranges. The usage
of explanatory sequential design included data collection and analysis to further build upon
initial quantitative data regarding teacher stress through surveys and interviews. The usage of
structural equation modeling and descriptive analysis in addition to inductive, open thematic
coding with intercoder reliability measured was employed and integrated through the usage of

side-by-side joint display tables.
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Chapter IV: Findings

The current chapter contained the findings from the mixed methods research
addressing individual and contextual factors attributing to teacher stress based on school
setting and experience level within the Yellow County School District of Middle Georgia. The
methodology used an explanatory-sequential approach to data collection with the researcher
initially administering a survey to participants followed by respondent interest in a deeper dive
into teacher perceptions with interviews. The approach was geared toward not only obtaining
the relationships between stress factors but also included teacher perspectives to derive a more
thorough examination of stress in the education setting.

The study was based on the initial conceptual framework and JDR Model of Job-
Demands-Resources Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and Bandura’s Social Cognitive
Theory (1986). The JDR Model and conceptual framework were used to compare the theory to
the survey response models of data. Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory encompassed the
teacher’s individual and external facets attributing to whether they are in control ultimately
playing a role in whether a teacher would succumb to stress or overcome it.

The quantitative data analysis began with the descriptive statistics within IBM SPSS
Statistics and then initial models with the SAS program. The qualitative data analysis used
inductive thematic coding beginning with initial coding and open coding to determine themes
amongst the interviews. The process was followed by the use of a second coder to determine
interrelated reliability using Kappa Coefficients.

The current chapter intended to uncover useful information attributing to teacher stress
such as the main sources of stress and the degree to which the relationships among the factors

studied impact overall teacher stress. The study expected to answer the following research
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questions:
RQ 1: What is the influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress?
Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Individual Factors
There is no statistically significant influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Individual Factors
There is a statistically significant influence of self-efficacy on teacher stress.
RQ 2: What is the relationship between personality traits and teacher stress?
Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Individual Factors
There is no statistically significant relationship between personality and teacher stress.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Individual Factors
There is a statistically significant relationship between personality and teacher stress.
RQ 3: What is the relationship between organizational justice and teacher stress?
Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is no statistically significant impact of organizational justice on teacher stress.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is a statistically significant impact of organizational justice on teacher stress.
RQ 4: What is the influence of perceived supervisory support on teacher stress?
a.Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is no statistically significant influence of perceived supervisory support on teacher
stress.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors
There is a statistically significant influence of perceived supervisory support on teacher

stress.
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b.Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is no statistically significant influence of perceived colleague support on teacher

stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is a statistically significant influence of perceived colleague support on teacher

stress.
RQ 5: What is the influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress?

Null Hypothesis (Ho) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is no statistically significant influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha) for Relationship of Contextual Factors

There is a statistically significant influence of work-family conflict on teacher stress.
RQ 6: What are the interaction effects of individual and contextual level factors on teacher
stress?
RQ 7: How do K-12 teachers describe the job demands at their current workplace?

7a. What are the teacher's perspectives on the stress created by job demands and how this

stress can be alleviated by individual-level and contextual-level factors?
Quantitative Participants

All teaching staff within Yellow County were invited to participate in the survey portion
of the study. The quantitative portion of the study had 330 teachers respond to the survey link.
There were a small number of teachers, 15 of whom chose not to complete the survey when
provided the consent question. There were many surveys with partial data; therefore, only 250
fully completed surveys were used for the quantitative data analysis. The participants were

overwhelmingly female (79%) as opposed to the male population representing 21% of the
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respondents. Table 8 showed the breakdown of the surveys completed by gender.
Table 8

Quantitative Respondents by Gender

Gender Count Percentage
Female 238 79%
Male 62 21%

Participant age ranges were represented as follows: 18-25 years old 10%, 26-35 years
old 21%, 36-45 years old 26%, 46-55 years old 30%, 56-65 years old 13 %, and 1%
representing the age group of over 65-year-olds. Table 9 shows the age of the respondents who
completed the survey.
Table 9

Quantitative Respondents by Age

Age Count Percentage
18-25 29 10%
26-35 63 21%
36-45 77 26%
46-55 89 30%
56-65 39 13%

Over 65 4 1%

Participants by ethnicity were as follows: 46 % were White, 48 % were African
American, 2% Asian, and 3 % as other. The proportion showed the majority of the teaching
population was not as involved in the study as the other ethnicity groups as African Americans
account for 78% of the teaching population of this district. Table 10 showed the breakdown of

respondents by ethnicity.
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Table 10

Quantitative Respondents by Ethnicity

Ethnicity Count Percentage
White 139 46%
African American 145 48%
Asian 7 2%
Other 10 3%

Reviewing participants by teaching experience level, 20% were made up of novice
teachers, mid-career teachers had 42%, and veteran teachers accounted for 38% of the
population. Table 11 shows the breakdown by teaching experience.

Table 11

Quantitative Respondents by Teaching Experience

Teaching Experience Count Percentage
Novice (0-3 years) 60 20%
Mid-Career (4-15 years) 127 42%
Veteran (16 plus years) 114 38%

The survey participants' representation by education level was teachers holding a
Bachelor’s degree was 33%, Masters at 45%, Education Specialists at 17%, and those holding a
Doctorate at 6%. The bulk of respondents held a Bachelor's or Master’s degree. Table 12
showed the respondents by education level.

Table 12

Quantitative Respondents by Education Level

Level of Education Count Percentage
Bachelor’s 100 33%
Masters 134 45%
Education Specialist 50 17%
Doctorate 17 6%
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Based on the academic setting, 33% of the population were from elementary schools,
28% were middle schools, and 39% were high school teachers. A fair representation of each
group was represented. Table 13 showed the respondents by academic setting.
Table 13

Quantitative Respondents by Academic Setting

Academic Setting Count Percentage
Elementary School 100 33%
Middle School 83 28%
High School 118 39%

There were 87% of teachers surveyed not working in a supervisory role within the
schools and 13% were in a leadership type position. Table 14 showed the respondents by
supervisory role.

Table 14

Quantitative Respondents by Supervisory Role

Supervisory Role Count Percentage
Yes 39 13%
No 262 87%

In addition, teachers surveyed who taught testable grades or courses accounted for 38%
of the respondents with 62% not teaching testable content. Table 15 showed the respondents by
teaching testable content.

Table 15

Quantitative Respondents by Testable Content

Testable Content Teacher Actual Number of Percentage of Respondents
Respondents
Yes 114 33%
No 187 62%
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Quantitative Findings

The quantitative results used SPSS to run descriptive statistics. To conduct path analyses
accounting for multiple regression equations to be computed simultaneously, the SAS program
was utilized. SAS was a syntax-based program of codes to determine a good fitting model of
exogenous and endogenous manifest variables. Next, within SAS computations and
modifications were completed to develop the final confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) also
known as the measurement model that began the structural equation modeling (SEM) process.
SEM was used to determine the relationships between the constructs with LISREL modeling,
and linear structural relations. Finally, SPSS was used to conduct multiple regression analysis on
the interactions between the constructs found to be statistically significant.

Estimates of internal consistency as measured by Cronbach’s alpha were within
acceptable limits for variables (i.e., o >.70) (O’Rourke et al., 2013). All variables fell within
the acceptable ranges except for the constructs of Personality (-.086) and Perceived Colleague
Support (.599) as shown in Table 16 based on reliability analysis. The Cronbach alpha score
was based on inter-item correlation and with the construct of Personality the correlations were
not good in that they are small. For example, a review of items showed the correlation of
extraversion also with itself is only 0.90, so even the items that measured the same
subdimension of the personality had a low correlation. Personality descriptives were reviewed
to note variances between subpopulations of respondents to determine if that could explain the
low correlation value. However, running the statistics by subgroup never met the required
minimum value of 0.70 and only slightly increased each Cronbach alpha (0.26 for elementary).
Therefore, the researcher concluded that even though the results are based on a standardized

scale of Personality, the scale and Cronbach alphas were not based on the item itself but rather
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on the responses that people give to those items. A scale might be reliable and good for a
certain population, but not work well with some other populations in addition to multiple
subpopulations. The correlations were run separately and remained low among elementary,
middle, and high school teachers. In addition, some participants may have created bias to not
represent themselves negatively or consistently in viewing their personality traits. Therefore,
all items were not functioning properly and the results in the items not measuring what they
should be measuring based on the current population.

Table 16

Descriptive Statistics

Measurement M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Stress 3.244 187 (.82)
Self-Efficacy 3.129 527 -0.027 (.89)

Personality 3.294 335 0.064 0.070 (.019)

Perceived 4896 1414  -0.236 0.213 0.032 (.95)
Supervisory
Support

Perceived 5539  1.053  -0.172 0.312 0.074 0.423 (.90)
Colleague
Support

Organizational 3.770 71 -0.256 0.396 0.144 0.676 0.417 (.93)
Justice

Work-family 4,258 1.387 0.414 -0.176 0.061 -0.306 -0.349 -0.231 (.85)
Conflict

N =250. Cronbach’s alpha (internal consistency) estimates are reported in parentheses.
The path coefficients and t-values were reported to show the goodness of fit. The path

from self-efficacy to stress showed statistical significance with values less than 0.05.

Organizational justice to stress and work-family conflict to stress showed a statistical

significance of less than 0.01. The results were reported in Table 17.
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Table 17

Standardized Path Coefficients and Associated Significance Values (t values)

Paths Standardized Path Coefficients t-values

Self-efficacy to Stress 0.124 1.9822*

Personality to Stress 0.065 1.1356

Perceived Supervisory Support to Stress 0.008 0.0988

Perceived Colleague Support to Stress 0.014 0.2075
Organizational Justice to Stress -0.237 -2.8899**
Work-family Conflict to Stress 0.384 6.6680**

N = 250. Statistically significant t values > |1.96] * p <.05 ** p <.01

Table 18 shows goodness-of-fit indices for three models although the last model is of
primary interest for the findings. The first model is the initial measurement model, also known
as the confirmatory analysis (CFA). The chi-square value for the initial model was used as a
baseline statistic to compare subsequent models to explain the need for the modifications. The
initial model chi-square value was extremely large at 3346.36 showing 1462 degrees of
freedom. All subsequent models displayed only small reductions in the chi-square value and
degrees of freedom. The table supported the revisions made to the models as the models are

becoming slightly improved having only the RMSEA scores fall into the acceptable fit range.
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Table 18

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Various Models, JD-R Model Study

Model Y 2 df Axy2 Adf SRMR CFI GFI NFI RMSEA RMSEA
CL90)
Initial 3346.36 1462 077 799 .656 .788 .072 .075 -
Model .069
Revised 3202.21 1355 144.15 107 .078 .802 .656 .791 .074 .077 -
Model 1 .071
Revised 3089.55 1303 112.66 52 .078 .802 .658 .790 .074 .078 -
Model 2 .071
Revised 2957.12 1252 13243 51 .078 810 .661 .794 .074 .078 -
Model .071
3

Table 18 Note: N = 250; 42 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; SRMR = Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; NFI = Non-
normed Index ; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; RMSEA CL90 = RMSEA
90% Confidence Limits
Path analysis was conducted for the study to assess the viability of the theoretical model
testing elements of the Job-Demands Resource Theory model of Bakker and Demerouti (2007)
adapted by Granziera et al. (2021). The analyses were conducted using PROC CALIS
(maximum likelihood method of parameter estimation) based on the Variance-covariance matrix
in SAS. The sample size of 250 participants provided sufficient power to reflect medium to large
effect sizes. Goodness-of-fit indices for the various models were presented in Table 18. The chi-
square statistic was reported to enable comparisons between the initial model or null model and
subsequent revised models. This table also reported the Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (SRMR), the Goodness of Fit Index, (GFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Non-
normed Index (NFI), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and 90%

confidence limits for the RMSEA statistic (RMSEA CL90). Comparative fit values greater than

.94 indicated a good fit between data and path models (Hu and Bentler 1999). SRMR and
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RMSEA values less than .090 indicated acceptable fit was found. In addition, values that were
less than .055 indicated good model fit (McDonald & Ho, 2002). Ideally, the full 90% range for
the RMSEA was acceptable to ideal limits (Byrne 2009; McDonald & Ho, 2002). In accordance
with theory, the initial theoretical JD-R model hypothesized that self-efficacy and personality
would each significantly predict teacher stress as personal resources and job demands of
organizational justice, perceived supervisory support, and perceived colleague support would
also predict stress with the job demand of work-family conflict also predicting teacher stress.
The six exogenous variables (Self-efficacy, Personality, Perceived Supervisory Support,
Perceived Colleague Support, Organizational Justice, and Work-family conflict) were all
assumed to be correlated. Estimated path coefficients for this initial model each differed
significantly from zero, %2 (7, N=250) = 3346.36, p < .01. Squared multiple correlation values
reported small observed variances among the dependent variable.

The CFI and SRMR for this model did not suggest a good fit reporting (CFI =.80; SRMR
=.077). However, the RMSEA =.072 was in the acceptable range indicating this had poor model
fit. Additionally, the full range of 90% confidence limits for this RMSEA value fell outside of
acceptable parameters (.079 > RMSEA CL90 >.069). The fit indices were provided to compare
the fit. However, the Chi-Square value was extremely large meaning the overall fit of the model
was poor. The Comparative fit (CFI) should have been between 0.9 and 1.0 so it showed a lower
score as well.

Modification indices were then examined to ascertain if the suggested revisions were
theoretically reasonable. First, there was a review of the effects in linear questions, to determine
line equations that were not statistically significant (p <.001). A review of the t-values

suggested the variable PE2 (survey item) within factor 3 was not a good indicator (.846) of the
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personality factor of extroversion. Similarly, POE2 of factor 3 (.111) was also not a good
indicator for Personality openness. Therefore, these path coefficients had to be removed as they
were not statistically significant. In addition, a review of the squared multiple correlations table
showed how much of the variance of the correlation between the factor and the specific survey
item, essentially how much of the variance the construct was explaining in that survey item. The
correlation for PE2 was almost close to 0 with a score of .0002 and similarity, again POE2
(.014). These items showed the lowest correlations. The error variances reported for these survey
items are also high with PE2 (1.536) and POE2 (.681). Not only were the path coefficients not
significant, but the correlations were very low or basically zero correlated to the personality
factor. In addition, a review of the standardized effects in linear equations reported both factors
again showed no statistical significance with values of PE2 (.846) and POE2 (.108).

The stepwise multivariate Wald test showed pathways that could be deleted to not
drastically affect the overall fit indices. The Wald test suggested the paths LV18F3 (PE2) and
LV26F3 (POE2) be removed which were the survey items previously reviewed confirming the
elimination of these survey items. The Rank Order of Lagrange Multiplier (LM) statistic for
paths from exogenous variables was also reviewed. The LM revealed paths that could be added
to not drastically affect the fit indices by decreasing the chi-squared value. However, a rule of
thumb of these analyses stated each survey item was assumed to have unidimensionality,
essentially it should represent only one construct and not correlate with other factors. If a
variable reflected more than one, then it was said to not be a good survey item. PCSEP was
reporting representations of factor 6 (organizational justice) and factor 4 (perceived supervisory
support) therefore these two variables were removed. The removal of these variables was

completed in the Revised Model 1 which enabled all of the remaining variables to be statistically
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significant.

T-values for only self-efficacy, organizational justice, and work-family conflict path
coefficients were statistically significant (p <.05, p <.01). The resulting model, called “revised
model 1,” was then re-estimated. A chi-square difference test also confirmed that the deletion of
these two variables resulted in a slight improvement in model fit. When comparing the initial
model chi-square value to the revised model 1, the change in chi-square was reduced along with
the degrees of freedom Ay2 (Adf=107) = 144.15, p <.05, p <.01.

The squared multiple correlation values were now all statistically significant. However,
the goodness of fit statistics was still not good. The narrower the fit among the RMSEA lower
and upper limits indicated better results. The SRMR was fair as the smaller the number the better
fit. The RMSEA remained in the acceptable range (.074) but it was the only statistic reporting
adequate values as the CFI is 0.802, the GFI was 0.656, the NFI was 0.791, and the SRMR was
0.078. The full 90% confidence interval for this statistic remained less than ideal (.077 >
RMSEA CL90 > .071). Therefore, more modifications could be implemented. The examination
was completed to determine if additional revisions would improve the model. Initially, a review
of the Lagrange multiplier was completed. The variable PCSEP appeared as a suggestion from
the initial model also reported in the revised model 1. Therefore, this must be removed from the
revised model 1 as it was loading on two different factors (constructs).

With the new revision, the model was now called revised model 2. Table 18 reported a
significant decrease in the chi-square value and degrees of freedom from the initial model with
Ax2 (Adf=52) = 112.66, p <.01. Also, all goodness-of-fit indices except for RMSEA = .074
being acceptable were still reported values that were not within ideal parameters. The CFI =

0.802, GFI = 0.658 stayed relatively the same, the NFI = 0.790 slightly decreased, SRMR =
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0.078, and (.078 > RMSEA CL90 > .071). Even though the model was improving, there was not
much change occurring. The reason for this was due to the sample size not being great enough.
The survey window was extended from two weeks to over a month with the total number of
complete responses only reaching 250 participants. The model fit could have been better if even
50 more participants had completed the survey. Therefore, a review of the indices must be
completed again to ascertain if more revisions could improve the model fit.

A review of the effects of linear equations was no longer required as all variables were
reported as statistically significant, and no parameter could be removed from the Wald tests. A
review of the Lagrange Multiplier showed PSSF1 was loading on two different factors (F3
Personality) and (F5 Perceived Colleague Support) which was not acceptable. So, in the third
round of revisions, these were removed resulting in the revised model 3. The chi-square value
again was reduced Ay2 (Adf=51) = 132.43, p <.01 from the initial model as shown in Table 18.

The RMSEA score of 0.074 being acceptable was reported as the same value. The CFI
was slightly increased at 0.810, the GFI = 0.661 slightly increased, the NFI = 0.794 slightly
decreased, and the SRMR = 0.078, as (.078 > RMSEA CL90 > .071). Therefore, although slight
improvements were occurring, there was not much going on with the additional revisions to the
model fit. This was again due to the low sample size (250) and there were not many free
parameters or degrees of freedom for the estimation. A review of the Lagrange Multiplier was
again completed to determine if additional modifications were needed to complete the CFA
Measurement model and there were not any survey items in the table that were loading on two
different factors.

This explained that all the other survey items were unique and if more were opened it

would not make sense because it would have complicated the model. Based on these findings,
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the revised model 3 best represented the data. The revisions made to the initial model had slight
adjustments improving the model estimation. It was then proposed that the model in Figure 4 be
the accepted model. Therefore, this was the final CFA model and the initial SEM model. It was
recommended that the model be tested against larger sample sizes.

Assessing the statistical power of the model was initially completed to ensure poorly fit
models were rejected. The initial CFA model showed the correspondence between the indicator
variables and the latent constructs they were measuring to not be a good fit with the survey
items. While the study had 250 participants, which exceeded the minimum requirement of 200,
the fit was very poor (O’Rourke et al., 2013). The initial measurement model results were
reported in Table 18.

The effects in linear equations were shown in Table 19. O’Rourke et al. (2013) declared t-
values greater than 1.96 (or less than -1.96) were significant with a value of p <0.05.
Variables were also statistically significant when values were greater than 2.58 at p <0.01 (or
less than -2.58) (O’Rourke et al., 2013). All predictors were statistically significant for the
constructs except for Personality. Personality showed variables 17, 18, 22, and 26 were not
statistically significant.

Table 19

Effects in Linear Equations

Variable Predictor Parameter Initial Model Final CFA

Estimate Estimate

TSW1 F1 LVI1F1 0.44234 0.44210
TSW2 F1 LV2F1 0.53747 0.53747
TSSM1 F1 LV3F1 0.81413 0.81422
TSSM2 F1 LV4F1 0.77846 0.77828
TSSM3 F1 LV5F1 0.80676 0.80694
TSTRI1 F1 LV6F1 0.44351 0.44345
TSTR2 F1 LV7F1 0.45929 0.45925

SE F2 LV8F2 0.42690 0.42667
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Variable Predictor Parameter Initial Model Final CFA

Estimate Estimate
SEIS2 F2 LVIF2 0.50829 0.50810
SEIS3 F2 LVI10F2 0.58448 0.58398
SECM1 F2 LVI11EF2 0.80604 0.80643
SECM2 F2 LVI12F2 0.80156 0.80180
SECM3 F2 LVI13F2 0.83028 0.83031
SESE1 F2 LV14F2 0.75947 0.75915
SESE2 F2 LVI15F2 0.73403 0.73404
SESE3 F2 LV16F2 0.73102 0.73096
PE1 F3 LVI17F3 -0.20371 -0.20854
PE2 F3 LVI18F3 -0.01453 -
PA1 F3 LVI19F3 0.45872 0.45009
PA2 F3 LV20F3 -0.50193 -0.49810
PC1 F3 LV21F3 -0.28989 -0.28771
PC2 F3 LV22F3 0.28643 0.28567
PNI1 F3 LV23F3 0.48601 0.49396
PN2 F3 LV24F3 -0.57126 -0.58032
POE1 F3 LV25F3 0.48059 0.46975
POE2 F3 LV26F3 0.11935 -
PSSEP1 F4 LV27F4 0.90524 0.90882
PSSEP2 F4 LV28F4 0.83754 0.84118
PSSEGO1 F4 LV29F4 0.92488 0.92513
PSSEGO2 F4 LV30F4 0.93113 0.93017
PSSEW1 F4 LV31F4 0.87219 0.87092
PSSEW2 F4 LV32F4 0.90339 0.90199
PSSEW3 F4 LV33F4 0.56510 0.56549
Reverse
PSSEW4 F4 LV34F4 0.72996 0.72746
Reverse
PSSF1 F4 LV35F4 0.70954 -
PCSEP1 F5 LV36F5 0.83259 -
PCSEW1 F5 LV37F5 0.87227 0.86594
PCSEW?2 F5 LV38F5 0.85162 0.84564
PCSEW3 F5 LV39F5 0.57419 0.58204
Reverse
PCSEW4 F5 LV40F5 0.64644 0.65255
Reverse
PCSSF1 F5 LV41F5 0.76371 0.78178
PCSGO1 F5 LV42F5 0.89308 0.89310
OJPJ1 Fo6 LV43F6 0.58121 0.58108
OJPJ2 Fo6 LV44F6 0.63279 0.63255
0OJDJ1 Fo6 LV45F6 0.55915 0.55904
0JDJ2 Fo6 LV46F6 0.67667 0.67674
0OJDJ3 Fo6 LV47F6 0.66774 0.66771
OJINT1 Fé6 LV48F6 0.96399 0.96400
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Variable Predictor Parameter Initial Model Final CFA

Estimate Estimate

OJINT2 F6 LV49F6 0.96491 0.96497
OJINF1 F6 LV50F6 0.77459 0.77464
OJINF2 F6 LV51F6 0.74860 0.74847
WECl1 F7 LV52F7 0.92512 0.92489

WEFC2 F7 LVS53F7 0.77559 0.77556

WEC3 F7 LV54F7 0.93122 0.93144

WFC4 F7 LVS55F7 0.66437 0.66443

WEC5 F7 LV56F7 0.35211 0.35215

The initial model was previously shown in Figure 4. The Confirmatory Analysis used the
theoretical constraints informing the program of which items were aligned to which construct.
However, the final CFA or initial Structural Equation Model was not a good fit. The CFA
continued to correct for measurement errors with a review of the path coefficients and
standardized errors to identify which survey items were not a good indicator of the construct.
The measurement error could be due to an item not running well or the misinterpretations of the
question by respondents. Multicollinearity occurs when there are items within the constructs that
were highly correlated and potentially should be removed. Removal of variables (survey items)
was a judgmental process. There must be two survey items for each construct to be able to run
the analysis.

In the model, V1-V56 were the survey items. F1-F7 represented the constructs. All of the
56 survey items were used in the initial CFA model which converged and produced maximum
likelihood estimates and fit indices. Although a poor-fitting model was concluded, most of the
survey items were statistically significant having values <.001. The correlation coefficients for
each variable and construct were also shown in Figure 4. The error variance of the variable
(survey item) was also listed in the model and represented by E1-E56. The CFA corrected for

the measurement error by reviewing which specific indicator variables had low correlations also
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called path coefficients and high standardized error (bias). Measurement error was the bias that
was created due to misinterpretation of meanings in survey items by respondents which reduced
the capacity of the indicator variables to fully represent the attributes of the construct being

measured.
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Figure 4

CFA/Initial Model
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The Wald test was conducted to determine paths that could be deleted and not affect the
goodness of fit negatively (O’Rourke et al., 2013). Based on these suggestions, variable 18 was
removed. The model was rerun and the removal of variable 26 was conducted. The Wald test
was based on the greatest correlation scores in Table 20.

Table 20

Stepwise Multivariate Wald Test

Cumulative Statistics

Parm Chi-Square DF Pr> ChiSq
LVIgF3 0.03753 1 0.9482
LV26F3 2.58376 2 0.1875

In the first iteration, the variable PCSEP1 was showing correlations with both F6 and F4
so it was removed. The second iteration had variable PSSF1 correlations with F3 and F5 so
those were also removed. In the final iteration the LM suggested removing OJDJ3 as it
correlated with F2 and F3 but this suggestion was not ranked high on the scale so, it was not
removed and the model was retained as the final CFA model. Table 21 showed the variable
PCSEP1 was removed in the first iteration and PSSF1 was removed in the second round of
modifications.

Table 21

LaGrange Multiplier paths from Exogeneous Variables Removed

To From LM Stat Pr > Chisq Parm change
*PCSEP1 F6 170.39248 <.0001 2.53932
*PCSEP1 F4 45.69941 <.0001 0.32941
**PSSF1 F3 541.10394 <.0001 19.19771
**PSSF1 F5 35.07759 <.0001 2.27369

*#1°t Iteration **2™ Iteration; LM Stat =Lagrange Multiplier statistic, Pr > Chisq = p-value, Parm
change = parameter data change amount

To continue to improve the model fit, a review of the standardized results for covariances
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among exogenous variables was completed. Table 22 showed the results from the final CFA
model.
Table 22

Final CFA Standardized Results for Covariances Among Exogenous Variables

Varl Var2 Parameter Estimate Standard t-value Pr> (1)
Error
F1 F2 CF1F2 -0.15718 0.06963 -2.2575 0.0240
F1 F3 CF1F3 -0.42283 0.07334 -5.7653 <.0001
F1 F4 CF1F4 -0.25985 0.06498 -3.9989 <.0001
F1 F5 CF1F5 -0.20017 0.06825 -2.9327 0.0034
F1 F6 CF1F6 -0.29101 0.06375 -4.5648 <.0001
F1 F7 CF1F7 0.39807 0.06035 6.5961 <.0001
F2 F3 CF2F3 0.42141 0.07115 5.9226 <.0001
F2 F4 CF2F4 0.24592 0.06361 3.8662 0.0001
F2 F5 CF2F5 0.37585 0.06002 6.2617 <.0001
F2 F6 CF2F6 0.37538 0.05838 6.4298 <.0001
F2 F7 CF2F7 -0.15029 0.06704 -2.2416 0.0250
F3 F4 CF3F4 0.33412 0.07278 4.5905 <.0001
F3 F5 CF3F5 0.28908 0.07625 3.7910 0.0002
F3 F6 CF3F6 0.46124 0.06660 6.9252 <.0001
F3 F7 CF3F7 -0.30990 0.07496 -4.1341 <.0001
F4 F5 CF4F5 0.37443 0.05818 6.4355 <.0001
F4 F6 CF4F6 0.74634 0.03020 24.7101 <.0001
F4 F7 CF4F7 -0.24677 0.06275 -3.9328 <.0001
F5 F6 CF5F6 0.40059 0.05676 7.0578 <.0001
F5 F7 CF5F7 -0.32547 0.06139 -5.3015 <.0001
F6 F7 CF6F7 -0.23225 0.06304 -3.6838 0.0002

The squared multiple correlations were shown in Table 23 with the initial and final CFA
model R? values reported along with the final CFA error and total variance. The R? values
accounted for the variance that existed between the variable and construct it was explaining. The

variables removed in the final CFA were reported as (-) in the table.
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Table 23

Squared Multiple Correlations

Parameter Variable Final CFA Final CFA Initial Final CFA
Error Total Model Model
Variance Variance R-squared R-squared
TSW1 Vi1 0.97146 1.20745 0.1957 0.1955
TSW2 V2 0.86436 1.21549 0.2889 0.2889
TSSM1 V3 0.41615 1.23471 0.6628 0.6630
TSSM2 V4 0.56156 1.42427 0.6060 0.6057
TSSM3 V5 0.48320 1.38514 0.6509 0.6512
TSTRI1 Vo6 1.08192 1.34676 0.1967 0.1967
TSTR2 V7 0.96212 1.21928 0.2110 0.2109
SE V8 0.36602 0.44749 0.1822 0.1820
SEIS2 V9 0.29912 0.40321 0.2584 0.2582
SEIS3 V10 0.29811 0.45239 0.3416 0.3410
SECM1 V11 0.20146 0.57613 0.6497 0.6503
SECM2 V12 0.16924 0.47390 0.6425 0.6429
SECM3 V13 0.16029 0.51606 0.6894 0.6894
SESE1 V14 0.20340 0.48006 0.5768 0.5763
SESE2 V15 0.26820 0.58154 0.5388 0.5388
SESE3 V16 0.32085 0.68898 0.5344 0.5343
PE1 V17 1.59540 1.66794 0.0415 0.0435
PE2 V18 - - 0.000211 -
PAl V19 0.79433 0.99613 0.2104 0.2026
PA2 V20 0.88275 1.17404 0.2519 0.2481
PC1 V21 0.98185 1.07046 0.0840 0.0828
PC2 V22 0.47106 0.51292 0.0820 0.0816
PN1 V23 1.05173 1.39118 0.2362 0.2440
PN2 V24 1.06245 1.60194 0.3263 0.3368
POE1 V25 1.03465 1.32761 0.2310 0.2207
POE2 V26 - - 0.0142 -
PSSEP1 V27 0.52083 2.99257 0.8195 0.8260
PSSEP2 V28 0.50495 1.72684 0.7015 0.7076
PSSEGO1 V29 0.40312 2.79679 0.8554 0.8559
PSSEGO2 V30 0.42224 3.13287 0.8670 0.8652
PSSEW1 V3l 0.62430 2.58508 0.7607 0.7585
PSSEW?2 V32 0.54718 2.93541 0.8161 0.8136
PSSEW3 Reverse V33 2.52540 3.71259 0.3193 0.3198
PSSEW4 Reverse V34 1.63157 3.46546 0.5328 0.5292
PSSF1 V35 - - 0.5034 -
PCSEP1 V36 - - 0.6932 -
PCSEW1 V37 0.31498 1.25913 0.7608 0.7498
PCSEW2 V38 0.47909 1.68162 0.7253 0.7151
PCSEW3 Reverse V39 2.14569 3.24500 0.3297 0.3388
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Parameter Variable Final CFA Final CFA Initial Final CFA

Error Total Model Model

Variance Variance R-squared R-squared
PCSEW4 Reverse V40 1.19097 2.07423 0.4179 0.4258
PCSSF1 V41 0.56277 1.44739 0.5833 0.6112
PCSGO1 V42 0.26693 1.3189%4 0.7976 0.7976
OJPJ1 V43 0.49796 0.75182 0.3378 0.3377
OJPJ2 V44 0.58413 0.97375 0.4004 0.4001
OJDIJ1 V45 0.61182 0.88996 0.3126 0.3125
0OJDJ2 V46 0.50886 0.93881 0.4579 0.4580
OJDJ3 Va7 0.50993 0.92018 0.4459 0.4458
OJINT1 V48 0.06616 0.93560 0.9293 0.9293
OJINT2 V49 0.06771 0.98353 0.9310 0.9312
OJINF1 V50 0.38091 0.95243 0.6000 0.6001
OJINF2 V51 0.45245 1.02877 0.5604 0.5602
WEFCI1 V52 0.42959 297118 0.8558 0.8554
WEC2 V53 1.16651 2.92716 0.6015 0.6015
WEFC3 V54 0.43628 3.29484 0.8672 0.8676
WFC4 V55 1.91178 3.42291 0.4414 0.4415
WEC5 V56 2.30694 2.63351 0.1240 0.1240

Note: Removed items would not report values so they are represented with a (-).

To calculate Cronbach’s alpha composite reliability the following formula was utilized.
(SLi)?/ (Y Li)* + Var(E;) where S is the sum, Li stands for standardized factor loadings for
that factor, and Var(Ei) = error variance associated with the individual indicator variable. This
value was calculated for each construct. For stress, Cronbach’s alpha reliability score was

.814. The reliability scores are reported in Table 24.

To calculate the variance extracted estimates also reported in Table 24, the following
formula was used (3Li)?/ ( YLi )* + Y Var(E;). This showed how much of the variance was
being explained by the survey items towards the construct. Fornell and Larcker (1981) found
extracted variance estimates smaller than .50 indicated the measurement error was larger than
the captured variance of a factor. Additionally, Fornell and Larcker (1981) encouraged
constructs variances should be greater than .49 as smaller estimates question the construct and

indicator variables validity.
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Discriminant reliability used chi-squared difference test to indicate when different
instruments were used to measure unrelated or divergent constructs with which the correlation
coefficients between the measures were weak or strongly negative. The initial model had a
Chi-square value of 3346 with 1462 degrees of freedom and the final model was 2957 with
1252 degrees of freedom. So, 3346 — 2957 = 389 was the difference in Chi-squared values.
The degrees of freedom change was 2957 — 1252 = 210. A review of the Chi-squared
distribution table listed values to only 100 degrees of freedom. Following the distribution list
at a .05 interval and 100 degrees of freedom, a critical value of 124.34 existed. O’Rourke et al.
(2013) found discriminant validity was demonstrated when chi-square is significantly lower
for the first model. This meant that the best model was the one that had the two constructs
viewed as distinct (but correlated) factors (O’Rourke et al., 2013). The Chi-square was found
to be 389 and greater than the critical value of 124, therefore the chi-square test was rejected.
This meant the difference between the two models was clearly significant at .01, the standard
measurement model in which the factors were viewed as distinct but correlated constructs
provided a significantly better fit than the fit found by the unidimensional model. The test
supported the discriminant validity of perceived supervisory and colleague support.

The variance extracted test concluded all factors were good (>.50) except for personality
with a value of .002. The outputs are provided in Table 23. The Chi-square difference test for
discriminant validity was implemented. The factors F4 and F5 were constrained and are = 1 in
the covariance statement. These factors had the highest covariance value of 0.63229. The Final
CFA model/initial SEM model chi-square = 2957.1237 had 1253 degrees of freedom. The
SEM model chi-square was = 2964.0325 with 1254 degrees of freedom. The difference in chi-

square was = 6.9088 and the difference in degrees of freedom = 1. The critical value at 1
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degree of freedom was = 3.84. Therefore, a rejection of the null was determined since the
critical value of 3.84 was less than the calculated chi-square value of 6.9088 which indicated
that F4 and F5 were distinct factors. Convergent reliability could be explained when scores
from different instruments used to measure the same latent construct were found to be highly
correlated (O’Rourke et al., 2013). Stress was negatively correlated with organizational
justice.

Table 24

Composite Reliability and Variance Extracted Estimates

Construct and Standardized Indicator Error Variance
Indicators Loading Reliability? Variance” Extracted
Estimate
Stress (F1) 814 402
TSWI1 442 196 .804
TSW2 537 .289 711
TSSM1 814 .663 337
TSSM2 778 .606 394
TSSM3 .807 651 .349
TSTRI1 443 197 .803
TSTR2 459 211 .789
Self-efficacy (F2) .893 490
SE 427 182 818
SEIS2 508 258 742
SEIS3 584 341 .659
SECM1 .806 .650 350
SECM2 .802 .643 357
SECM3 .830 .690 310
SESEI1 759 576 424
SESE2 734 .539 461
SESE3 731 534 466
Personality (F3) .002 183
PE1 -.209 .044 957
PA1 450 203 197
PA2 -.498 248 752
PCl1 -.288 .083 917
PC2 286 .082 918
PN1 494 244 756
PN2 -.580 337 .663
POE1 470 221 779
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Construct and Standardized Indicator Error Variance
Indicators Loading Reliability? Variance” Extracted
Estimate
Perceived 950 .709
Supervisory Support
(F4)
PSSEP1 909 .826 174
PSSEP2 841 708 292
PSSEGO1 925 .856 144
PSSEGO2 930 .865 135
PSSEW1 871 759 241
PSSEW2 902 814 186
PSSEW3 Reverse 565 320 .680
F4
PSSEW4 Reverse 127 529 471
Perceived Colleague .900 .606
Support (F5)
PCSEW1 .866 750 250
PCSEW2 .846 715 285
PCSEW3 Reverse 582 339 .661
PCSEW4 Reverse .653 426 574
PCSSF1 782 611 388
PCSGOL1 .893 798 202
Organizational 914 553
Justice (F6)
OJPJ1 581 338 .662
OJPJ2 .633 400 .600
0JDIJ1 .560 313 .687
0JDJ2 677 458 542
0JDJ3 .667 446 554
OJINTI1 .964 .929 071
OJINT2 965 931 .069
OJINF1 775 .600 400
OJINF2 748 .560 440
Work-Family .863 578
Conflict (F7)
WEC1 925 .855 145
WEC2 776 .602 399
WEC3 931 .868 132
WEFC4 .664 442 .559
WECS5 352 124 .876

Note a = calculated as the square of the standardized factor loading. B = calculated as 1- the

indicator reliability.
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Overview of the Analysis

A review of the data was analyzed by using the SAS CALIS procedure. The covariance
structure models with multiple indicators were tested for all six latent constructs. The analysis
began with the Anderson and Gerbing (1988) two-step procedure.

Initially, the confirmatory factor analysis developed a measurement model that
demonstrated an acceptable fit to data. The second step allowed the initial measurement model
to be iterated to create a structural equation model that best represented the theoretical model
initially developed. The theoretical model was tested and revised to create a statistically

acceptable model with the best model fit.

The Measurement Model

A measurement model accounted for the relationship between latent variables, or factors
(constructs) and the manifest indicator variables (survey items) that measure those latent
variables. The model used in the current study consisted of six latent variables corresponding
to the JD-R Model of Job Demands Resource Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). The
constructs used were Personality and Self-Efficacy as personal resources, Work-family
conflict as a job demand, and Organizational Justice, Percevied Supervisory and Colleague
Support as job resources with Stress as the dependent variable (N = 250). All six latent
variables were measured by at least two manifest or indictor variables as required for
covariance structures analysis (i.e., latent variable models).

The Initial Measurement Model. The latent variables were indicated with the letter
“F” and the manifest variables were represented with the letter “V” in addition to the identifier
of the survey item within each construct. For example, WFC1 represented the construct work-

family conflict and 1 represented the first survey item. Additionally, OJPJ1 represented the
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construct organizational justice and the type of justice being tested which was procedural
justice with question 1, the first of this type of survey item. This form of identifying the
variables with labels was based off Bentler (1989).

Table 23 showed the labels of the constructs and indicator variables. The figure showed
that the stress construct (F1) was measured by manifest variables V1 through V7, the self-
efficacy construct (F2) was measured by manifest variables V8- through V16, and so forth.
The measurement model computed in the first stages of this analysis did not report directional
relationships between the latent constructs but did report directional paths between latent
variables. Measurement models estimated covariance that connect each latent variable with
every other latent variable. In a diagram, a curved, two-headed arrow would join variable to
other variables (O’Rourke et al., 2013). Essentially, the measurement model was equivalent to
the confirmatory factor analysis model. Therefore, each latent construct was open to covary
amongst the latent constructs (O’Rourke et al., 2013). This measurement model was estimated
using the maximum likelihood method, y2 (df=1462) = 3346.35, p <.01. Statistical Power
value was 0.80 based on final CFA model (revision 3) chi-square degrees of freedom = 1252
and sample size = 248. The power was calculated with the SAS syntax provided by
MacCallum et al. (1996).

Revised Measurement Model 1. The Wald test confirmed two variables that were
reported in the effects of linear equations, the multiple squared correlations, and the
standardized effects of linear equations should be removed. The variables are LV18F3 (PE2,
.8464) and LV26F3 (POE2, .1078) both reported non statistical significance. Therefore, the
variables were removed.

The removal of the previous variables showed reductions in the chi-square value as it
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was reduced by 144.15 points and the degrees of freedom reduced by 107. However, only the
RMSEA reported acceptable values. Therefore, more modifications to determine a better fit

were needed. The findings are shown in Table 18.

Revised Measurement Model 2. All parameters in the model were significant and there
were no parameters that needed to be dropped in the model. A review of the Lagrange Multiplier
showed that PCSEP1 was loading on two separate factors (F4, Perceived Supervisory Support
and F6, Organizational Justice) which was not allowable. Therefore, this variable had to be
removed. This reduced the chi-square value and degrees of freedom but again only the RMSEA
(.074) was found to be in the acceptable range. Table 18 reported the complete results.

Therefore, more modifications were needed to improve the overall fit of the model.

Revised Measurement Model 3. A review of the new model’s statistics showed the
Lagrange multiplier suggested removing another variable loading on more than one construct.
The variable PSSF1 was correlated to (F3) Personality and (F5) Perceived Colleague Support.
Therefore, this variable was removed resulting in a lower chi-square value and degree of
freedom, yet only the RMSEA value was found to be in the acceptable range. Continued review
of the data showed no other loadings on other constructs having the revised measurement model
3 be acceptable and the final CFA model which in turn was the initial SEM model. Table 18
shows the complete findings.

In Table 23, the reliability estimates for response to the observed or indicator variables

(the square of the factor loadings) were listed. The composite reliability values for latent
constructs were also reported. Composite reliability was a measure of internal consistency that
is equivalent to a coefficient alpha (O’Rourke et al., 2013). The constructs reported adequate

reliability for all constructs except for Personality (.019) which fell outside of the greater than
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0.70 range. Table 23 also explained the extracted variance estimates for each indicator
variable. This value was the amount of variance within each construct due to the inclusion of
the measurement error. Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested values to be greater than 0.50.
For these constructs, perceived supervisory and colleague support, organizational justice, and
work-family conflict met the criteria. Therefore, the revised measurement model 3 was

retained as the study’s final measurement model against the stress construct.
The Structural Model

The Initial Structural Model. With structural equation modeling (SEM), specified
directional paths between latent factors could show causal relationships. As the final CFA model,
the initial SEM model existed, the goodness-of-fit indices were not ideal. Therefore,
modifications should have occurred to improve the overall fit of the model. The Chi-square value
was 2957.12 with 1253 degrees of freedom. However, the RMSEA (.074) has remained as the
only acceptable value. Therefore, adjustments were made.

The review of effects of linear equations explained that self efficacy (F2), Supervisory
support (F4), Perceived Colleague support (F5), and organizational justice (F6) were not
significant predictors for stress as causal relationships between the constructs. However, (F3,
.004) Personality and (F7, <.0001) Work-family conflict were predicting stress. All six
exogenous variables were explaining 27 percent (26.75) of the variance in stress (F1). The Wald
test suggested that pathways be removed. However, removal of these pathways of the latent
constructs cannot be completed because there was just one endogenous construct here. With the
review of exogeneous variables rank order Lagrange Multiplier table, the variable TSW2 was

loading on two different factors (F7, 0.190 and F2, 0.363) and was therefore removed. It was
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suggested that removal of parameters was better than adding new parameters when modifying
models (Bentler & Chou, 1987). Table 24 shows the findings in detail.

The chi-square value for the measurement model was subtracted from the chi-square
value for the theoretical model with the resulting difference of (2957.1237 - 2858.1029 = 99.02).
The review of the difference between the models was conducted by using the degrees of
freedom. The change in degrees of freedom or Adf was (1252 — 1203 = 49). The df of 49 fell
between two critical chi-square values of 40 degrees reporting =55.758 and 50 degrees = 67.505
(p <.01). This confirmed the significance of the chi-square was the actual value was greater than
this range listed above. In other words, the theoretical model was justified because the SEM
modification led to a significant decrease in the chi-square value. This justified the model

modification and improved the overall model fit to the data.

Revised Structural Model 1. The new model of recent revisions reported the reduced
Chi-square value to 2858.10 with 1203 degrees of freedom. The RMSEA had not changed at
(.074) still reported in the acceptable range but the overall fit of the model was still not good. A
review of the statistics suggested removal of pathways but that could not be completed as there
was only one dependent construct used in the study. Therefore, the revised model 1 was retained
as the final SEM model even though an acceptable fit was not determined.

The highest correlation of a survey item to a particular construct was used to then free the
parameter. So, for stress, the TSSM1 had the highest correlation 0.66 out of all the other survey
items. That explained why it had been freed. Similarly, for self-efficacy, SECM3 had the highest
R-squared value (0.69), Personality had PN2 (0.34), Perceived Supervisory Support PSSEGO2
(0.87), Perceived Colleague Support PCSGO1 (0.80) , Organizational Justice OJINT1 (0.93),

and Work-family conflict WFC3 (0.87).
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Table 25

Structural Model Fit Indices

Model 72 df  Ay2 Adf SRMR CFI GFI NFI RMSEA RMSEA
CL90)

Initial 2957.12 1253 13243 51 .078 .806 .661 794 .074 .071 -.077
SEM Model

Final/Revised 2858.10 1203 98.9 50 .078 .809 .665 797 .074 .071-.078
Model 1

Note: N 250; 42 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; GFI = Goodness
of Fit Index; NFI = Non-normed Index ; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation;
RMSEA CL90 = RMSEA 90% Confidence Limits

The RMSEA decreased however, the Chi-squared value was still extremely high.
Therefore, modifications for this model could be reviewed to determine if a better fit model can
be used. First, a review of the effects of linear equations showed F2 (0.524) , F4 (0.588), F5
(0.907), and F6 (0.559) were not statistically significant. This explained that self-efficacy (F2),
Perceived Supervisory support (F4), Perceived Colleague support (F5), and Organizational
Justice (F6) were not significant predictors for stress as causal relationships between the
constructs. However, (F3, 0.004) Personality and (F7, <0.0001) Work-family conflict were
predicting stress.

A review of the squared multiple correlations table showed all six exogenous variables
were explaining 27 percent (26.75) of the variance in stress (F1). A review of the standardized
equations reported the same results with only Personality (F3) and Work-family conflict (F7) as

predictors of stress with statistical significance.

The Wald test suggested that pathways be removed. However, removal of these pathways
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of the latent constructs could not be completed because there was just one endogenous construct
here. If these pathways were removed, then these factors could not be related to each other
because our initial theoretical model did not specify pathways between these six factors. All
these six factors were only predicting stress, but none of these were predicting each other. So
essentially, self-efficacy was not predicting personality. This was a poor fitting model because
the study only looked at how the constructs predicted stress as opposed to reviewing how the
constructs influenced each other.

For example, a person who had reported high levels of self-efficacy would be able to
manage their family conflict comparatively better than those who have a low self-efficacy score.
On the same note, a person with a high level of supervisory support and coworker support, those
who have that support it would be correlated. In such situations, maybe those individuals would
be able to handle their work-family conflict better. So, the pathways were not able to be removed
suggested in the Wald test because then these constructs would be just hanging by themselves,
and they would not be connected to any other construct. Next, there was a review of exogeneous
variables rank order Lagrange Multiplier table. The variable TSW2 was loading on two different
factors (F7 = 0.190 and F2 = 0.363). This was the biggest priority, so it was removed.

The results showed there was not much change occurring. The CFI was 0.80 and the Chi Square
showed a big decrease in value. The RMSEA continued to be acceptable (0.074) but the other
values did not fall into acceptable ranges. There were not any other survey items showing up as
suggestions to remove so this resulted in the Revised SEM model being accepted as the Final
SEM model. Therefore, this was a limitation in the initial theoretical model in that it looked at
one endogenous construct, which was stress. In addition, the factor of social desirability could

have also been in play. Social desirability occurred when a respondent does not respond
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accurately to a survey question by underreporting undesirable traits and perspectives while
overreporting findings that can make the respondent be viewed in a more positive light (Latkin et
al., 2017).

The Chi-Squared difference test 71.42 critical value based on the chi-square distribution
table, showed the revised model was a better fit than the initial structural model. Figure 5 shows

the final SEM model.
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Figure 5

SEM Final Model
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Quantitative Research Question Findings

The research questions RQ1, RQ3, and QR4a and QR4b were found to not be statistically

significant, and the null hypotheses were accepted. This meant self-efficacy, organizational
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justice, and perceived supervisory and colleague support were not found to be predictors of
teacher stress. However, research questions RQ2 and RQ5 were found to be statistically
significant, and the null hypotheses were rejected. This verified that Personality and Work-
Family Conflict were found to be predictors of stress.

To answer RQ6 the interactions between individual and contextual factors were
reviewed. The findings were calculated based on only the statistically significant constructs
which included one individual factor and one contextual factor. The results showed the
interactions between the contextual (WFC) and individual (Personality) factors were also
statistically significant constructs. The interaction between Personality and Work-family conflict
was found to be statistically significant (p <.001) in increasing stress levels for teachers. Table
26 shows the model summary of the interaction of Personality and Work-family conflict. The
Personality composite score and the interaction between the two constructs were only used
because the initial analysis had very high correlations between the WFC composite score and the
interaction term (0.409). The variance inflation factor for collinearity for WFC composite was
very high at 92.319. The Durbin-Watson value (1.854) showed a good score and the
independence of observations which fulfilled an assumption with a regression model. Therefore,
these statistics explained that when certain Personality factors interact with WFC, the stress of
teachers increased. The R-squared change value was 0.175 and the adjusted R square was 0.168.
The variance explained by Personality, WFC, and the interaction of both terms as independent

variables was 16.8%.
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Table 26

Model Summary
Model R Adjusted Std Error of R F df df Durbin-Watson
R Square the Estimate Square Change 1 2
Change
1 418 168 71740 175 26.146 2 24 1.854

7
a. Predictors: (Constant), Interaction Pers WFC, Personality Composite b. Dependent
Variable: Stress Composite

Table 27 shows the ANOVA multiple linear regression statistics on the Personality and
Work-family composite scores. This was a statistically significant model (<. 001). The F-value

reported 26.146 and the significant F change was < .001.

Table 27
ANOVA?
Model Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
1 Regression 26912 2 13.456 26.146  <.001°
Residual 127.122 247 515
Total 154.034 249
a. Dependent Variable: Stress Composite b. Predictors: (Constant), Interaction Pers WFC,
Personality

Table 28 shows the coefficients of the personality composite score and the interaction
term of both personality and WFC. The dependent variable stress and the interaction term
showed statistical significance. The correlations of the individual composite of personality were
not significantly impacting stress, but when the interaction term was added, this interaction term
was also significant. The standardized Beta coefficient for personality was -0.094 and the
interaction term was 0.442 with statistical significance at < 0.001. This meant that when the

personality factor interacts with WFC the teacher’s stress level can increase by 0.442 units.
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Table 28

Coefficients
Unstandardized  Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B Standard Beta 1 Sig.  Tolerance VIF
Error
1 (Constant)  2.98 450 6.623  <.001
1
Personality  -.221 145 -0.094 -1.520 130 871 1.148
Interaction  .070 .010 442 7.145  <.001 871 1.148
_Pers WFC

a. Dependent Variable: Stress Composite

A review of the construct composite scores in relation to the demographics are shown in
Table 29. Females were largely affected in all subgroups. The age group 18-25 years old were
affected most with three out of the seven constructs reporting the highest scores. The Asian
population was most affected with scores being reported the highest in five out of seven
constructs. The level of education was fairly consistent with each having two constructs being
reported as the highest except for those who held an Education Specialist degree. Novice
teachers reported the highest scores with four out of seven constructs. Elementary teachers had
five out of the seven constructs reported with the highest composite scores. Teachers of testable
content had the highest scores four out of seven times and those serving in a supervisory role five
times out of seven reported the highest composite scores. These were the subgroups that need the

most attention.
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Table 29

Construct Composite Scores by subgroup most affected

Subgroup most ~ Gender Age Ethnicity  Level of Level of Academic  Teaching  Supervisory
affected Education Teaching Setting Testable Role
By construct Experience Content
Role
Teacher Stress ~ Female Over Other Doctorate Veteran Elementary Yes Yes
3.2893 65 3.6735 3.9810 3.2754 3.3115 3.3004 3.2704
3.4286
Self-Efficacy Female  56-65 Black Masters Veteran Middle No Yes
3.1850  3.2730  3.2298 3.1952 3.1672 3.1651 3.1387 3.1825
Personality Male 26-35 Asian Bachelors Novice High Yes No
3.3231 3.3857  3.3857 3.3412 3.3694 school 3.3258 3.2941
3.3206
Perceived Male 18-25 Asian Masters Novice Elementary No Yes
Supervisory 4.6241 47164  5.2338 4.6527 4.6605 4.9080 4.6049 4.6169
Support
Perceived Female  18-25 Asian Bachelors Novice Elementary Yes No
Colleague 4.9639 5.0933  5.2222 5.0052 5.0998 4.9946 4.9485 4.9530
Support
Organizational =~ Female  18-25 Asian Education Novice Elementary No Yes
Justice 3.7851 3.9644  4.0635 Specialist 3.8617 4.0000 3.7988 3.8492
3.8405
Work-Family Female  36-45 Asian Doctorate  Mid-Career  Elementary Yes Yes
Contflict 43360 4.4613  4.7429 4.5867 4.4500 4.4000 4.3464 4.4643

Quantitative Summary

The results found as separate constructs self-efficacy, organizational justice, and work-

family conflict were statistically significant rejecting the null hypotheses for RQ1, RQ3, and

RQ4a and RQ4b. However, as predictors of stress only Personality and work-family conflict

were found to be statistically significant in which the null hypotheses for these constructs were

accepted for RQ2 and RQ5, having with scores p > 0.001. Therefore, self-efficacy, perceived

supervisory and colleague support, and organizational justice were not found to be predictors of

stress. In addition, the interaction of Personality and WFC with stress was statistically significant

as well. Table 29 showed the subgroups most affected by construct and demographics with the
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highest scores from each category. Therefore, work-family conflict was not only individually
predicting teacher stress, but when it interacted with personality also, it was predicting the
teacher stress.

Qualitative Participants

The qualitative portion of the study used participatory selection to develop clustered

structured interviews to define teacher groups based on school setting to uncover job demands
at specific school settings and insight into teacher perceptions on how best to lessen stressful
factors due to student population differences, academic standards, and the organization. Young
et al. (2018) referenced the use of interviews for researchers to focus on the participant’s levels
of importance based on each perspective. To answer the qualitative research questions, the
researcher interviewed 30 participants who showed interest from the completion of the survey
portion of the study. Teachers provided an email address that the researcher used to contact them
to inquire about academic settings and years of experience. The researcher then put the
respondents’ names into a computer-generated website and selected eight female and two male
representatives from each group trying to fairly represent the career experience level as well. As
you will notice, some school settings were not fairly represented because of a lack of interest in
the survey to acquire the desired representation shown in Table 30.
Table 30

Qualitative Participants Breakdown

Elementary Middle High
Novice 1 2 3
Mid-Career 6 6 4
Veteran 3 2 3
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Qualitative Findings
Teachers were asked interview questions (Appendix H) aligned to the survey constructs of
teacher stress, self-efficacy, personality, perceived supervisory support, perceived colleague
support, work-family conflict, and organizational justice. Finally, teachers were asked to rank
the three contextual stress categories to determine if one area was perceived as more stressful
than the others. For these results, the qualitative respondents were referenced as ES for

elementary teachers, MS for middle school teachers, and HS for high school teachers.

Research Question 7 and 7a
The qualitative results sought to answer the following research question:
RQ 7: How do K-12 teachers describe the job demands at their current workplace?

After initial coding, open coding revealed teachers believe the following themes (areas)
describe stress stemming from job demands for teachers: 1) an overload of tasks and
responsibilities (with a lack of time to complete them), 2) poor communication, 3) lack of
consistency, and 4) involve student behaviors of management and apathy. A subtheme of lack of
time appeared.

To ensure interrelated reliability, the Kappa Coefficient was calculated for each theme.
The process began with the researcher creating an Excel spreadsheet with separate pages for
each theme. The researcher listed all interview participants and inserted a 1 if the theme was
found within the transcript. If the theme was not evident within the transcript a zero was marked.
The same method was completed with the second coder’s transcripts. Then the codes were
aligned to see whether an agreement or disagreement was made. If the theme was found in the
researcher’s transcript but not the second coder then the disagreement was highlighted in green.

If the second coder had a theme that the researcher did not, then it was highlighted in red. The
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total absent and present were entered and added to the second coder’s work. The Kappa
coefficient formula according to Hallgren (2012) was

Kappa Coefficient =

pa —pe
1—pe

Hallgren (2012) states P(a) represents the observed percentage of agreement and P(e) is
the probability of expected agreement due to chance. The observed agreement was found with
the sum of the diagonal values being divided by the total number of subjects (Hallgren, 2012).
P(e) was the probability of chance of agreement among absent observations using marginal
means from each observer. P(e) was found by counting the total number of present
observations divided by the total number of interview transcripts (Hallgren, 2012).

The theme of Communication was unable to be calculated since Observer 2 did not have
any absences in the data although there was an agreement of 76.67%. The themes of
Consistency (0.366) and Student Behavior (0.259) showed fair agreement among the
observers. A moderate agreement was found with the theme of Overload of Responsibilities
with 56 present and 4 absences recorded with 93.33% agreement found (29 + 27)/60. Overload
of Responsibilities was the highest Kappa Coefficient from themes found when answering the
question. The marginal mean for Observer 1 was 29/60=0.48 and Observer 2 was 27/60= 0.45.
The probability of obtaining agreement by random assignment was obtained by multiplying
the marginal mean scores from each observer (Hallgren, 2012). For Overload of
Responsibilities, the coders' random agreement was 0.216 (0.48 x 0.45). The probability of
chance agreement was calculated as the sum of (1 — the marginal mean) multiplied (Hallgren,
2012). Therefore, (1-0.48) x (1-0.45) = (0.52 x 0.55) = 0.286. The total probability of chance

agreement was found by adding both factors, randomness and chance, (0.216 + 0.286) =
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0.502. The Kappa Coefficient for Overload of Responsibilities was (0.56-0.502)/(1-0.502)=
(0.56- 0.498) = 0.062. The themes of Consistency (0.366) and Student Behavior (0.259) both
had fair agreements respectively from the Kappa coefficient. Consistency showed a 91.67%
agreement and Student Behavior had 76.67% agreement. The other theme calculations are
reported in Table 31. It appeared that the observers had agreement among the themes but the
differences account because of the differentiation of when the theme appeared by participant
which decreased the overall Kappa coefficient when one observer found the theme and the
other did not and vice versa. Therefore, the criteria upon which each coder determined the
theme was not aligned.

Table 31

Kappa Coefficients by Theme

Type of Observation Observation | Total % Kappa
Construct Agreement
Observation Absent Present Coefficient
Communication Absent 27 3 30 76.67 % n/a
Present 0 30 30 [(27 + 30)/60]
Total 27 33 60 *100
Consistency Absent 26 4 30 91.67% .366
Present 1 29 30 [(26 +29 )/60] (Fair
Total 27 31 60 *100 Agreement)
Overload of Absent 29 1 30 93.33% 474
responsibilities Present 3 27 30 [(29 + 27)/60] (Moderate
Total 32 28 60 *100 Agreement)
Student Absent 24 6 30 76.67% .259
Behavior Present 8 22 30 [(24 +22)/60] (Fair
Total 32 28 60 *100 Agreement)

Table 31 Communication unable to compute with 0 absences with Observer 2.

Kappa coefficients were also calculated for themes Teamwork/Support, Leadership, and
Self-Doubt. Leadership had the highest Kappa coefficient in the study at 0.516 with an 88.33%
agreement that reported a moderate agreement between coders. The marginal mean for
Observer 1 was 0.43 and for Observer 2 was 0.45. The agreement due to randomness was (0.43

x 0.45) = 0.194 and the probability of chance was (1-0.43) x (1-0.45) =(0.57 x 0.55) = 0.314.
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The total probability of chance and randomness was 0.508. The theme of Teamwork/Support
had a Kappa coefficient of 0.259 (fair agreement) and Self-Doubt had a score of -0.304 Kappa
Coefficient that indicated a fair disagreement between coders. Both themes reported with 76.67
% among coders percent agreement. The additional theme coefficients are reported in Table 32.
The differences could have included the initial coder interpreted the criteria for a theme to be
present differently than Observer 2.

Table 32

Kappa Coefficient Themes answering 7a.

Type of Observer Observation 1 Total % Agreement Kappa
Observation 2 Absent  Present Coefficient
Teamwork Absent 22 8 30 76.67% 259
Support Present 6 24 30 [(22 +24)/60] (Fair
Total 28 32 60 *100 Agreement)
Leadership Absent 26 4 30 88.33 % S16
Present 3 27 30 [(26 +27)/60] (Moderate
Total 29 31 60 *100 agreement)
Self-Doubt Absent 23 7 30 76.67 -.304
Present 7 23 30 [(23 +23)/60] (Fair
Total 30 30 60 *100 Disagreement)

Table 32. Leadership highest theme Kappa Coefficient.

Stress from Job Demands

Overall, teachers regardless of academic setting relayed the main stressors stemmed from
inconsistency and student behaviors. Regarding the academic setting, elementary teachers noted
the number of tasks to be completed and scheduling of tasks was most problematic. ES Teacher
7, a mid-career teacher stated the main cause “would be student behavior and just in the, the
amount of tasks that have to be done within a day that feel unrealistic to complete.” ES Teacher
5, a veteran added when referencing behavior, “it can go sideways real fast even though you’re
doing everything right” and “it literally can derail your whole class.” Middle school teachers

found communication and leadership issues with a lack of time and multiple responsibilities to
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be of the highest importance. Although, high school teachers noted all the stress that the other
teachers referenced their addition of the concept of lack of time to complete the tasks and student
apathy were a cause for concern. HS Teacher 8, a mid-career male, shared that most of the stress
is related to “the disconnect between what students are wanting to learn and what I'm needing to
teach them.” Teachers noted stress inhibited their ability to do their job because of the feeling of
being behind, not being clear-headed, and deadlines changing ultimately affecting instructional
time during the day ultimately having them question their teaching ability. HS Teacher 2, a
veteran shared the frustration of time restraints with:

It is not possible to complete all of my duties, even on a base level, with the time that I'm

given during my work hours. It is not even possible to complete my all of my duties with

adding time that I am not when I'm not getting paid. I the time it's just not there.

Looking through the lens of experience level at the main causes of stress from daily job
demands perceived by teachers, the researcher found that novice teachers cited stress factors to
be related to inconsistency and poor communication in all three academic settings. Novice ES
Teacher 3 shared “it’s almost as if we are on different pages, different chapters of the same
book” when describing the inconsistency of the school. Mid-career teachers agreed that
inconsistency is a source of stress for them but add too many tasks, and student behavior to be
the main sources of stress. ES Teacher 8, a mid-career male added “when they do and you've
done everything you feel like you need to, and you find out, there's still more and it's hasn't
been communicated properly. That's very frustrating.” The overload of tasks, poor
communication, and discipline were areas veteran teachers found to be the main sources of
stress. HS Teacher 7 added, “it really affects my ability to complete my task and do it

effectively and be confident that I have done it correctly.”
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The Role of Self-efficacy

Teachers who had high levels of self-efficacy were mixed as to whether they can alleviate
job-related stress. Out of the 30 teachers interviewed, 26.7% confidently (eight teachers) stated
they could but 16.5% (five) stated definitely “no.” Many teachers (56.7%) stated that they can
but only to a certain extent and the mention of medication as a necessary component was
observed. Veteran, ES Teacher 5 stated “It just makes you feel like you're not doing your job
effectively, even though in the back of your mind you know you're doing everything you can.”
Those teachers able to cope with the stress cited they had increased communication, medicated
themselves, prioritized work activities with set boundaries, and focused on having a good
mindset. Positive changes from being able to cope with the stress allowed for a sense of
accomplishment and less overwhelming feeling, felt more relaxed and slept better, and had
increased energy, creativeness, and were more present for the students ultimately increasing
student achievement.

Elementary and high school teachers mentioned medication as a means to alleviate stress.
Elementary teachers cited teamwork as a means of coping whereas high school teachers set
boundaries and take time off work. Middle school teachers offered the idea of increased
communication and enjoying being with others as how they cope with stress.

Novice teachers who can manage stress stated understanding what is in their circle of
control and have a positive mental attitude to cope with the stress. Novice, ES Teacher 3
described how dealing with the stress and behavior inconsistency mades her feel when she
stated, “it feels like I’'m drowning, and I feel like my room feels like I am playing Jumanji.” MS
Teacher 10, a novice stated, “I’ve learned how to manage my own stress, better but, certainly in

my first year [ experienced a lot of anxiety.” Veteran teachers were able to talk with their team
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to cope with the stress as well as use medication. Mid-career teachers cited the use of medication
and therapy, in addition to decompression tactics.
The Role of Personality

Personality traits consisted of extroversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness, and
conscientiousness. Interviewees answered 7 questions relating to these topics. A resounding
“yes,” when asked if they can vocalize their stress to colleagues, was witnessed except in one
instance in the high school setting. However, when referencing a conversation with
administration the amount lessened with four teachers stating “no”, and many offering the notion
that they may be perceived as complaining or whining and nothing would be done if vocalized.
Many teachers stated they could speak with the administration but chose not to because of a
negative connotation attached to the information being relayed. Elementary novice teachers felt
they could vocalize their thoughts to administration, but have not seen any action, only one
middle school novice teacher felt they could, and all high school novice teachers stated they
could to colleagues only. All high school mid-career teachers felt they could vocalize to
colleagues and administration except for one individual who stated they did not have any
colleague to speak with, but all noted a disparaging idea that the administration would most
likely not change anything, so they were leery. Only two veteran teachers felt they could speak
with colleagues and administration freely. They, like so many others stated colleagues, were
always yes, but administration; not so much. Therefore, extroverted teachers could vocalize their
thoughts but were hesitant with whom they share information.

In relation to agreeableness, teachers were asked if they take on additional responsibilities
to not let their principal or colleague down. Nine out of 10 elementary school teachers stated

they were willing to take on additional responsibilities; however, 60 percent state that they do
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not engage in additional responsibilities anymore. Mid-career ES Teacher 7 explained the
devotion as far as “like I would go to every single like function that we had just so you know,
like, I wasn't letting anybody down, even though I've had like, other things, I might have other
things going on outside of work.” Six out of 10 high school teachers answered “yes” while 40
percent answered “no” and added they do not take on additional responsibilities anymore. The
Middle school setting only had 30 percent of teachers state they take on additional
responsibilities as most stated “no”, but that they used to in the past. MS Teacher 10, novice
explained “I feel I'm already maxed out. I don't wanna push myself to burnout” to justify why
they would not take on additional responsibilities. Concerning career experience the ratio of

13 2 6

yes”, “no”, and “I used to” were comparable to the initial results. The results are shown in
Table 33.

Table 33

Agreeableness by academic setting

Willing to take Not Willing to Indicate prior willingness

on additional take on additional to take on additional
responsibilities responsibilities responsibilities but not
anymore

Elementary teachers 9 1 6

Middle School 3 7 4
teachers

High School 6 4 1
Teachers

The area of neuroticism had two questions. The first was whether teachers believed in
constructive feedback from a principal or colleague to improve the quality of their work. The
second was to describe a situation where the feedback was perceived more like criticism than
support. Elementary teachers reported overwhelmingly that feedback was welcomed as they had

a growth mindset and had one instance where the teacher felt disrespected by the feedback. MS
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Teacher 3 acknowledged a growth mindset as a mid-career teacher stating, “‘even the best can
become better.” ES Teacher 4, a veteran referenced a “disheartening” occurrence when “I was
told that I shouldn't be a teacher anymore” followed by being provided with a list of
alternative careers. Middle school teachers welcomed feedback as well but found the majority of
what is received lacks specificity and could attest to criticism accounts related to student
behavior, and a lack of communication. High school teachers and novice teachers wanted
feedback as they recognize the value of it for improvement purposes but mentioned the aspect of
not receiving derogatory feedback and the desire for better communication. Veteran teachers
expressed the need for more communication and discourage punitive feedback. All but one mid-
career teacher could speak about a negative or passive-aggressive comment received from
feedback.

When teachers were asked if they were able to produce multiple strategies addressing
openness elementary teachers all agreed they could but one stated they may not put their ideas
into practice. Similarly, middle and high school teachers had seven and eight, respectively out of
10 teachers stating they were capable. According to career experience, the teachers were similar
to academic school settings in that many can, and a few cannot. However, veteran teachers all
reported they could with only one teacher stating they do not implement their strategies when
stressful situations arise.

The area of conscientiousness also had two questions. One teacher acknowledged stress
occurred because of their actions and one where they encountered stress because rules and
regulations were fully implemented. All teachers interviewed stated a scenario where they
caused stress to arise from outside factors or self-induction. However, when asked the second

question, the issues were born from poor communication and inconsistency. In addition, mid-
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career teachers cited inconsistency in policy enforcement and a lack of preparation because of
the extra work they put on themselves. Poor communication was emphasized in both veteran and
novice teachers when it came to encountering stress from rules and regulations within the school
and/or district. MS Teacher 4, a mid-career teacher added modeling was effective in providing
specific feedback because it “helps me to know exactly how to individualize it and how I can
make that work for me and my teaching style.”

Therefore, the personality traits of the teachers interviewed showed they were open,
aware, willing to help others, vocalize their needs, and showed low levels of neuroticism. Many
of the teachers were open to addressing their faults and aware of what triggers them which
hindered their ability to always be willing to take on more work to ensure they were still
effective in their role. Mid-career ES Teacher 6 added “I feel like that's kind of self-inflicted
stress when you already have a ton of things to do and then you say yes to something that you
really can't commit to doing or commit to doing with fidelity.” The teachers were open to
conversations to help them be more effective but may need additional training on how to
implement strategies when stress enters their mindset. ES Teacher 7, mid-career recognized “I
can make myself feel like a situation is going to be a lot worse than it is” but ES Teacher 4, a
veteran emphasized, “because when it's overloaded and it's overwhelming, it's just I break down
and it's too much.”

The qualitative interviews sought to answer the following research question:
7a. What are the teacher's perspectives on the stress created by job demands and how this stress
can be alleviated by individual-level and contextual-level factors?

The themes revealed relate to 1) teamwork and support 2) administrative leadership, and

finally 3) teacher self-doubt. Teachers expressed the importance of the team mindset among their
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departments or grade levels in addition to leadership also understanding the partnership. Leaders

must remain mindful of all actions and interactions with staff.

The Role of Perceived Supervisory and Colleague Support

Perceived Supervisory and Colleague Support were broken down into their categories
answering the same questions of what type of support was needed from each entity and how
would having that support help to cope with the stress. All academic school settings reported a
reduction in tasks/responsibilities was needed. Elementary teachers desired empathy,
understanding, and availability from the administration, along with consistency. These support
traits would help them to trust everyone is of a team mindset, and to improve their view on their
effectiveness and overall instruction as consistency will be the norm. Middle school teachers
desired the administration to handle discipline issues consistently and improve communication,
citing it would result in their ability to focus more on instruction. Administrative behavioral
support would afford them the ability to create and implement more engaging lessons and offer
more specific feedback to students. High school teachers shared the desire for genuine concern,
compassion, and connectedness from leadership. High school teachers noted the need for more
time to complete the number of tasks if they are not able to be reduced. They reported these
supports would result in them being more prepared for instruction, increase communication, and
assist them in ensuring everyone is of the team mindset as opposed to fearful leadership leading
to them second-guessing themselves.

Investigating support for novice teachers indicated they were in need of clear expectations
and to feel safe to ask for assistance followed by support when it is requested. The openness and
safety aspect would allow them to overcome the newness of the position and its responsibilities

while building their confidence level. Mid-career teachers requested a simplified lesson plan, a
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sense of togetherness, and teamwork to handle the numerous tasks and paperwork while noting
small tokens of appreciation show leadership’s care through clear communication. They feel the
time spent creating the lesson plans was unnecessary and time-consuming. ES Teacher 4, mid-
career emphasized, “I make the lesson plans for administrators not myself.” They most desired
solutions to problems free of fearing reprimand, an administrator to stop by their classrooms to
check in with them and possibly provide a short break to clear their mind for a moment, and
empathy to understand the pressure they feel as a classroom teacher. High school novice teacher
1, shared “sometimes I don't feel confident in bringing those concerns to administration
because it does not feel important enough or I feel as though I'm being a bother.” Veteran
teachers needed support from the administration to maintain an orderly school and to handle
discipline issues consistently. They desired administrators to have open-door availability policies
and to be shown appreciation for the work that was being done daily. Additionally, veteran
teachers reported the request of additional release time to complete the tasks or support in the
form of offering a schedule showing how the tasks could be completed within the current time
constraints.

Therefore, administrative support should evaluate the work required of teachers and
possibly reduce the number of responsibilities being requested when it did not directly relate to
instructional performance. ES Teacher 8, a mid-career, added when asked about administrative
support “The best thing is understand what we're going through.” MS Teacher 3, mid-career
acknowledged, “I don't think that my current colleagues could help me with anything. I think
they do everything that they are able to do.”

Colleague support was overwhelmingly focused on teamwork and ensuring a trusting

environment exists within all academic settings. Having a safe space allowed teachers to
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maintain positive mindsets by communicating their successes and struggles with one another.
The safe space provided the opportunity for all to be on the same page and possibly reduce the
work of one person by disseminating the task to the entire team helping everyone to feel less
pressure and improve overall with a collaborative discussion on instruction. MS Teacher 4, a
mid-career individual, stated support from her team would “make me feel as though I'm doing
something right, and now for me feeling as though I'm doing something good pushes me to do
more of that and to try and do better.” Veteran teachers cited teamwork and communication are
needed to distribute the work. The team support allowed them to handle discipline issues
together, thus staying more focused on instruction while lowering the levels of stress. Novice
teachers desired teamwork and communication to build a level of support that provides a safe
space to discuss struggles and ask for clarity and resources. Mid-career teachers required
teachers to have a team mindset. The team mindset allowed them to create a positive work
environment, share the load of responsibilities, and communicate with one another when issues
arise. Mid-career, HS Teacher 4 stated, “when I don't have those connections, it feels really
lonely.” ES Teacher 4 referenced frustration when she added “I've been teaching 12 years and
I've never had the same team twice.” Therefore, having solid connections with your team
knowing they will help when needed is important among mid-career teachers. Colleague support
was simply focused on everyone acknowledging each other’s struggles and realizing that
everyone is working together towards the common goal of student achievement and success.
When the team could recognize that they were all working together to win for the students as a
team, trust was built and the teachers could focus on the best level of instruction being
implemented with the students and become a true professional learning community (PLC)

(Hallam et al., 2015).

168



The Role of Work-family Conflict
Leaders showing the value of their employees was explained by the findings as it

contained the element of thoughtfulness. Teachers desired the same values in their lives outside
of work that they do of their work during contracted hours. ES Teacher 3, reported “Respect my
time and that [ am also a human being outside of here.” Teachers would give their all during the
day if they believed leadership was only asking what was necessary from them as opposed to
frivolous work that takes time away from their family or personal life. ES Teacher 4, a veteran
added “Lesson plans is unneeded paperwork, so I would have more free time with what

personal time with my family and my friends because I make them and do nothing else with
them.”

When it came to work-family conflict, middle and high school teachers had similar
desires. These groups of teachers felt work-family conflict could be alleviated when
administration and colleagues used clear communication, were consistent with protocols and
communication, and used connectedness with a team mindset to reduce responsibilities. The
delegation of work amongst team members provided the opportunity to complete the necessary
tasks within the school day and take less work home. They added the reduction of meetings and
shortening meeting times would free up more time for personal use outside of work for families
and hobbies to decompress from the day. Elementary teachers added the notion of being valued
and respected. The subgroup, elementary teachers had begun to set boundaries on staying at
work too late and believes protected planning time is essential to complete tasks during the day
because they have responsibilities outside of work as well. ES Teacher 3, a novice, stated
“Respect my time. Respect that I'm also a human being outside of here.” All experience levels

acknowledged the need for time within the workday to complete the tasks. They requested
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leaders to review meeting times that extend past contracted hours to be reduced to provide more
time to focus on outside work responsibilities. A district-wide focus on mental health activities
to assist with decompressing from the day before leaving work was suggested by veteran
teachers while novice teachers suggested a simple reminder that some things can wait until later
would be beneficial for them. ES Teacher 10, a veteran, shared, “I do have that stress and it does
follow me home and does impact, umm my relationship with my husband.” HS Teacher 4, a
mid-career teacher, affirmed “this year, more than anything, I've noticed that the career life is
just destroying my home life.” ES Teacher 8, a mid-career emphasized, “This job is this job is
that there's life outside of it. And that, you know, we, we we work so that we can live, we don't
live to work.”
The Role of Organizational Justice
Organizational Justice is workplace fairness and was broken down into four categories:
interpersonal, procedural, informational, and distributive so each aspect has a qualitative research
question relating to its portion. Interpersonal justice is related to communication with others
within the school (Colquitt, 2001). The role of interpersonal justice addressed interactions
between leadership and employees within the structure of the school. Reviewing interpersonal
justice was important because interviews showed some teachers received negative interactions
with leadership leading to views of disrespect and creating the final theme found within
interviews of teacher self-doubt.
Respondents were asked how they felt they were treated with respect when
communicating with administration and colleagues. Elementary teachers reported it was
conveyed with professionalism by consistency and communication with open doors. Middle

school teachers encountered respect when they believed they are being heard and visible to the
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administration. HS Teacher 1, a novice, added the treatment of respect was given when “I'm
spoken to like a human being.” ES Teacher 5, a veteran agreed, “I think as long as we're treated
like professionals, and we're spoken to like we're professionals” then respect was expressed.
High school teachers, similar to middle school teachers, wanted to be seen as a person with
professionalism, with clear and timely communication. Novice teachers recognized respect
through consistency and communication as well as civility, eye contact, and a positive corrective
tone. Mid-career teachers recognized the importance of tone in showing respect as well. They
added communication that was supportive and did not reflect punitive connotations was desired.
Veteran teachers added constructive, professional, supportive tones with a friendly greeting
showing togetherness or family atmosphere showing respect when communicating through
emails and conversations.

Procedural justice accounted for how due process is fairly applied when following rules
and regulations. Elementary and middle school teachers stated procedural justice was provided
with clear expectations and consistency; however high school teachers stated that consistency is
often found lacking with teachers when implementing the protocols. HS Teacher 10, a novice
male, asserted, “I don't necessarily feel among the teachers that it's enforced.” At the high school
level 20 % of teachers surveyed affirmed due process was not followed at all, and 30% were
unaware of whether due process was followed or even being implemented. Veteran teachers
coveted more clarity and improved communication. MS Teacher 9, a veteran shared “I feel like
some students are not given the same shot as others, I think some are given too many chances,
and others are not given enough.” Mid-career teachers stated that due process was consistently
and fairly applied. ES Teacher 7, a mid-career added, “I think admin is very good about just kind

of looking at what's in the school handbook and then like what the district, like what the district
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has in place and they're very good about following those kinds of guidelines.” Novice teachers
acknowledged the presence of favoritism and desire consistency as the administration handles
discipline issues. Novice teachers also desired for teachers to enforce the rules consistently.
When the new teacher enforced a rule and veteran teachers did not, they were viewed in more of
a negative light with the students making classroom management more of an issue.

Informational justice addressed the elements of communication being timely, fair,
specific, and thorough so teachers were asked just that. Teachers at all academic levels cited
consistency as the biggest problem with communication. High school teachers added timeliness
to be an area of weakness as well. Novice teachers referenced information being misconstrued
due to a lack of consistency within communication and offering support. HS Teacher 10, a
novice male, shared “I will say I don't feel that I have had a lot of communication with admin as
much as I feel like I should.” ES Teacher 9, also a mid-career male added,

We don't meet with the admin very much, so I don't really get much communication.

Unless I seek after it and we don't really get it in a timely manner, you know there are times

where, like even our TKES has to be redone and stuff.

Mid-career teachers desired timeliness and more transparency within the communication,
so it is not perceived incorrectly. MS Teacher 4, a mid-career teacher added that she will
“receive a lot of information and reminders through emails and in meetings, and when it's
straightforward and straight to the point of what needs to be done and how it needs to be carried
out, it is helpful.” MS Teacher 9, a veteran stated, “the intent is there to be thorough and well
explained, but it's not always as thorough as I would like for it to be.” Veteran teachers noted
they desire more specificity and timeliness to add clarity to the communication.

Distributive justice dealt with fairness of workload. Teachers were asked if they felt they
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were fairly compensated in relation to their work-related responsibilities. One elementary
teacher agreed they are fairly compensated now that they are no longer a homeroom teacher
serving as a day tutor as the stresses are not as great. Elementary teachers in comparison to the
amount of work and type of work of building the future, did not believe they are fairly
compensated with nine out of 10 answering “No.” High school teachers had three out of 10
teachers stated they were compensated fairly but recognize that other counties pay more, and
acknowledged they were not paid overtime to work past contract hours. HS Teacher 8§ asserted,
“Umm so with this just being daily work-related activities with the exclusion of
extracurriculars, I still umm don't feel like that we are compensated for all that we do. UM,
because not only are we classroom educators, there's lots more that we have to deal with.
Even being in class counselors and such, so there's extra duties that we have to deal with on
a daily basis that I don't feel are taking into account as far as daily classroom duties. And I
also feel like that that's one of the reasons that a lot of uh teachers don't stay, that there's a
decline of teacher retention because once they step foot in the classroom and realize all that
they have to do, they don't feel like they're equivalently compensated for such.”
HS Teacher 5 expressed,
When you look at any other career field that deals so closely with children and their
bodies, and their future and spent so much time developing things. It’s not equal or fair
compensation. Because just like doctors and just like lawyers, they have to go through so
much pedagogical training, so much psychological training, so much technological
training, so much PL, so much development, continually. And when you become a
doctor, that's it. You just you know, but as a teacher, you always have to be malleable.

Middle school teachers also do not feel they are paid fairly with only two teachers
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agreeing they were okay with their pay. MS Teacher 4, a mid-career shared,
With everything daily that we have to do, I don't think we're compensated fairly. It's not
bad, but I just don't think it's fair with the amount of duties and the task and the daily
decisions that we have to go through.

MS Teacher 9, a veteran emphasized,
I'm past 22 years and so now I don't. I get nothing for as long as I teach and I don't think
that's fair at all and nice. Most definitely, if you want to retain people, especially these
children coming in, they're not gonna put up with that. They just quit and walk out. They
don't give two weeks' notice. They don't do any of that anymore.

Novice teachers were mixed in their ideas of fair pay. Those working at the elementary level
stated resoundingly “No”, middle school teachers believed the pay to be overall fair, and high
school mostly stated “No” and then “Yes”, stating they believe that mindset would change given
they just started the position. ES Teacher 3, a novice added “Every day I say I’'m not paid enough.”
Veteran teachers all agree they are not paid fairly with a “no”, except the one individual who feels
now they are fairly compensated since the position of homeroom teacher has changed to day tutor.
Mid-career teachers had 13.3% (2 out of 15) said the pay was not fair versus the jobs they must
complete. ES Teacher 7, mid-career added “We work 8 hours a day, and most of the time you
either have to come in early or stay late to get everything you need done.” ES Teacher 7 further
added, “I mean we basically work overtime for free and but it's like impossible not to because
we're supposed to be teaching all throughout the day.” Therefore, an issue of fairness and pay
exists amongst many teachers today.

Contextual Factor Ratings of Stress

The final question of the interview asked teachers to rank the following categories as
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sources of stress for them with 1 being stressful, 2 moderately stressful, and 3 extremely
stressful. In implementing the interviews, the final question had some ambiguity and some
teachers gave some categories the same score. The researcher did their best to ensure the most
stressful category was selected but offered the implementation as it provided insight into
whether the respondent had multiple large sources of stress or not on the few occasions it was
noted in the findings. The researcher took a mean and mode score for each academic setting and
experience level. This was done to further explain the overall picture of respondents. For
example, both elementary and high school veteran teachers scored organizational justice as a
mode of 2 wheras veteran middle school teachers had a mode of 3. This explained that veteran
middle school teachers believed organizational justice to be extremely stressful as opposed to the
other academic settings. In addition, the construct of work-family conflict had a mean score of 2
but all elementary respondents scored this area as a 3 and middle school representatives scored it
as a 1. Therefore, to each subgroup these areas were more impactful than others. The researcher
believed adding the additional support to the data revealed a more complete picture to the insight
gained from the interviewees. The findings are shown in Table 34.

Elementary school teachers reported work-family conflict was the biggest source of stress
for them with a mean score of 2.0 and mode of 1 and 3. Organizational justice and perceived
supervisory support were similar in scores with organizational justice being slightly more
stressful with a mean score of 1.8 and mode of 2 and 1.7 mean score for perceived supervisory
support and mode score of 1.

Middle school teachers found perceived supervisory support to be the highest source of
stress with a mean score of 2.2 and mode of 2. It was important to note that organizational

justice scored 2.1 and had a mode of 3 showing that both areas are significant sources of stress
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for elementary teachers. The work-family conflict mean score was 1.7 with a mode of 1.

High school teachers reported perceived supervisory support to be the largest source of
stress for them with a mean score of 2.2 and mode of 3. Organizational justice and work-family
conflict both scored a mean of 1.9 but organizational justice had a mode of 2 and work-family

conflict had a 1.
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Table 34

Ratings of Contextual Sources of Stress Ranked

Extremely Stressful Moderately Stressful Stressful
Elementary =~ Work-family Conflict Organizational Perceived
teachers Justice Supervisory/Colleague
Support
Mean Mode Mean Mode Mean Mode
2.0 3,1 1.8 2 1.7 1
Middle Perceived Organizational Work-family Conflict
School Supervisory/Colleagu Justice
Teachers e Support
Mean Mode Mean Mode Mean Mode
22 2 2.1 3 1.7 1
High Perceived Organizational Iustice =~ Work-family conflict
school Supervisory/Colleague
Teachers support
Mean Mode Mean Mode Mean Mode
2.2 3 1.9 2 1.9 1
Novice Perceived Organizational Justice =~ Work-family conflict
teachers Supervisory/Colleague
support
Mean Mode Mean Mode Mean Mode
2.57 3 1.43 1 1.4 2
Mid-career ~ Organizational Justice Perceived Work-family conflict
teachers Supervisory/Colleague
support
Mean Mode Mean Mode Mean Mode
2.07 2 1.93 2 1.73 3
Veteran Organizational Justice =~ Work-Family Conflict ~ Perceived Supervisory
teachers Support
Mean Mode Mean Mode Mean Mode
2.13 2 2 3,1 1.88 2
All Elementary and All Elementary
high school teachers scored-3
scored 2 Middle school-1
Middle school 3
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Novice teachers stated that perceived supervisory support was the biggest source of stress
with a mean score of 2.57 and mode of 3, followed by work-family conflict mean score of 2 and
mode of 2. Organizational justice had a mean score of 1.43 and a mode of 1.

Mid-career teachers found organizational justice to be the greatest source of stress for
them with a mean score of 2.07 and mode of 2, followed by perceived supervisory support at a
mean score of 1.93 and mode of 1. Therefore, while organizational justice had the highest mean
score it is important to note that perceived supervisory support is very high as well. Work-family
conflict had a mean score of 1.73 and a mode of 1.

Veteran teachers scored organizational justice as the highest source of stress for them with
a mean score of 2.13 and mode of 2. It was important to note that elementary and high school
teachers had a mode of 2 for the category and middle school teachers had it as a 3. Following
close with a mean score of 2 and mode of elementary teachers saying 3 and middle and high
school stating 1 was work-family conflict. Perceived supervisory support had a mean score of

1.88 and a mode of 2 as well.

Qualitative Summary
The findings of the qualitative portion of the study showed that elementary teachers had

different thoughts from their secondary colleagues. Elementary teachers found work-family
conflict to be extremely stressful whereas both middle and high school teachers stated perceived
supervisory support was most stressful for them. Middle school teachers stated that support was
needed for student behavior and all teachers encouraged consistency and clarity when feedback
was provided from administration. Novice teachers differed from mid-career and veteran
teachers. Novice teachers found perceived supervisory support to be the most stressful as

opposed to organizational justice from the other groups. Therefore, reviewing secondary schools
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as one entity could prove to be beneficial as their overall rankings were identical from extremely
stressful to stressful contextual factors. A review of the occurrences at the elementary level was
necessary as the work-family conflict was high and closely followed by organizational justice.
The results led to the conclusion that there may be processes and protocols that could be
revamped to help in the organizational justice area. Educational leaders should thoroughly
investigate to figure out which types of responsibilities caused the work-family conflict to be
higher for these individuals and possible duties that could be alleviated to help reduce stress.
Novice teachers showed the highest level of stress at 2.57 mean for perceived supervisory
support. The results further proved the importance of supporting new teachers, above all if
educational leaders want to retain them in the profession. Mid-career and veteran teachers stated
organizational justice was extremely stressful. The results may be due to working in multiple
schools over their career and having different opinions on how each school was operated in
conjunction with their current school.
Mixed Methods Participants
The explanatory sequential research method results incorporated three levels of
integration: the design, methods, and interpretation and reporting. The integration through design
was used to build upon the quantitative results with the qualitative information (Creswell et al.,
2011; Guetterman et al., 2015). The next level of integration used was through connecting, as the
qualitative sample was linked to the quantitative sample demographics (Fetters et al., 2013).
Next, integration through building (one database informing data collection), occurred with the
qualitative interview questions being directly aligned to the quantitative constructs and helped to
inform the wording of the responses (Fetters et al., 2013).

The ideas were merged to integrate the sources of data. The final layer of integration was
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through the interpretation and reporting procedures. The integrated information showed in a side-
by-side joint display table to visually display information to indicate further meaning by the
analysis of the data concurrently (Fetters et al., 2013). Therefore, the information displayed
within the joint display table included the construct name, the quantitative results, and the
qualitative phrases used within the survey providing a comprehensive picture of the level of the
person’s stress and statements confirming its existence and degree of impact.
Mixed Methods Findings

The composite scores for each construct were calculated within SPSS. The scores are
reported in Table 35. These findings showed that Perceived Supervisory and Colleague Support
along with Work-family conflict were the greatest among all respondents within the survey. The
table also provided the mean, standard error of the mean, standard deviation, skewness, standard
error of skewness, kurtosis, standard error of kurtosis, minimum and maximum, in additional to
percentiles of 25, 50, and 75. The results showed all areas are moderately stressful with

Perceived Colleague Support the greatest at 4.9453.
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Table 35

Composite Scores by Construct

Statistic Stress Self- Personality Perceived Perceived  Organizational Work-
Composite Efficacy Composite  Supervisory Colleague Justice Family
Composite Support Support Composite Conflict
Composite Composite Composite
N Valid 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 3.2440 3.1289 3.2940 4.5964 4.9453 3.7702 4.2576
Std. Error of 0.4974 .03331 02121 .05807 .03650 .04873 .08769
Mean
Std. Deviation 78652 52672 33534 91809 57707 77050 1.38653
Skewness -274 -.509 116 -1.006 -1.381 =771 -.453
Std. Error of 154 154 154 154 154 154 154
Skewness
Kurtosis .029 1.217 .019 .308 3.375 .905 -.333
Std. Error of 307 307 307 307 307 .307 .307
Kurtosis
Minimum 1.00 1.00 2.40 2.09 2.33 1.11 1.00
Maximum 5.00 4.00 4.30 5.82 5.67 5.00 7.00
Percentiles 25 2.7143 2.8889 3.0000 4.0909 4.6667 3.2222 3.4000
50 3.2857 3.0000 3.3000 4.9091 5.1111 3.8889 4.4000
75 3.8571 3.4444 3.5000 5.1818 5.3333 4.3333 5.4000

The following tables included descriptive statistics data based on each construct with

support from the qualitative interviews. The interview data did not request demographic data

therefore, the researcher inserted qualitative support when information was freely provided by

the respondent or determinable from the camera-recorded interview meetings. The researcher

used inferencing as needed and because the researcher is employed within the district being

studied a level of familiarity was utilized offer some insight to qualitative information.

The stress construct was shown in joint display table by gender in Table 36. The

researcher ran explorations on descriptive statistics within SPSS and determined that all teachers

were moderately stressed. However, the results showed that female teachers (3.2893) were
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slightly more stressed than male teachers (3.0577). Male respondents spoke of stress caused by
altering plans whereas one female explained stress was caused by the amount of work without
time to complete it and additional documentation requirements.

Table 36

Stress by Gender Joint Display Table

Gender Stress Composite Qualitative Support
Score
Male 3.0577 “And then those hiccups constantly cause me to, you

know, have to Plan B, plan C and and do it quick
through my head, and it just adds stress.” ES
Teacher 9

Female 3.2893 “Um the main causes would be related to the
amount of work without time to work on it without
students present. You know, like where you can be

mindfully present. And then not only are you
supposed to do the work, but then you also have to
document it and enter it into infinite campus and
other documentation methods.” HS Teacher 7

The results by age showed the stress levels increased as the participants get older with the
youngest group of 18- to 25-year-olds reporting the least amount of stress with a composite score
of 3.0971. The next group was slightly higher with 3.1224 and 36 to 45 years old with a score of
3.2880. The steady increase capped with the age group 46 to 55 years old at 3.3505. The decline
in stress levels began in the 56 to 65 years old category. The age ranges of 26 to 35 years old and
56 to 65 years old were similar in lower levels of stress scores reported. The results could be due
to the first group having settled into teaching by this time in their career and the latter beginning
to think about exiting the field because of retirement. The greatest level of stress was reported
with the oldest age group with a score of 3.4286. The results were most likely due to education

being more focused on technology enhancements within instruction and the many changes within
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education that have fluctuated over the teacher’s tenure. The results are shown in Table 37.

Stress by age showed that younger groups were focused on meeting the needs of others in

conjunction with their own tasks. Whereas the older age groups contended “There is a lot of

stress in knowing what all I have to do and getting it done” according to ES Teacher 10.

Table 37

Stress by Age Joint Display Table

Age Range

Stress Composite Score

Qualitative Support

18 to 25 years old

26 to 35 years old
36 to 45 years old

46 to 55 years old
56 to 65 years old
Over 65 years old

3.0971

3.1224
3.2880

3.3505
3.1918
3.4286

“Certain administrative
requirements of the job are in
immediate demand and it can

be stressful trying to
accommodate those demands
while also meeting the needs
of just being a normal
classroom teacher.” HS
Teacher 1

“I wouldn't feel stressed out
because I know that they
would be able to handle their
job on their own.” ES
Teacher 4

“There is a lot of stress in
knowing what all I have to do
and getting it done.” ES
Teacher 10

The stress construct showed that teachers were moderately stressed but there were

differences of degree based on ethnicity. Minority groups were more stressed than their

counterparts. The Other category including Hispanics and mixed races reported a score of 3.6735

with the Asian community reporting close behind with 3.5918. The least stressful group

according to ethnicity was the African American group with a score of 3.1683. The results are

183



shown in Table 38. A resounding mention of time in comparison to the number of tasks by all
ethnicity groups was witnessed.
Table 38

Stress by Ethnicity Joint Display Table

Ethnicity Stress Composite Qualitative Support
Score
White 3.2674 “Main causes would be Student behavior

and just in the, the amount of tasks that
have to be done within a day that feel
unrealistic to complete.” ES Teacher 7

Black 3.1683 “Normally it is just the tasks that I have to
get completed within that day's amount of
time.” ES Teacher 6

Asian 3.5918 No data to report
Other 3.6735 “The time factor, that's what stresses me

where I have to complete certain things.”
HS Teacher 6

When reviewing the construct of stress against educational background, all teachers
reported being at least moderately stressed. The teachers who held a bachelor’s degree were the
least stressed with a score of 3.1412 and the most stressed group was those who had earned a
doctorate with a score of 3.9810 almost reaching the level of much stress. The results showed
that the education level increased so did the stress level although teachers with master’s and
education specialist degrees slightly differed with the latter increasing by hundredths of a point.
The results are shown in Table 39. The doctorate-holding respondent HS Teacher 7 stated “It's

just it's also overwhelming. I have so much to do, I feel really stretched thin and scattered.”
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Table 39

Stress by Education Level Joint Display Table

Education Level Stress Composite Score Qualitative Support

Bachelor’s 3.1412 “Certainly in my first year I experienced a
lot of anxiety about the chaos. I remember
it was just wake me up out of my sleep in

the morning. My brain circling over
events that had happened and how to
manage it.” MS Teacher 10

Master’s 3.2214 “Just making sure and overseeing the
other teachers would be a stress or stress
factor because some of them are novice

teachers and so I have to put in a little bit
more work and effort with them.” ES

Teacher 4
Education Specialist 3.2491 No data to report
Doctorate 3.9810 “It's just it's also overwhelming. I have so

much to do, I feel really stretched thin and
scattered.” HS Teacher 7

Reviewing the results of stress according to teaching experience showed that teachers
were moderately stressed. However, the results further indicated that novice teachers were less
stressed than their counterparts with a score of 3.1166. Veteran teachers and mid-career teachers
were similar with 3.2754 and 3.2747 respectively, with the most stress being reported with
Veteran teachers by .007 of a point difference. The results are shown in Table 40. Both mid-
career and veteran teachers referenced not having enough time to complete tasks and the struggle
of not bringing work home. Veteran elementary teacher 10 stated “I do have that stress and it

does follow me home and does impact, umm my relationship with my husband.”
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Table 40

Stress by Teaching Experience Joint Display Table

Teaching
Experience Level

Stress Composite
Score

Qualitative Support

Novice

Mid-Career

Veteran

3.1166

3.2747

3.2754

“I think sometimes teachers can come on like
particularly lead teachers, they can come on very
strong and they can just throw a lot at you and it

becomes very stressful if you've never taught it
before.” ES Teacher 2

“Umm, the main causes of stress is not enough
time during the day to just where I can just sit
down and focus on getting things prepared so that
I don't have to take it home and try to fit it in along
with trying to care for my family as well.” MS
Teacher 3

“I do have that stress and it does follow me home
and does impact umm my relationship with my
husband.” ES Teacher 10

The researcher reviewed the construct of stress based upon academic setting and the

results are shown in Table 41 indicating all teachers were moderately stressed. The results

concluded that elementary teachers were more stressed than the other academic settings. As the

academic setting housed older students, the stress levels with the teaching staff decreased.

Middle school teachers (3.2408) reported stress levels lower than elementary and high school

teachers reported the least amount of stress with a score of 3.1885. Elementary Teacher 10 also

stated medication was used to decrease the stress experienced from work in the statement “I do

take medication every day for my stress prescribed by my doctor. I'm not able to alleviate it, but

I can sometimes decrease it.”
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Table 41

Stress by Academic Setting Joint Display Table

Academic Setting  Stress Composite Score

Qualitative Support

Elementary school 3.3115
teachers

Middle School 3.2408
teachers

High school 3.1885
teachers

“I do take medication every day for my stress
prescribed by my doctor. I'm not able to
alleviate it, but I can sometimes decrease it.”
ES Teacher 10

“The main causes of the stress is
Administrative Response to the decisions that
I make or the things that I'm doing,” MS
Teacher 4

“Most of the stress that I experience is the
disconnect between what students are wanting
to learn and what I'm needing to teach them.”

HS Teacher 9

Teachers who have End-of-Grade or End-of-course assessments mandated by the state of

Georgia were also reviewed. Although all teachers reported moderate stress levels. The results

were similar with “Yes” reported a slightly higher score of 3.3004 as opposed to the “No” with a

score of 3.2082. The results are shown in Table 42. Elementary teacher 10 further added

additional stress occurred during testing last year. They further explain it was concerning the

misplacement of a label but referenced the event as “incredibly stressful and very upsetting.”

This further provided a picture of how stressful teaching a testable grade or course can be for

teachers if a label became a source of so much distress.
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Table 42

Stress by Testable Content Joint Display Table

Testable Stress Composite Qualitative Support
Grade or Score
Course
Yes 3.3004 “Our state standardized test is called access for ells and

I had a testing issue last year that I realized after it
happened something that I didn't do that was incredibly
stressful and very upsetting.” ES 10 Teacher

No 3.2082 “So when you're trying to implement what you need to
do, and you already kind of have a plan in order with
prioritizing and then more is added to your plate, it's
kind of hard to umm, to then reprioritize and change

your flexibility.” HS Teacher 8

The researcher reviewed the stress levels of those teachers who were in a supervisory
role. The participants included grade level chairpersons, content chairpersons, TSC mentors,
academic coaches, and team leaders. The results are shown in Table 43. The results showed
slight increases in teachers who selected they served in a supervisory role to their counterparts.
Teachers in the supervisory role reported scores of 3.2704 and those not in supervisory roles
results indicated a score of 3.2407. The results suggested teachers within a supervisory role were
slightly more stressed because of their responsibilities with the position than those who do not
have a supervisory role. This could be attributed to the teachers’ concerns related in how the
administration handles situations and consistency that they must relay to other team members or

enforce.
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Table 43

Stress by Supervisory Role Joint Display Table

Supervisory Role  Stress Composite Score Qualitative Support
Yes 3.2704 “Probably my leadership role would be the
main because I'm the team lead would be the
main cause of stress.” ES Teacher 4

No 3.2407 “I would say at this point it would be lack of
consistency with discipline in regards to how

administration approaches discipline here.”
MS Teacher 5

Therefore, solely based on the construct of stress, the following subgroups should be of
utmost concern for educational leaders as these groups were reporting the most stress among
their peers. The subgroups were females, teachers over 65 years of age, those individuals
considered as other in terms of ethnicity, had a doctorate degree, were veteran teachers, working
at elementary schools, and working in testable content areas. It is important to note, that many
subgroups had similar results so reviewing the top two or three groups may be of more interest
when decision making ways to lessen the stress of these individuals.

The next construct was the individual factor of self-efficacy. Females reported higher
levels of self-efficacy than their male counterparts with 3.1850 and 2.9295 respectively. ES
Teacher 9 provided a male perspective wherein he felt like going through the motions was the
way to ease stress when he stated a mentality of “check the boxes and get through it” when and if
a stressful situation arises. However, MS Teacher 8 emphasized “breaks are well needed” even

with some coping strategies being utilized. The results are shown in Table 44.
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Table 44

Self-Efficacy by Gender Joint Display Table

Gender Self-Efficacy Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Male 2.9295 “I'd say usually I just kind of get through

it and kind of a military mentality like
just, you know, check the boxes and get
through it.” ES Teacher 9

Female 3.1850 “I think I've developed some coping
strategies for it, but the breaks are well
needed when they happen.” MS Teacher 8

Self-efficacy was reviewed by age ranges and the results are shown in Table 45. Teachers
in the age range of 56 to 65 years old reported the highest levels of self-efficacy. These results
could be reasoned as they are the most experienced and nearing the retirement phase of their
career. The lowest level were teachers in the over 65 years old category. The results could be
explained by many of the changes within education from the time these teachers left education as
many are returning to the classroom even as part-time teachers. Especially, with the
advancements in technology and the traditional classrooms they were familiar with has changed
to environments of utilizing computers to enhance instruction and the increased reliance on data
management systems to hold virtual classrooms. All teachers reported a sense of ineffectiveness,
a decline in confidence, and ES Teacher 3 added “Today, I didn’t feel like I earned my part of

my salary.”
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Table 45

Self-Efficacy by Age Joint Display Table

Age Range Self-efficacy Composite Qualitative Support
Score
18 to 25 years old 3.0311 “Today I didn't feel like I earned
my part of my salary.” ES
Teacher 3
26 to 35 years old 2.9841 “I think it throws me my
36 to 45 years old 3.2384 emotions off and then it it also
makes me feel less confident in
what I do.” HS Teacher 4
46 to 55 years old 3.1156 “I just like I haven't done my job
56 to 65 years old 3.2730 effectively.” MS Teacher 5
Over 65 years old 2.8056

When reviewing the construct of self-efficacy according to ethnicity, all teachers scores

fell in the important range. Although, the scores were similar, African American teachers

reported higher scores of 3.2298. The White teachers reported the lowest levels of self-efficacy

with a score of 3.0351, with Other close behind with 3.0476. HS Teacher 5 stated a lack of

clarity with poor communication caused self-efficacy to be hindered, “Poor communication,

because if I don't know what's going on then I'm confused and I don't wanna be frustrated for

something I didn't understand or didn't want, like have proper time to understand.” The results

are provided in Table 46.
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Table 46

Self-Efficacy by Ethnicity Joint Display Table

Ethnicity Self-Efficacy Composite Qualitative Support
Score
White 3.0351 “I've learned how to manage my own

stress, better. Uh, which is to turn my
brain off of school mode when I leave
school.” MS Teacher 10

Black 3.2298 “Poor communication, because if I don't
know what's going on then I'm confused
and I don't wanna be frustrated for
something I didn't understand or didn't
want, like have proper time to
understand.”HS Teacher 5
Asian 3.1746
Other 3.0476 “Sometimes I feel I'm not doing enough
for the kids because of lack of time,
when I have to, I have deadlines to keep
up, so I feel I'm not doing enough for the
kids.” HS Teacher 6

A review of educational levels and the construct of self-efficacy were as follows. The
category of teachers who held a doctorate reported the lowest levels of self-efficacy with 2.9852.
Teachers with a master’s degree had the highest levels of self-efficacy with a score of 3.1952,
with those with an education specialist closing in with a score of 3.1396. The results could be
explained as those who are highly educated would typically hold leadership type roles within
education. With more knowledge, these individuals tended to question their decision making as
multiple possibilities to address problems exist leading to whether or not positive impacts
occurred from their decisions. The results could also be explained that only 15 individuals
responding to the survey fell into the category of holding a doctoral degree because of the
limitations of respondents. Teachers holding a master’s degree could have the highest score

solely based on the mean in the category being 111 respondents compared to the other categories
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in the double digits. The results are provided in Table 47.

Table 47

Self-Efficacy by Education Level Joint Display Table

Education Level Self-Efficacy Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Bachelor’s 3.0627 “I think it's taken me this long to realize that

that I cannot do this job and I feel like I will
never be able to do this job to 100% and that
bothers me because so many ratings, so many
things, so many reputations and things like that.
And I know I'm a good worker, but I want to
feel satisfied.” HS Teacher 4

Master’s 3.1952 No data to report
Education Specialist 3.1396 No data to report
Doctorate 2.9852 “It really effects my ability to complete my task

and do it effectively and be confident that I
have done it correctly.” HS Teacher 7

When the researcher calculated Self-Efficacy scores by teacher experience level, the
results are shown in Table 48. Novice teachers reported the lowest scores (3.0635) and mid-
career teachers reported 3.1239. The self-efficacy levels continued to increase with veteran
teachers with a score of 3.1672, the highest score indicated. The results could be explained by
the increase in teaching experience supporting the teacher’s mindset and their ability to make a
change occur. A teacher could see successes and failures and over time began to alter strategies
to receive more positive results increasing their perspective of ability levels. ES Teacher 7, a

novice reported, “As a beginning teacher it like, it felt, and it did feel impossible and I felt like I

couldn't do it.”
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Table 48

Self-Efficacy by Teaching Experience Joint Display Table

Teaching Self-Efficacy Qualitative Support
Experience Level Composite Score
Novice 3.0635 “As a beginning teacher it like, it felt, and it
did feel impossible and I felt like I couldn't do
it.” ES Teacher 7
Mid-Career 3.1239 “I decompress. I know now that I've been
teaching for about five years. I used to bring
my work home, but now I don't. Got it to a
method where I kind of leave my work at
home, leave my work at school so I can
decompress at home.” MS Teacher 7
Veteran 3.1672 “I've completed a task that gives me, a that

gives me, a satisfaction. I said check my tasks,
those gives me satisfaction.” HS Teacher 6

Self-efficacy was reviewed based on academic setting and the results are shown in Table

49 indicated all academic settings report important levels of self-efficacy. The results showed

middle school teachers and elementary teachers were almost identical with their scores. Middle

school teachers reported 3.1651, the highest level above elementary teachers by 0.0029 as

elementary teachers reported a score of 3.1620. High school teachers indicated the lowest levels

of self-efficacy with a score of 3.0745. The results could be reasoned in that although high

school level teachers are often considered experts in their content, they are not always as

knowledgeable about pedagogy. Juggling six content classes a day, often teaching two or three

different courses could report a decline in their mindset of how effective they are within the

classroom. MS Teacher 10 explained, “learning to accept what I can't change” puts them back in

control of situations.

194



Table 49

Self-Efficacy by Academic Setting Joint Display Table

Academic Setting Self-Efficacy Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Elementary school 3.1620 “I'm still trying to figure out how to alleviate stress.”
teachers ES Teacher 3
Middle School 3.1651 “One thing was learning to accept what I can't
teachers change, which is that there's not a systematic

approach to managing student behavior. So you
know, now I accept that all of these things are going
to happen and I accept that I can't individually, you
know, fix these problems. So I kind of just have to
roll with it and keep it as controlled as I as I can on
my own.” MS Teacher 10

High school 3.0745 “I was able to regroup and realize what was
teachers important. Prioritize better, umm, and use my time
to focus on the kids again instead of what the adult
expectations are.” HS Teacher 3

The results of self-efficacy for teachers who teach testable grades or courses are
explained in Table 50. As predicted, teachers who do not teach testable content areas had a
slightly higher self-efficacy composite score of 3.1387. The results could be due to their only
evaluations of being effective being from leadership evaluations and attributed by student
success on the state mandated assessments. Teachers who do teach testable content or grade
levels reported self-efficacy with a composite score of 3.1134. Both subgroups indicated

important levels of self-efficacy with teachers looking to vent to others and other decompressing

activities.
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Table 50

Self-Efficacy by Testable Content Joint Display Table

Testable Grade Self-Efficacy Qualitative Support
or Course Composite Score
Yes 3.1134 “When my kids are gone for the day from dismissal,

I literally just like sit here and just reflect on the day.
I'll just sit in my car. I'll talk with my mom, like,
hey, mom. I just need a vent for a quick second and
make sure that [ wasn't going crazy.” ES Teacher 3

No 3.1387 “Prayer helps. Meditation helps exercise helps. And
just to see myself from the situation helps.” MS
Teacher 6

Self-efficacy levels reported by teachers within a supervisory or lead role were slightly
higher than teachers not in that role with scores of 3.1825 and 3.1221, respectively. The result
was most likely do the subgroup can include many different experienced teachers regardless of a
supervisory role. Many teachers as they reach a certain part in their career began to give away
leadership roles and focus mainly on teaching and nothing else. In addition, only 222
respondents answered no, in comparison to those in a supervisory role with a mean of 28. The
results are shown in Table 51. ES Teacher 1 explained a distribution of the workload benefited

the team while ES Teacher 5 not in a supervisory role stated medication assisted them and

others.
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Table 51

Self-Efficacy by Supervisory Role Joint Display Table

Supervisory Role Self-Efficacy Composite Qualitative Support
Score
Yes 3.1825 “I was able to talk to my team players and

distribute the overload of work, and we work
together efficiently, whereas I didn't try to do it
all by myself.” ES Teacher 1

No 3.1221 “I'm medicated as well as pretty much all of my
teaching friends. So that helps, better living
through chemistry” ES Teacher 5

Therefore, the subgroups of self-efficacy with the highest scores were teachers serving in
a supervisory role, not teaching testable content, and working at the middle school setting. These
subgroups included veteran teachers who held an Education Specialist degree who fell into the
56 to 65 age group, were of Black ethnicity, and were females.

The final individual factor in the research study was the construct of personality. Both
gender types reported neutral response levels. The male respondents were slightly higher at
3.3231 than females are 3.2878. Elementary male teacher 9 acknowledged small victories and
added it supported the feeling of being “accomplished” whereas ES female teacher 3 reports the

opposing view where they shared “I feel like I'm drowning.” The results are shown in Table 52.
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Table 52

Personality by Gender Joint Display Table

Gender Personality Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Male 3.3231 “I feel accomplished and I you know, kind of like feel

like I should get a badge of honor. Like, you know, like
the little, little battles and little stories that we have that
don't get told. And so I just feel accomplished and feel
like a little since of, I don't know, enlightenment.” ES
Teacher 9

Female 3.2878 “Because I'm I feel like I'm drowning.” ES Teacher 3

Personality by age groups reported neutral responses as shown in Table 53. The greatest
affected age group by personality were the 26 to 35-year-olds (3.3857). The results indicated the
comparison by age had younger age groups scoring much higher scores (18 to 25-year-old =
3.3720) than the older subgroups (56 to 65-year-old = 3.1200). MS Teacher 4 reported “I'll say I
encountered stress when the rules and procedures were implemented and everything was
followed accordingly, but the students didn't perform well.” This was attributed to the teacher
internalizing the outcomes of students and the desire they have for them to succeed aligning with

the higher composite scores being reported.
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Table 53

Personality by Age Joint Display Table

Age Personality Qualitative Support
Range Composite Score
18 to 25 3.3720 “In the event that a stressful situation occurs. Personally, I
years old am focused on maintaining an emotional balance so that I
don't get out of sorts. Professionally speaking, it's more of
like a list of, you know, what needs to get done first, what
needs to get focused on now, and what can I give some
more time to a little bit later, kind of just categorizing what
needs to be addressed first and then what can be addressed
later. I tend to do that when any stressful situation or
arises.” HS Teacher 1
26 to 35 3.3857 “I'll say I encountered stress when the rules and procedures
years old were implemented and everything was followed
36 to 45 3.3581 accordingly, but the students didn't perform well.” MS
years old Teacher 4
46 to 55 3.2427 “Being a coach that's definitely added a lot of stress and I
years old thought I understood the expectations of being a coach
56 to 65 3.1200 before I started, like I knew it was going to be a lot of time.
years old Umm, but then when I umm, they changed the criteria and
Over 65 3.1750 they changed the expectations.” HS Teacher 2
years old

Reviewing the construct of personality, all ethnicity subgroups scores were similar. The

lowest score was with the category of White respondents with 3.2316 and the highest score was

the Asian ethnicity with a score of 3.3857. Ethnicity differences showed a variety of strategies

when handling stress as the White subgroup referenced multitasking and the other group took on

the sole role of completing tasks. The Black subgroup acknowledged procrastination as a source

of stress because of the number of tasks assigned and sometimes shutting down. The results are

shown in Table 54.
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Table 54

Personality by Ethnicity Joint Display Table

Ethnicity Personality Composite Qualitative Support
Score
White 3.2316 “Multitasking it comes, kind of comes naturally in

stressful situations.” ES Teacher 7

Black 3.3559 “I didn't get my lesson plan in on time because |
was procrastinating, and one of the reasons why |
procrastinate because I had a million other things
that I had to get done and I just forgot to turn it in

on time.” MS Teacher 7

Asian 3.3857

Other 3.2429 “I try to do everything myself, so that's it increases
my stress.” HS Teacher 6

Personality based on education levels showed similar results with respondents ranging
within 0.09 points. Teachers who held a bachelor’s degree reported the highest scores of 3.3412
and the lowest level indicated teachers with a doctorate degree of 3.2533. Both subgroups
showed qualitative data acknowledging the personal strategy to attacking tasks. The bachelor
degree holders took it upon themselves to learn what was expected and ways to implement new
strategies causing stress. Whereas teachers holding doctoral degrees perceived situations to be
stressful because of a lack of preparedness on their part looking more internally and placing the

blame on themselves. The results are shown in Table 55.
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Table 55

Personality by Education Level Joint Display Table

Education Level Personality Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Bachelor’s 3.3412 “Like nobody really guided me how to really navigate

a lesson plan, how to really navigate a classroom
classroom management. I actually had learned all those
on my own, so I felt like it was more stress.” MS

Teacher 7
Master’s 3.2649 No data to report
Education 3.2897 No data to report
Specialist
Doctorate 3.2533 “Stress was because usually it's because of something

that like. I didn't think ahead enough or foresee
something coming, so I feel like it's my fault. Umm,
because I didn't think ahead or I didn't have the
foresight to.” HS Teacher 7

Reviewing the construct of personality based on teaching experience novice teachers had
the greatest score of 3.3694. As the teachers experience level increased the personality composite
scores decreased. The lowest score was reported with veteran teachers of 3.2082. Novice HS
teacher 1 explained some stress was self-induced,

I tend to bring stress on myself in two different instances. Either I I feel I'm not prepared

enough even though I am, and so that creates a little bit of stress um or if. I will admit I

tend to be a procrastinator, a little bit so professionally that causes some stress as well.

However, it was important to note that mid-career teachers who were only 0.03 points
less than the novice group, explained stress was not always expressed with others. The results of

the subgroup are shown in Table 56.
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Table 56

Personality by Teaching Experience Joint Display Table

Teaching Personality Qualitative Support
Experience Level Composite Score
Novice 3.3694 “I would say planning and organization. I tend to

bring stress on myself in two different instances.
Either I I feel I'm not prepared enough even though I
am, and so that creates a little bit of stress um or if. I
will admit I tend to be a procrastinator, a little bit so
professionally that causes some stress as well. If 1
leave things to the last minute.” HS Teacher 1

Mid-Career 3.3385 “I mainly keep the stress to myself, which is probably
not healthy.” ES Teacher 9

Veteran 3.2082 “Had you asked me this prior to retiring, I probably
could have given you all kind of examples, but now
I'm just in that mode of do the job, making sure
students are producing good results and going home.”
MS Teacher 5

Reviewing personality based on academic setting showed the lowest scores were
indicated at the elementary level. As the students move through academic settings, the teachers
composite scores increased with middle school teachers reporting 3.2871 and then high school
teachers scored the highest with 3.3206. All scores were in the neutral range. Elementary and
middle school teachers referenced behavior and policies being stressful, whereas the highest
group, high school teachers referenced teacher behavior and the needs of students. The results

are shown in Table 57.
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Table 57

Personality by Academic Setting Joint Display Table

Academic Personality Qualitative Support
Setting Composite Score
Elementary 3.2687 “You know when you deescalating students, you
school teachers know, assuming it's like behavior based because
that's when it gets stressful.” ES Teacher 8
Middle School 3.2871 “I would love it if rules were fully implemented.
teachers Uh, I think that would alleviate stress.” MS
Teacher 10
High school 3.3206 “If all teachers asked important questions and gave
teachers students what they needed every day and all along.

Then we could have prevented some of the
learning problems, which results in more stress
that we have.” HS Teacher 7

Personality by testable grade or course taught scores indicated the neutral range.

Personality was affected with scores of teachers teaching testable content of 3.3258 while those

not teaching testable content of 3.2739. The results are shown in Table 58. Teachers of testable

content further cited a lack of time to prepare for the test along with continued teaching of the

regular curriculum in addition to the extra additional activities taking precedence prior to the test

administration. Teachers whose personality does not lend themselves to organization and multi-

tasking could have be affected more than others because of these changes.
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Table 58

Personality by Testable Content Joint Display Table

Testable Grade Personality Qualitative Support
or Course Composite
Score
Yes 3.3258 “And it's just very stressful because as I said earlier, I

already barely don't even have enough time to plan for a
regular class, let alone trying to plan for a whole extra part
of review for everyday.” MS Teacher 3

No 3.2739 “I got thrown into something and I had the rules, but I felt
like it wasn't implemented the right way. Like nobody
really guided me how to really navigate a lesson plan,

how to really navigate a classroom classroom
management.” MS Teacher 7

Reported scores of Personality based on whether the teacher worked in a supervisory role
indicated there was no difference. Teachers within the supervisory role had slightly lower scores
of 3.2929. Teachers in non-supervisory roles were slightly higher with 3.2941, a mere 0.0012
points difference. Both groups acknowledged taking mental control when stressful situations
arise to determine the best route of management. The results are shown in Table 59.

Table 59

Personality by Supervisory Role Joint Display Table

Supervisory Role Personality Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Yes 3.2929 “I have to calm down to navigate through all the

stress to come up with different strategies, because
when it's overloaded and it's overwhelming, it's
just, I break down and it's too much.” ES Teacher
4

No 3.2941 “I like to talk in my brain to myself and hear me
state what my options are in a difficult situation.”
MS Teacher 10
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The subgroups with the highest scores for personality were Black males who were 26 to
35 years old who held a bachelor’s degree. They were novice high school teachers of testable
content not serving in a supervisory role.

The researcher reviewed contextual factors as well. The first was Perceived Supervisory
Support. Reviewing the construct of perceived supervisory support by gender, the results are
reported in Table 60. There was no difference indicated as the scores were in the neutral range
and nearing the agree somewhat level. Male respondents indicated a slightly higher score of
4.6241 as opposed to their counterparts with a score of 4.6008. In addition to the similar
composite scores reported, the qualitative responses were aligned with both groups citing the
ability to meet with their administrators about concerns.

Table 60

Perceived Supervisory Support by Gender Joint Display Table

Gender Perceived Supervisory Qualitative Support
Support Composite Score
Male 4.6241 “Yes, I I feel like I could talk to my the

colleagues and the administration about
stress.” MS Teacher 2

Female 4.6008 “I think I have a pretty good relationship
with our principal and I could go in and tell
her anything.” ES Teacher 5

When reviewing the perceived supervisory support construct based on age, all scores
were in the neutral range. The highest scores were with teachers in the 18 to 25-years-old age
group with a score of 4.7164 which neared the agree somewhat level. All scores were similar to
the 18 to 25-years-old range score except for the subgroup of over 65 year olds. The over 65-

year-old group reported a score of 4.0682. The results could be due to this age group only having

205



four respondents in comparison with the other age groups that had double digit respondents
represented. The composite scores showed the greatest difference among the groups was in the
over 65 years which is supported by the qualitative response in that good relationships were
established with administration but sometimes, we “agree to disagree and follow what my boss
says do” (MS Teacher 9). The results are reported in Table 61.

Table 61

Perceived Supervisory Support by Age Joint Display Table

Age Range Perceived Supervisory Qualitative Support
Support Composite Score
18 to 25 4.7164 “Yes, I feel like I could talk to them when it comes
years old to my principal. It's a, I guess it's more so like a hit

or miss.” ES Teacher 3

26 to 35 4.5844 “I do feel administrators are usually open to
years old listening. Umm now whether they actually take into
36 to 45 4.6217 account what we have to say,” HS Teacher 8
years old

46 to 55 4.5430 “I have a pretty good relationship with all of my
years old administrators. And so, I can ask, you know, point
56 to 65 4.6571 blank questions or agree to disagree and follow
years old what my boss says do.” MS Teacher 9

Over 65 4.0682

years old

The construct perceived supervisory support based on ethnicity respondents reported as
low as neutral to agree somewhat. The lowest score was reported with the other subgroup of
4.2727 and the highest score was within the Asian subgroup of 5.2338. The results could be
explained by a language or cultural barrier as most qualitative respondents chose not to bring
concerns to administration to not be seen in a negative light or deemed combative. The results

are shown in Table 62.
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Table 62

Perceived Supervisory Support by Ethnicity Joint Display Table

Ethnicity Perceived Qualitative Support
Supervisory Support
Composite Score
White 4.4755 “I guess everybody has teacher friends so you do
definitely vent to them, but my principal is fantastic.
I do talk to her about behaviors and we do set up a
game plan and follow the game plan.” ES Teacher 2
Black 4.7173 “I feel like I can, but I feel like sometimes when you do
vocalize it, I think they think you’re complaining and
you know, maybe you're not, what's the word for it?
Or, you're not a good multitasker. Maybe, but you
really are. But you're not complaining. You just trying
to get your thoughts out.” MS Teacher 7
Asian 5.2338 No data to report
Other 4.2727 “Not really. To my boss. To my superiors because I

feel they'll think that I'm being inefficient.” HS Teacher
6

Reviewing the educational level based on the construct perceived supervisory support, all

subgroups were similar reporting high neutral scores. The highest score being teachers with a

masters degree and score of 4.6527. The lowest scores were found in the subgroup of teachers

who hold a doctorate degree and score of 4.0121 which barely falls in the neutral range. The

results could be explained because the mean population of the subgroup was 15 respondents. The

results are shown in Table 63. Teachers having less education felt as though they could vocalize

their stress to administrators but leaned more on not sharing their feelings. However, those with

higher levels of education expressed their inability to vocalize their stress with administration as

the response could be considered more of an appeasement.
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Table 63

Perceived Supervisory Support by Education Level Joint Display Table

Education Level

Perceived Qualitative Support
Supervisory Support
Composite Score

Bachelor’s

Master’s

Education
Specialist

Doctorate

4.6193 “I feel like like I can, but I feel like maybe it's more
like I'm complaining or like I'm incompetent.” HS
Teacher 4
4.6527 “I do feel like I can vocalize some stress to my you

know my principals. I wouldn't,
I mean, I wouldn't want to like not necessarily want
to vocalize the stress for me, but I know that I could
if I, if I wanted to, or if they asked me.” ES Teacher

7
4.6107 No data to report
4.0121 “I do not feel like I can vocalize it to principals or

administrative staff. I don't feel valued by my
current administrative staff.
I feel as if they'll agree just to Get Me Out of their
faces instead of agreeing to empathize.” HS
Teacher 3

Perceived Supervisory Support by teaching experience level indicated there was no real

difference among the subgroups all scoring in the high neutral range. The highest range with

novice teachers composite scores of 4.6605 and the lowest being mid-career teachers composite

scores of 4.5577. The results are shown in Table 64. The qualitative results proved the focus of

all teachers was with professionalism and the perception of competence. However, the novice

group felt more allowed to voice concerns potentially due to the newness of the position and

understanding of expectations and lack of experience.
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Table 64

Perceived Supervisory Support by Teaching Experience Joint Display Table

Teaching Perceived Qualitative Support
Experience Supervisory Support
Level Composite Score
Novice 4.6605 “I think that and I speak for, I think most first year

teachers. Feeling like it is safe to go and speak to
your administration, whether that be principal, AP,
someone of that, of that regard, feeling feeling safe,
like you can go discuss those things with them
without it, umm, affecting how you are perceived
professionally if that makes sense.” HS Teacher 1

Mid-Career 4.5577 “I do feel like sometimes with administration, it's
difficult to vocalize it in a way that's professional,
simply because a lot of the issues, you know every

teacher thinks it's the principal's fault. Just like every
kid thinks, it's the teacher's fault. Umm, so it it feels
like whining.” MS Teacher 8

Veteran 4.6054 “I generally try refrain itself for those I trust very,
very closely. Umm, because I don't wanna be viewed
as someone who can't handle it or cry baby or whiner.

So I learned that not to be honest or be vocal
anymore.” HS Teacher 7

The construct perceived supervisory support based on academic setting indicated that all
scores reported neutral responses. High school teachers reported the lowest score of 4.3683. The
highest score of 4.9080 nearing agree somewhat was reported by elementary school teachers.
The results are shown in Table 65. Qualitative results revealed that elementary school teachers
were more relaxed and willing to express concerns with their administrators and administrators
are willing to hear them with open door policies in place. However, as the increase in school
aged children increased within an academic setting, the willingness to express concerns declined.
HS teacher 2 reported, “if I did voice it, it would just be brushed off or that the response would

be very negative and would increase being seen in a negative light” aligning with the composite

209



scores.
Table 65

Perceived Supervisory Support by Academic Setting Joint Display Table

Academic Setting Perceived Qualitative Support
Supervisory Support
Composite Score

Elementary 4.9080 “I could easily go to my administration and they
school teachers have open doors.” ES Teacher 1
Middle School 4.5429 “As an administrator, I feel like he has not
teachers forgotten what it was like to be in the classroom

and he has not forgotten the struggles of teachers
or the strife, you know, are complaints and so
coming to him feels like you're being heard.”MS

Teacher 1
High school 4.3683 “Umm to the principal no umm that if I did voice
teachers it, it would just be brushed off or that the

response would be very negative and would
increase being seen in a negative light.” HS
Teacher 2

Teachers who taught in a tested subjects or grades reported perceived supervisory support
as neutral. There was no difference between teachers who taught in testable grades versus those
who did not. The highest score was reported with teachers who did not teach testable content
with a score of 4.6049. The lowest score of 4.5829 was reported in teachers who taught in tested
subjects or grades. The results are shown in Table 66. Whereas teachers of testable content have
stress related to questioning their competency, teachers of untestable content were stressed due to

other documentation policies at the school level as noted by the qualitative responses.
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Table 66

Perceived Supervisory Support by Testable Content Joint Display Table

Testable Grade Perceived Qualitative Support
or Course Supervisory Support
Composite Score
Yes 4.5829 “I think to is a first year teacher. I still feel kind of

like the bottom of the totem pole, so sometimes I

don't feel confident in bringing those concerns to

administration because it does not feel important

enough or I feel as though I'm being a bother.” HS
Teacher 1

No 4.6049 “I as the teacher have to keep track of all 130
students, look at how many tardies they have in a
given class in my class, and when they hit the

magic number, it's on me to get that put in and get
that settled.” HS Teacher 9

Perceived Supervisory Support by supervisory roles indicated no real difference between
scores with both falling in the neutral range. Teachers who work in the supervisory role had the
greatest score of 4.6169 and those not working in a supervisory role reported a score of 4.5938.
The results are shown in Table 67. The qualitative results showed that teachers regardless of
having a leadership role within the school reported administrators should provide supervisory
support that was inspiring and empathetic as opposed to criticism. This type of support could

lead to improved teacher effectiveness.
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Table 67

Perceived Supervisory Support by Supervisory Role Joint Display Table

Supervisory Role  Perceived Supervisory Qualitative Support
Support Composite
Score
Yes 4.6169 “I think we should get more positive feedback

that we're doing something right, so that
motivates us, something which is motivation.”
HS Teacher 6

No 4.5938 “I feel as if if administrators provided
empathetic support or ways that address or
different workshops that address specific needs
and particular instead of just criticizing on a
consistent basis, that could make things happen
more effectively.” HS Teacher 3

The subgroups with the highest composite scores for perceived supervisory support were
teachers serving in supervisory roles, teachers not teaching testable content, and males who were
in the 18 to 25-years-old range. These teachers were elementary and novice teachers who held a
Master’s degree, and were of Asian ethnicity.

In addition, the researcher reviewed perceived colleague support based on gender. There
were no real differences reported between gender types. Both scores were at the high end of the
neutral scale near agree somewhat range with females having the highest score of 4.9639 and
males are 4.8846. The results are shown in Table 68. Qualitative respondents stated colleague
support is desired. They further contend that when collaboration did not occur within teacher

groups, it could cause more stress under an environment of not working together.
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Table 68

Perceived Colleague Support by Gender Joint Display Table

Gender Percevied Colleague Support Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Male 4.8846 “That's very frustrating, but when |

feel or not getting a lot of cooperation
from colleagues, but that doesn't
happen a lot.” ES teacher 8

Female 4.9639 “I don't feel comfortable telling them
about this different stress areas

because it involves them.” ES
Teacher 4

The results of the construct perceived colleague support by age showed the age group 18
to 25-year-olds were most affected with a score of 5.0933. The age group 56 to 65-year-olds
were close behind with a score of 5.0794. These scores reflect the agree somewhat category. The
lowest scores reported similarly were in the neutral range were found with the age groups of over
65 years old (4.8056) and teachers of 46 to 55-year-olds (4.8074). The results are shown in Table
69. While teachers reported being able to seek assistance from administrators because of open-
door policies, they referenced the ease of conversing with colleagues over those in leadership.
They cited the team aspect and the others teaching understanding what they were going through

as the reason.
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Table 69

Perceived Colleague Support by Age Joint Display Table

Age Range Perceived Qualitative Support
Colleague
Support
Composite Score
18 to 25 5.0933 “Yeah, I think so. I wouldn't say that I have done that so
years old much, but I would feel comfortable with doing that.” HS
Teacher 10

26 to 35 4.9955 “I can express their stress ohm, but for those who may be
years old newer to my team, I don't feel as comfortable telling them
36 to 45 4.9462 about my stress because they may take it the wrong way.”
years old ES Teacher 4
46 to 55 4.8074 “So I feel I would feel comfortable being able to go to the
years old boss, but it's easier to go next door to your friend and just
56 to 65 5.0794 have a moan and groan session because they're gonna moan
years old and groan too.” ES Teacher 5
Over 65 4.8056
years old

A review of perceived colleague support by ethnicity revealed neutral to somewhat agree
responses. Although, scores were extremely high neutral scores with the White group was 4.9240
and the Black group was 4.9746. The highest group was Asian with a composite score of 5.2222
and the lowest score was found in the other group with 4.6032. The other group explained that
colleague support was needed to reduce stress levels as HS Teacher 6 stated, “If they can be
responsible and do their duty, maybe I will be less stressful.” However, ES Teacher 7 and ES
Teacher 6 shared colleagues were a source of advice and friendship to share concerns when

stress becomes an issue that needs to be addressed. The results are shown in Table 70.
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Table 70

Perceived Colleague Support by Ethnicity Joint Display Table

Ethnicity Perceived Colleague Qualitative Support
Support Composite Score
White 4.9240 “Your colleagues know what you're going

through and they, they've been there and they.
And you know you can get advice from
colleagues.” ES Teacher 7

Black 4.9746 “You form more of a friendship with your
colleagues, and so you can talk to them more
about some of the stresses that go on.” ES

Teacher 6
Asian 5.2222 No data to report
Other 4.6032 “If they can be responsible and do their duty,

maybe I will be less stressful.” HS Teacher 6

A review of perceived colleague support by education level revealed similar findings.
However, teachers that held a bachelor’s degree fell into the category of Agree Somewhat
(5.0052). However, the rest of the categories reported high neutral composite scores. The results
were supported by MS Teacher 10 citing “communication and team wide procedures being
implemented consistently” whereas HS teacher 7 reported communication as well by following

procedures. The results are shown in Table 71.
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Table 71

Perceived Colleague Support by Education Level Joint Display Table

Education Level Perceived Colleague Support Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Bachelor’s 5.0052 “I would say Communication. So

within the team, umm, it goes back to,
you know, having team wide
procedures that are implemented
consistently.” MS Teacher 10

Master’s 4.9660 No data to report
Education Specialist 4.8348 No data to report
Doctorate 4.7407 “If everyone read their emails and

followed procedure as best to their
abilities. And took time to complete
task and honor deadlines that would
make everyone's job better.” HS
Teacher 7

Perceived Colleague Support results were found to be similar with mid-career and
veteran teachers having high neutral composite scores of 4.8579 and 4.9611, respectively.
Novice teachers agreed somewhat with a score of 5.0998 reporting the highest composite score.
Novice teachers reported the usage of colleagues to discuss stress according to MS Teacher 6 in
contrast to mid-career MS Teacher 4 who acknowledged the lack of being able to “openly vent”
at school. Veteran teacher MS 9 suggested the need for all teachers to obtain someone at work to

be “a work best friend.” The results are shown in Table 72.
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Table 72

Perceived Colleague Support by Teaching Experience Joint Display Table

Teaching Perceived Colleague Qualitative Support
Experience Level Support Composite Score
Novice 5.0998 “More so to my colleagues than to my

principal. Um, because that's where a lot
of stress comes from.” MS Teacher 6

Mid-Career 4.8579 “No, because I didn't have anyone that I
work with that I felt like I could openly
vent to.” MS Teacher 4

Veteran 4.9611 “I also have a work best friend, which is
something that I think all teachers need.”
MS Teacher 9

Perceived colleague support by academic setting results were similar in that all scores fell
in the high neutral range suggesting the importance of colleague support for teachers. The
support was not just for stress but for educational practices as well. Elementary teachers reported
the highest composite scores of 4.9946, followed by high school teachers with a score of 4.9611
and middle school with 4.8651. Teachers reported collaborative colleagues to share
responsibility tasks and use constructive critism and feedback conversations to improve teaching
practices were desired. Team support from peers was witnessed as needed for all academic

settings. The results are shown in Table 73.
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Table 73

Perceived Colleague Support by Academic Setting Joint Display Table

Academic Setting Perceived Qualitative Support
Colleague Support
Composite Score

Elementary school 4.9946 “From my colleagues, I believe in the constructive
teachers criticism because they're with me, especially when it's like
the fellow 3rd grade teachers, because they know what
they hear and see is everyday.” ES Teacher 3

Middle School 4.8651 “Feedback helps me do my job more effectively. I like to
teachers engage in conversation about, you know, teaching content
areas, student performance, data disciplines.” MS Teacher
5
High school 4.9611 “If it is a collaboration colleague willingness to help out
teachers and do share more of the responsibility with the content

area, it would be more equal, more equal in
responsibilities.” HS Teacher 2

Perceived colleague support by testable content revealed a slim difference of 0.005
between respondents. Teachers with testable content was 4.9485 which was slightly higher than
those teachers who did not teach testable content or grades with a score of 4.9434. Both teacher
groups referenced the need and ability to converse with a peer to state their stress and potentially
receive strategies to handle the issues that arise. This further added evidence to the aspect of

teacher colleague support systems being in place for all teachers. The results are shown in Table

74.
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Table 74

Perceived Colleague Support by Testable Content Joint Display Table

Qualitative Support

Testable Grade or Perceived Colleague
Course Support Composite Score
Yes 4.9485
No 4.9434

“I just think just being able to go to a
colleague with any kind of like just supports
with the teaching and just with being able to

talk about the stress, because sometimes
you just need to kind of get it off your get
off your chest and talk it out.” ES Teacher 7

“Especially like if it's in relation to those

two things, with the plate being overfilled
and then the Communication. You know,

there's always somebody that's willing to
lend a helping hand, or at least an open ear
to give ideas on how to handle or balance
what was, what was added.” HS Teacher 8

Perceived colleague support by supervisory role revealed high neutral results. Teachers

not serving in a supervisory role reported composite scores of 4.9530 in contrast to teachers who

served in a leadership setting with a reported score of 4.8849. MS Teacher 8§ explained the need

teamwork when all colleagues could “be on the same page about what policies are being

enforced.” They further added when one teacher was consistently implementing policies and

others on the team did not, the information being relayed to the students was confusing. The

enforced undesirable policy could bring upon undue backlash from students to the enforced

teacher creating increased stress situations. The results are provided in Table 75.
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Table 75

Perceived Colleague Support by Supervisory Role Joint Display Table

Supervisory Role Perceived Colleague Support Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Yes 4.8849 “We need to distribute the duties

among us so that one person's not
feeling overloaded.” ES Teacher 1

No 4.9530 “I think being on the same page
about what policies are being
enforced.” MS Teacher 8

The highest composite scores reported for the construct perceived colleague support by
subgroup were with teachers who were not serving in a supervisory role. The teachers were most
likely elementary teachers that were novice teaching a testable course or grade. The teachers
were female, of Asian ethnicity, were 18 to 25 years of age, and held a bachelor’s degree.

The next construct researched was Organizational Justice. There were four different types
of organizational justice so the measure of the subdimensions on the overall justice perceptions
existed so there was variation among the teacher’s responses. The results are provided in Table
76. Both male and female subgroups report similar neutral findings with males (3.7201) being
slightly less than their female counterparts 3.7851. The male respondent ES Teacher 8 reported
perceptions of fairness as important. ES Teacher 8 reported,

I think like with anything else, some people perceive that it's been fair, but I, you know

my experience has been when people get what they want, they feel like the due process

was great and if they don't, they feel like they were screwed by the process.

ES Teacher 2 stated clarity and communication was important to ensure that everyone is
aware of what is occurring within the school. ES Teacher 2 added,

We get a smores newsletter sent out every Sunday night or Monday morning. It explains
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everything we need to know for the week. It also puts down who's gonna be absent on
what days. They do a shout out every month for like certified staff member of the month
and classified which is awesome. But anything you can know about that week, unless it's
put on our principal t the last minute, you know, in that newsletter. So there's really no
surprises.

Table 76

Organizational Justice by Gender Joint Display Table

Gender Organizational Justice Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Male 3.7201 “I think like with anything else, some people

perceive that it's been fair, but I, you know my
experience has been when people get what
they want, they feel like the due process was
great and if they don't, they feel like they were
screwed by the process.” ES Teacher 8

Female 3.7851 “We get a smores newsletter sent out every

Sunday night or Monday morning. It explains
everything we need to know for the week... So
there's really no surprises.” ES Teacher 2

A review of organizational justice perceptions by age found younger teachers neared the
somewhat agree range of neutrality with the highest score of 3.9644. The oldest age group of 65
or older teachers reported the lowest composite score at 3.3333 toward the low end of neutrality.
The age group of 18- to 25-year-olds reported respect is shown when “eye contact is made. You
know I'm, I'm spoken to like a human being” according to HS Teacher 1. Middle age groups
reported communication was the way respect is provided and the oldest age group according to
MS Teacher 5 occurred when they are truly heard in the statement, “When I speak, they listen.”

The results are shown in Table 77.
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Table 77

Organizational Justice by Age Joint Display Table

Age Range Organizational Justice Qualitative Support
Composite Score
18 to 25 years old 3.9644 “It is respectful in the sense that eye contact is

made. You know I'm, I'm spoken to like a
human being. I don't feel umm, I don't always
feel that I'm spoken down.” HS Teacher 1

26 to 35 years old 3.6349 “I feel I'm treated with respect if the
36 to 45 years old 3.7993 communication is, not like an attack. So if it is
just clear directives or clear information without
bringing up mistakes or errors that have been
made before. Or errors that somebody else did
and it doesn't apply to everybody.” MS Teacher

4
46 to 55 years old 3.7674 “I feel like I'm respected. When I speak, they
56 to 65 years old 3.8254 listen. I get asked my opinion about a lot of
Over 65 years old 3.3333 things because of the experiences I had.” MS
Teacher 5

Organizational justice by ethnicity perspectives showed the Asian population had the
highest composite score at 4.0635 reported results in the somewhat agree range. The results were
followed by the other groups in the neutral range. The Black population of 3.8992 according to
MS Teacher 5 reported qualitative results focused on pay in comparison to professionalism
amongst other careers aligning with the White group’s focus of equivalent compensation from
HS Teacher 8. The lowest composite score was found in the other population at 3.2698 which
reported organizational justice perceptions were solely based on administrative responsiveness

according to HS Teacher 6. Table 78 presents the findings.

222



Table 78

Organizational Justice by Ethnicity Joint Display Table

Ethnicity Organizational Justice Qualitative Support
Composite Score
White 3.6553

“And I also feel like that that's one of the reasons
that a lot of uh teachers don't stay, that there's a
decline of teacher retention because once they
step foot in the classroom and realize all that they
have to do, they don't feel like they're
equivalently compensated for such.” MS Teacher
8

Black 3.8992 “I really feel like educators, we do a lot. We do a

lot and we're considered. We fall in the
professional umbrella, but our pay is nowhere
near, you know where it needs to be with regards
to other professionals that may do less, I feel
sometimes and may not have the stressful
situations that we have going on a daily continual
basis.” MS Teacher 5
Asian 4.0635
Other 3.2698 “My admin, yes, they have been very responsive
to my emails. If I have some problem, they do
respond immediately and they do give me
support.” HS Teacher 6

Educational level perspectives on organizational justice report findings were within the
neutral range. The results showed lower levels of education have perceptions of organizational
justice that increased until the doctoral level was reached. Organizational justice perceptions
from the doctoral category had a composite score of 3.1333. According to HS Teacher 3, the
perception of due process was not being followed at the school level. The greatest composite

score was found with the Educational Specialist group. The results are provided Table 79.
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Table 79

Organizational Justice by Education Level Joint Display Table

Education Level

Organizational
Justice Composite

Score

Qualitative Support

Bachelor’s

Master’s

Education
Specialist
Doctorate

3.7856

3.8198

3.8405

3.1333

“Every day I say I am not paid enough. Because
without teachers, you wouldn't have your
lawyers. You wouldn't have your doctors. You
wouldn't have any of these people that make 6
figures. You wouldn't have none of them without
someone in the in the classroom to teach them to
inspire them. You wouldn't have that.” ES
Teacher 3

“I think communication with administration is
fair. As for my administration, as long as the door
their door is open, you know you can come on in,

ask questions and get immediate feedback.”

No data to report
“I do not feel like due process is implemented or

followed by or applied by administration.” HS
Teacher 3

Reviewing organizational justice by teaching experience the results showed all scores fell

in the neutral range and were similar. The novice level group were slightly in more agreement

with a score of 3.8617 citing compensation in conjunction with work were not aligned. All

teacher groups referenced fair compensation with mid-career HS Teacher 4 reported the

perception was based against the compensation of their parents. The findings are reported in

Table 80.
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Table 80

Organizational Justice by Teaching Experience Joint Display Table

Teaching Organizational Qualitative Support

Experience Level  Justice Composite

Score

Novice

Mid-Career

Veteran

3.8617 “Its not equal or fair compensation. because just
like doctors and just like lawyers they have to go
through so much. Pedelogical training. So much

Psychological training. So much technological
training. So much PL, so much Development,
continually. And when you become a doctor, that's
it. You just you know. But as teacher, you always
have to be malleable.” HS Teacher 5

3.7105 “I feel like I'm kind of new money though, like I

came from very poor and humble beginnings. So
this is double, triple what my parents ever made. If

I was compared that way, but umm when I talked to
like somebody from another county, then I kind of
realized how big that gap is. And I was like, wow,

like am I am I doing myself a disservice.” HS
Teacher 4

3.7881 “I'm past 22 years and so now I don't, I get nothing
for as long as I teach and I don't think that's fair at
all and nice. Most definitely, If you want to retain

people, especially these children, coming in, they're
gonna put up with that. They just quit and walk out.
They don't give two weeks notice. They don't do
any of that anymore.” MS Teacher 9

When reviewing organizational justice by academic setting the results showed elementary

teachers agreed somewhat 4.000 and middle and high school teachers’ results were in the neutral

range. ES Teacher 3 stated “They try to treat everyone with fairness.” Both middle and high

school teachers reported qualitative findings regarding the communication aspect of

organizational justice. The results are shown in Table 81.
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Table 81

Organizational Justice by Academic Setting Joint Display Table

Academic Setting Organizational Qualitative Support
Justice Composite
Score
Elementary school 4.0000 “They try to treat everyone with fairness, but I can
teachers also sense there is some some favoritism when it

comes to admin, especially for those that have been
here a while or they start off the bat, you know,
doing great and then you have those that you know
have been here for a minute. You know, they do
what they can, and they even go above and beyond,
but it still feels like it's being overlooked because of
something else, something that can't be, you know,
something that can't be helped or hindered.”
ES Teacher 3

Middle School 3.7000 “We receive a lot of information and reminders
teachers through emails and in meetings, and when it's
straightforward and straight to the point of what
needs to be done and how it needs to be carried out,
it is helpful.” MS Teacher 4

High school 3.6243 “Not always the response that you want, but they're
teachers usually pretty progressive versus being regressive.”
HS Teacher 8

Organizational justice by testable content was no different than teachers who did not
teach tested grades or courses having both reporting neutrality in their perceptions. Teachers who
do not teach testable content had a composite score of 3.7988 compared to those who did with a
score of 3.7251. Teachers not teaching testable content such as ES Teacher 8 recognized the
perception of fairness was a difficult task for administrators and ES Teacher 7 referenced
administrators adhering to policies and procedures all facets of organizational justice. The results

are shown in Table &2.
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Table 82

Organizational Justice by Testable Content Joint Display Table

Testable Grade Organizational Justice Qualitative Support
or Course Composite Score
Yes 3.7251 “I think admin is very good about just kind of

looking at what's in the school handbook and
then like what the district like what the district
has in place and they're very good about
following those kind of guidelines.” ES Teacher
7

No 3.7988 “I think it administrators really have to work
overtime to make sure that there's no
appearance of somebody being treated better
than someone else, and that's you, you can
never fully eliminate that.” ES Teacher 8

The results of organizational justice by supervisory roles reported no real difference
among teachers as both categories fell in the neutral range. Teachers within a supervisory role
had a composite score of 3.8492 in comparison to those who did not have a supervisory role
score of 3.7603. The perception of teachers in a supervisory role referenced the focus on the need
to complete tasks for others according to HS Teacher 7 whereas the perception of those not in a
supervisory role was on overall fairness and the enforcement of policies schoolwide being

consistent. The results are shown in Table &3.
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Table 83

Organizational Justice by Supervisory Role Joint Display Table

Supervisory Role  Organizational Justice Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Yes 3.8492 “I wouldn't have to carry the mental load or the

worry of other people not doing their job
completely that I would have to pick it up and
do it.” HS Teacher 7

No 3.7603 “I think that it is applied fairly as among the
administration. Umm. I don't necessarily feel
among the teachers that it's enforced. I mean, I
just because I don't think teachers enforce it
differently.” HS Teacher 10

The highest composite scores for the construct of organizational justice by subgroup
included novice females who were in the 18- to 25-year-olds age range. The ethnicity was
reported as Asian and Education Specialist degree was the level of education. These teachers
served in supervisory roles, did not teach testable content, and were working at the elementary
academic setting.

The final contextual factor researched was work-family conflict. When reviewing the
work-family construct by gender, females reported higher levels at 4.3360 falling into the neutral
range. Similarly, male respondents had a composite score of 3.9654 falling in the somewhat
disagree nearing the neutral range. ES Teacher 8 stated “We work so that we can live, we don't
live to work, and a good administrator will understand that if every you know if you need the
time to be with family” supporting the somewhat disagreement composite score. ES Teacher 10
reported, “I do have that stress and it does follow me home and does impact umm my
relationship with my husband” further explaining the high score for the female population. The

results are provided Table 84.
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Table 84

Work-Family Conflict by Gender Joint Display Table

Gender Work-Family Conflict Qualitative Support
Composite Score
Male 3.9654 “We work so that we can live, we don't live to

work, and a good administrator will understand
that if every you know if you need the time to
be with family.” ES Teacher 8

Female 4.3360 “I do have that stress and it does follow me
home and does impact umm my relationship
with my husband.” ES Teacher 10

Reviewing results of work-family conflict by age, there were similar scores being
reported with slight increases until the age group of 46 and over. The age group of 18- to 25-
year-olds had a composite score of 4.3920 which was supported by HS Teacher 10
acknowledging the work-life balance struggle, “I feel like when I first started this job, it feels
like my personal life went away.” The largest composite score was found in the 36- to 45-year-
old category with 4.4613. MS Teacher 3 explained the struggle of work-life balance citing “It
conflicts with my home life because most days I'm just so bogged down and so tired and so
overstimulated and so draining that I really don't have time for my newborn or my, um partner.”
Age ranges of 50 or greater reported slightly lower scores falling in the slightly disagree range.
The results could be explained as most teachers in the age group have children who were more

grown, independent, and possibly left the nest. The results are provided in Table 85.
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Table 85

Work-Family Conflict by Age Joint Display Table

Age Range Work-Family Conflict Qualitative Support
Composite Score
18 to 25 years 4.3920 “I feel like when I first started this job, it feels like
old my personal life went away and now as I've started

working, I've slowly started to get it back as I've
just gotten better at everything and gotten more
used to it.” HS Teacher 10

26 to 35 years 4.3633 “It conflicts with my home life because most days
old I'm just so bogged down and so tired and so

36 to 45 years 4.4613 overstimulated and so draining that I really don't
old have time for my newborn or my, um partner. So

sometimes I found myself on being very short,
short tempered, tempered when I've gotten home or
just I'm just not ready to deal with anything else,
but I can't really shut that down.” MS Teacher 3

46 to 55 years 4.1440 “I think that the middle school and high school
old level demanding that teachers be at a huge

56 to 65 years 3.9943 exorbitant amount of events is ridiculous.” MS
old Teacher 9

Over 65 years 3.4000
old

A review of work-family conflict by ethnicity showed all subgroups were in the neutral
range. The Black subgroup reported the lowest composite score of 4.1881 and Asian and Other
subgroups had the greatest scores of 4.7429 and 4.6571. The results were supported with MS
Teacher 7 offering compliance in meetings, but requesting the time be limited. ES Teacher 1, the
White subgroup, acknowledged “I never have had any work related stress that I carried on to the

family.” The results are shown in Table 86.
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Table 86

Work-Family Conflict by Ethnicity Joint Display Table

Ethnicity Work-Family Qualitative Support
Conflict Composite
Score
White 4.2769 “I never have had any work related stress that I

carried on to the family.” ES Teacher 1

Black 4.1881 “Just you mainly not having so many late meetings.
It's ok to have one once a month or once every two
weeks or something. That's fine, but don't make it a
habit of doing it every day or every other day cause
you know some of us have little ones that we have to
attend to.” MS Teacher 7

Asian 4.7429 No data to report

Other 4.6571 No data to report

The work-family conflict by education level all found scores within the neutral range
with scores reported from 4.0 to 4.5. The lowest reported score was in teachers who held an
Education Specialist degree of 4.0359 and the highest score being those who hold a doctoral
degree 4.5867. HS Teacher 7 reported ensuring teachers feel good about themselves prior to
leaving for home so that negative aspects of the job do not enter the home. This could be
explained by the majority of higher educational degrees are obtained by older individuals who
have had time to marry and possibly have children at home that includes additional

responsibilities. The results are provided in Table 87.
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Table 87

Work-Family Conflict by Education Level Joint Display Table

Education Level Work-Family Qualitative Support
Conflict
Composite Score
Bachelor’s 4.1718 “If you need me after school, cool but you all say

that you value my time and you know you need to
value me as a, as a teacher, then admin should
respect that as well.” ES Teacher 3

Master’s 4.3568 “It's like teaching is the only job where it's like you
have to prepare before then do, you have your get
your things, teach during the day and then you like
have, and then sometimes you still have more to do
after it's over and you’re not getting paid past your
contract time, but you're there long, that you could

be there.” ES Teacher 7

Education 4.0359 No data to report
Specialist
Doctorate 4.5867 “Let us feel good about the job we're doing, you

know, making it possible for us to be our best
selves here. And then that will carry home and
having less to take home.” HS Teacher 7

A review of work family conflict by teaching experience concluded the results found all
composite scores were in the neutral range. Veteran teachers reported the lowest level of work-
family conflict which can be supported by those teachers have worked out the problems over
time as their experience with the position increased. MS Teacher 5 reported, “I wouldn't say that
I have family conflict related to, work related stress.” The greatest work-family conflict existed
with mid-career teachers. HS Teacher 8 referenced the conclusion with the statement, “I took
work home with me and I finally came to a point where I realized that that wasn't the answer,

cause that stressed me out even more.” The complete results are shown in Table 88.
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Table 88

Work-Family Conflict by Teaching Experience Joint Display Table

Teaching Work-Family Qualitative Support
Experience Level Conflict
Composite Score
Novice 4.1224 “I guess being more understanding that. Work is not

all we have to do.
We have other relationships and, umm, duties that
we have to perform.” MS Teacher 6

Mid-Career 4.4500 “I took work home with me and I finally came to a
point where I realized that that wasn't the answer,
cause that stressed me out even more.” HS Teacher
8

Veteran 4.1196 “I wouldn't say that I have family conflict related to,
work related stress.” MS Teacher 5

Work-family conflict by academic setting resulted with all scores falling within the
neutral range. Elementary school teachers had the greatest amount of work-family conflict with a
score of 4.4000. ES Teacher 2 reported through experience they have set boundaries to ensure
they are in control of how work-family conflict affects them. Middle school teachers composite
scores were 4.0971 and was further supported by MS Teacher 1 as they stated administration has
provided time in the statement, “I feel like here at least I've been given opportunities to not have

to take my work home with me.” The findings are reported in Table 89.
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Table 89

Work-Family Conflict by Academic Setting Joint Display Table

Academic Work-Family Qualitative Support
Setting Conflict
Composite
Score
Elementary 4.4000 I've been teaching long enough that at this point I have very
school clear and defined boundaries and so I have office hours set
teachers on Remind and my parents know that if it's outside of office
hours you may not get a response until the following
morning. And I don't I'm not gonna say I don't take work
home because I do take work home, but It's I don't wanna
say like it's enjoyable for me, because obviously I'd rather
be at the mountains or the beach, but it's not the end of the
world for me and it's stuff just as a teacher, you know, like
this is what has to be done.” ES Teacher 2
Middle 4.0971 “I feel like here at least I've been given opportunities to not
School have to take my work home with me.” MS Teacher 1
teachers
High school 4.2515 “I would say scheduling and announcing meetings well
teachers ahead. Um. They've been a number of times when I've had

to call my wife at the last moment and say hey, apparently
we have a faculty meeting today. I need you to pick up the
kids. I need you to do XYZ because I can't do what I
normally would do because of this meeting that has been
scheduled within the past 24 hours.” HS Teacher 9

Work-family conflict by testable content teachers fell in the neutral range. Teachers who

taught testable content reported slightly higher composite scores with 4.3464 and those who did

not teach testable content had a composite score of 4.2013. Teachers who taught testable content

suggested faculty meetings being lessened and the elimination of paperwork (lesson plans)

would be contributing factors that could decrease their work-family conflict according to ES

Teacher 4. Teachers not in testable content reported work-family conflict to not be a big concern

for them according to HS Teacher 6 because they still lived at home with their parents and did
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not have a family of their own to take care of. The complete results are provided in Table 90.
Table 90

Work-Family Conflict by Testable Content Joint Display Table

Testable Grade =~ Work-Family Conflict Qualitative Support
or Course Composite Score
Yes 4.3464 “Faculty meetings make it, you know, make

them a little bit shorter and make our paperwork
load a little bit lighter, especially again with the
lesson plans. Unnecessary paperwork.” ES
Teacher 4

No 4.2013 “I really don't have work related stress which I
carry home.” HS Teacher 6

Work-family conflict by supervisory role reported scores within the neutral range. Those
teachers in a supervisory role reported higher levels of work-family conflict with a score of
4.4643. Teachers not in a supervisory role have a composite score of 4.2315. HS Teacher 2
reported the additional responsibilities outside of contract hours needs communication and
consistency as that was a source of work-family conflict. The complete results are provided in
Table 91. ES Teacher 9 reported working alongside his wife and how they openly communicate

about the day’s events together to lessen the stress from work-family conflict.
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Table 91

Work-Family Conflict by Supervisory Role Joint Display Table

Supervisory Work-Family Qualitative Support
Role Conflict
Composite Score
Yes 4.4643 “Communication and consistency. Uh, recently, this year

we had a parent meeting scheduled with sports, with
coaching and the date that we were given and we were
told it was mandatory. I drove home and then drove back
and nobody was here. And when I called, the day had
been changed. Umm, I'd had a family dinner that I was
supposed to be at and I had cancelled that to be at that
event. Umm. And so that was frustrating. And then when
they rescheduled the event, I was given one day notice of
the reschedule and it happened to be on the rescheduling
date of that family event, so that was very frustrating.”
HS Teacher 2

No 4.2315 “My wife works with me. So whatever conflicts you
know, we have an all you know, we usually open in
conversation about what's going on in both of our lives
and what's going on at work. So there's not as much
stress there.” ES Teacher 9

The highest composite scores for the construct of work-family conflict were with the
following subgroups. The teachers were females, age 36 to 45 years old who were of Asian
ethnicity working at the elementary school setting. The subgroups of teachers were in the mid-
career phase of their teaching experience level and possibly held a doctorate degree. These
teachers were those who teach a testable grade or content and serve in a leadership role at the
school.

The findings from the mixed methods are summarized in Table 92. Perceived supervisory
and colleague support were found in agree somewhat ranges whereas all other areas were in the
neutral range. Perceived colleague support was the highest composite score of 4.9453, was 0.05

points from the agree range. The results were further supported by HS Teacher 1, “I just knowing
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that your colleagues are there for you and a sense that they act as a support system when you
need to stress out those people offer a safe space for you to do that.”

Teachers within the district surveyed reported a moderate level of stress with a composite
score of 3.2440. In addition, the lowest score was reported by the construct of important levels of
self-efficacy with a composite score of 3.1289. The results were further supported by MS
Teacher 5, “I just feel like I haven't done my job effectively.” Personality had a composite score
of 3.2940 which fell in the neither agree nor disagree range. Organizational justice had a
composite score of 3.7702. ES Teacher 8 reported workplace fairness was defined by perceptions
of agreement. Work-family conflict had a composite score of 4.2576 falling in the neutral range.

The complete results are provided in Table 92.
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Table 92

Mixed Methods Summary Joint Display Table

Construct Name

Quantitative

Composite Results

Qualitative Results

Teacher Stress

Self-Efficacy

Personality

Perceived
Supervisory
Support

Perceived
Colleague
Support

Organizational

Justice

Work-Family
Conflict

3.2440
Moderate Level

3.1289
Important Level

3.2940
Neither
Agree/Disagree

4.5964
Agree Somewhat

4.9453
Agree Somewhat

3.7702
Neither
Agree/Disagree

4.2576
Neither
Agree/Disagree

“I think when we have resources and we know
what is expected, uh, we'll be less stressful
because you're more prepared. You have a plan.
You plan according to what is expected and you
feel you feel your organized.” HS Teacher 6

“I just feel like I haven't done my job effectively.”
MS Teacher 5

“I like to talk in my brain to myself and hear me state
what my options are in a difficult situation.” MS
Teacher 10

“It would allow me the opportunity to feel like that
can open up and say what's wrong with me instead of
worrying about whether or not what I say is wrong, is
gonna be used on my TKES evaluation.” HS Teacher

3

“I just knowing that your colleagues are there for you
and a sense that they act as a support system when
you need to stress out those people offer a safe space
for you to do that.” HS Teacher 1

“I think like with anything else, some people perceive
that it's been fair, but I, you know my experience has
been when people get what they want, they feel like
the due process was great and if they don't, they feel
like they were screwed by the process.” ES Teacher 8

“I took work home with me and I finally came to a
point where I realized that that wasn't the answer,
cause that stressed me out even more.” HS Teacher 8

Mixed Methods Summary

Using the study insight, educational leaders should offer support for teachers within

their building and potentially use the newfound knowledge within the district and state.
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Understanding the relationship between these factors and stress could create more
opportunities for students to excel by providing teacher support to prevent stressful
antecedents from arising. Herman et al. (2021) contended teacher support was critical and
necessary for job demands to be completely fulfilled. With the educational trend of active
Professional Learning Communities (PLC), the examination of coworker support would
particularly prove beneficial. It was clear that teachers from all levels of experience and
academic setting had varied responses to the survey and interview questions. Even with the
variation, teachers reported moderate levels of stress exist. Teachers agreed that perceived
colleague support was needed and agree somewhat that supervisory support was needed. In the
areas of self-efficacy, the levels reported were important. Personality, organizational justice,
and work-family conflict constructs teachers reported with neutral scores. Although, one must
be mindful of the different facets of each of those constructs and reason the variation that
existed within. The interviews revealed supporting evidence of the responses found within the
survey.
Summary
The results suggested a relationship existed between the factors studied and teacher
stress. People handled stress factors differently (Clement 2017; Shakeel et al., 2021) and how
they cope with the stress affected how they manage stress (Shoulders et al., 2021). Coping was a
process that was key to managing stress (Gustems-Carnice et al., 2019). Stewart and Rice (2022)
suggested mindfulness (awareness, attention, and acceptance) as a technique to reduce stress,
anxiety, and depression while enhancing the learning environment. The qualitative information
brought further insight into the depth of the interaction among constructs. Therefore, each

construct showed was a valid source of stress for the educators surveyed and interviewed. These
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constructs should be areas of focus for educational leaders to begin reducing stress levels for

their employees and offering support in these areas.
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Chapter V: Conclusions

One major issue within the field of Education today was that of teacher retention (Hanks
et al., 2020). The role stress played on teacher’s abilities to effectively complete their job was
one that all stakeholders in education should be concerned with to ensure high quality teaching is
prominent within today’s classrooms (Hanks et al., 2020). The issue was not contained within
the United States but affects many other nations as well (Betoret, 2006; Brady & Wilson, 2021;
Celik & Kalkan, 2022; Chaplain, 2008; Howard & Johnson, 2004). The study sought to uncover
the impact of individual and contextual factors on teacher stress within K-12 schools and identify
prominent sources of stress perceived by teachers. The study was carried out by researching a
school district within Georgia specifically looking at each school level as its own entity to solicit
information regarding each school setting. The study reviewed teachers from experience level as
well to acquire information from all stakeholders of teachers with goal of acquiring a complete
picture of how stress affects teachers and gain insight into what they believe would alleviate
some of the sources.

The initial phase was conducted by gathering information from participants through a 66-
question quantitative survey. Participants were offered participation in a follow-up interview.
There were 30 interviews having representation from each school setting and career level. There
were eight females and two males from each group and a mixture of experience levels within.
Previous literature combined middle and high school settings into one by referencing them as
‘secondary’. Previous research provided little insight into reviewing contextual factors
attributing stress in conjunction with internal factors. Moreover, these specific factors have not
been investigated before. The study’s mixed methods design added to the literature by seeking to

acquire a more thorough review of teacher stress.

241



Limitations of the Study

The study, while comprehensive, had limitations. Initially, the number of quantitative
survey responses only accounted for 11.4 % of the teaching population of the district. There was
also an unfair representation of new teachers at the elementary level represented in the interview
portion of the study. The researcher was required to go through principals at the schools to
contact all teachers within the district, which could have explained the lower response rate. The
survey window was extended to yield again a low response rate.

Reviewing the Kappa Coefficient scores amongst observers, there was a fair
disagreement of interrater reliability found with one theme. While the interrater reliability was
acceptable, the measure was based on the coder and their difference in findings were evident.
The results were most likely due to the difference in experience with coding and clarity of the
constructs.

The length of the initial survey was vast, and many participants did not complete the
survey in its entirety. Therefore, many responses were unable to be used in data analysis. The
survey being provided from leadership versus the researcher may have swayed some teachers to
not complete the survey in fear of whether it was truly anonymous. Because of that fear, some
teachers may not have been as truthful for fear of reprimand with the questions pertaining to
leadership.

The low correlations existing in the Personality construct were an additional
delimitation. These results could have occurred because the scale survey items could have
been misinterpreted in context by the teachers. For example, the first question asked, “I see
myself as someone who is reserved.” Teachers could have interpreted that to mean reserved

situationally interacting with students, colleagues, or principals and the response could be
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altered based on which setting the teacher chose to respond. Again, with the question “I see
myself as someone who has few artistic interests” should be answered on a level of creativity
but teachers who view themselves as mathematicians or scientists may not categorize
themselves under the umbrella of artistry. In the area of agreeableness, the question was “I see
myself as generally trusting,” but the context upon which a participant interprets the question
can change a respondents answer to this scaled question as trusting can be in general, with
adults, with students, and within the workplace. Therefore, the personality questions were very
generalized and not in the context of teacher’s complex work responsibilities. The results were
further supported with high standard deviations for each survey question as the scale was a
Likert-item scale and teachers have a wide range of responses reporting four for each item.
Organizational justice and work-family conflict constructs reported high standard
deviations on individual survey items meaning a wide range of responses exist among teacher
responses helping to explain the neutral reported scores. Work-family conflict scores could be
reflected because teachers did not want to truly answer questions regarding their home life
because of questioning the anonymity of the survey. Also, the questions were vague in
determining what is considered “sufficient” and spending time with family could also be
commitments outside of the work setting. Again, “working often makes me irritable or short-
tempered at home”, based on a person’s personality that could be perceived differently
because what irrates one person was not bothersome and acceptable for another. Therefore, the
survey question wording may have confused teachers to respond differently based on their
perception of what the question was asking. So, the scales which were showing neutral
contribution of the construct is because first they were measuring different things. The scales

which were showing neutral contribution of the construct was because first they were
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measuring different things, secondly, it was not specific and lastly it was not contextualized to
the complex job responsibilities of the teachers. Therefore, the generalized nature of the
survey items was another limitation.

The interviews were not fairly representing all demographic groups of the quantitative
survey making qualitative support not evidenced within the mixed-methods joint display table

in areas showing the highest composite scores.

Recommendations for Future Research

Teacher stress has many sources and the current study only researched one county within
the state of Georgia. Further research should include different types of schools (rural, suburban,
urban, Title 1, charter, and private). With both secondary levels acknowledging perceived
supervisory support to be a main source of stress in addition to new teachers, the construct
should be further investigated to learn specifically what the sources are that need to be improved.
The interviews uncovered the many roles of the teacher. Further investigation could review the
impact of the roles on teacher stress. The study should be re-run on social platforms to not only
acquire in-state and out-of-state responses from teachers but to lessen the fear of participation
being linked to their current employment status. Future research should also include viewing
those teachers who did recently leave the profession against the study results to investigate
possible correlations. Much research has involved traditional PK-12 teachers, it may be useful to
compare those scores to teachers at higher educational settings. While the study offered SEM
results, future research should include more than 1 dependent variable to develop a model where
the paths of the constructs were complete. Future research should ensure interviews are complete
representations of the demographic populations used within the quantitative portion of the study

to become a more comprehensive picture of the responses. Another aspect of future research
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could be to take apart the effects of the stress with separate SEM models for elementary, middle,
and high school settings. Another suggestion is to review the constructs with context specific
items as opposed to the generalized scale survey items to determine the specific source of stress.
Lastly, additional research could include a review of a longitudinal study to see how these

variables change and impact stress.

Implications of the Study

Shakeel et al. (2021, p. 21) asserted teaching was “an emotionally demanding profession”
and teachers devote their entire being, both heart and mind, to facilitate student learning. Stoeber
and Rennert (2008) contended that the role of a teacher is stressful and Shakeel et al. (2021)
characterized it as complex and diverse.

The qualitative portion of the study revealed that Perceived Supervisory and Colleague
Support were essential areas causing the most stress to middle and high school teachers in
addition to novice educators. Toprak et al. (2022) proposed educational leaders employ
“empathetic leadership coupled with teacher friendly policies” to improve the school’s
environment. In the current study, veteran teachers were not close behind novice teachers in this
construct reporting the highest composite scores. Therefore, educational leaders must remain
cognizant and vigilant to ensure all teachers, regardless of setting or years of experience, receive
increased support to alleviate their stress.

New teachers needed support from colleagues in how to effectively instruct their students
in addition to managing classroom issues and stress-coping strategies. Richards and Sinelnikov
(2019) addressed the concern of mentor-protégé pairing and the challenges concerning

personality that are potential hazards. Other issues included the availability of quality mentors to

provide support to novice teachers and a difference in the instructional style which created a
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pairing mismatch. As teachers coped with the daily challenges, they need additional support
from colleagues in how to effectively instruct their students as well as assistance with managing
the issues that come with working in a classroom.

Mid-career and veteran teachers found the most stress came from organizational justice
while elementary teachers asserted most stress comes from work-family conflict. Erdamar and
Demeril (2014) asserted female teachers under the age of 30 report more WFC than male peers
aligning with the qualitative findings of the current study of females within the age range of 35-
46 had the highest composite scores. While the current findings aligned with Erdamar and
Demeril (2014) reporting no differences exist amongst academic settings, the findings indicated
a greater difference between elementary and secondary settings as the composite score was a half
a point higher. Educational leaders at all levels could use the study results to make the available
and necessary changes within their districts to seek an increase in teacher retention due to work-
related stress. The research specifically indicated areas of improvement that the Yellow County
School District can use to incorporate with the teachers they employ.

Further qualitative findings showed stress stemmed from inconsistencies at the school
level and student behavior. Only 26.7% of the teachers in the district studied have high levels of
self-efficacy. The personality trait of agreeableness showed nine out of 10 teachers reported a
willingness to take on additional responsibilities currently or in the past; however, only 60%
shared they actually did take those responsibilities on because they were not actively doing this
as they could not add anything additional anymore which is consistent with (Timms et al., 2007).
Timms et al. (2007) aligned with teacher perspectives found in the qualitative results as they
referenced pressure to volunteer or attend school functions (ES Teacher 6). Perceived

Supervisory and Colleague Support showed similar results with elementary teachers desiring
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empathy, understanding, availability, and consistency; middle school desiring discipline to be
implemented and communication; and high school desiring concern, compassion, and
connectedness while at work. Organizational Justice had four subgroups. For interpersonal
justice novice teachers wanted eye contact and the use of a positive tone, mid-career desired
supportive tones and nonpunitive connotations while veteran teachers desired constructive
communication. Procedural Justice showed consistency, clarity, and communication were most
desired by all teachers. Informational Justice had all areas suggest consistency in addition to both
high school and middle schools report timeliness issues. Distributive justice showed elementary
and high school teachers believe they were not adequately paid whereas middle school teachers
report mixed emotions. The work-family conflict showed elementary and novice teachers desired
respect, middle and high school desired communication and consistency above all else. These
areas are specific ways in which educational leaders can begin to address teacher concerns and
provide support. As schools within the same district have different organizational policies, these
are simple ways to address the element of respect within organizational justice.

WEFC and Personality were the only constructs found to predict stress within the
quantitative portion of the study. In addition, WFC was found to not only predict stress but when
added to personality increase a teachers’ stress level. This could be due to the research not
having good validity scores as to why the other constructs were not statistically significant such
as perceived supervisory or colleague support.

Shakeel et al. (2021) asserted stress was something each person could succumb to in the
workplace as the pressure stems from multiple sources such as coworkers, leaders, and the
organizational structure of the business. Stress in the current study was the dependent variable

which in turn did not report well as a good factor. The composite reliability if 0.814 was good
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but whenever the variance extracted estimate is less than .05, it shows that the construct does not
have good validity (0.402). Stress can come from various factors therefore the specific source of
stress was not ascertained by survey items. It was difficult to understand which specific source of
stress it stemmed from. The determination that the stress came from the principal, coworkers, the
classroom, etc. was not investigated with the survey items. The survey items were also
generalized measures of stress. The teacher’s interpretation of the survey items may have not
been responded to appropriately creating bias because the stress may have stemmed from
multiple aspects of stress.

Self-efficacy had low validity and low correlations and did not report statistical
significance to predict stress. One of the reasons why self-efficacy was not a good construct to
predict teacher stress was due its ability to prevent and reduce occupational stress (Braun et al.,
2019; Shakeel et al., 2021) although their findings are based on a different self-efficacy scale.
The complex role of a teacher included many different areas such as behavior management,
lesson planning, and teaching itself. A teacher could have responded to the survey questions in
relation to one or more aspects of self-efficacy which would skew the results.

There was also the factor of the teacher not understanding the construct of self-efficacy.
Shakeel et al. (2021) found self-efficacy to not be a skill one had but the confidence in the ability
of a skill. Therefore, the respondent’s interpretation would sway results because the survey
question could have been misinterpreted. The confusion could be based on the scale selected for
this study. The questions of the scale used were general in nature versus the specific aspect of
self-efficacy. The survey questions were worded “How much can you” and “to what extent”
which can be interpreted differently among respondents based on their individual definition of

those terms.
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The construct of Personality acted as an anomaly. Although the construct’s validity was
the lowest measurement, it was a significant predictor of stress. The reason why that might have
happened was because the teachers resonated with the personality items. Personality traits were
more stable, or more fixed construct (Toprak et al., 2022) as a person can assess themselves
more clearly. When the correlations were analyzed between the individual personality items and
stress scores, we found that teachers with the neuroticism trait was statistically significant aspect.
Therefore, teachers with the neurotic trait they would report higher stress levels than others.
Teachers who are neurotic would have fewer coping strategies to manage stress than their peers.

The other personality factors had very small nonsignificant correlations with stress. In
alignment to the study findings, Shakeel et al. (2021) further by asserting people respond in
different manners given what was viewed to be a stressful situation. In contrast, Stoeber and
Rennert (2008) found the aspect of personality involving perfectionism to positively correlate
with a teacher’s perceived stress.

Perceived Supervisory and Colleague Support did not have a significant impact with the
survey results in contrast to Ong and Sulaiman (2022) who found PCS significantly related to
teacher stress and turnover. A review of the impact of the correlations, the composites had a very
low, negative correlation amongst the other constructs. This could be due to the fact that these
factors were secondary and dependent on the individual’s perspective. The construct was
transient as the basis of the perception is made on leaders and colleagues the teacher interacts
with; however, those individuals are ever-changing. ES Teacher 4 acknowledged this when
referencing over the course of their 12 years within education never working alongside the same
team members once. This construct was targeted to a specific person or group that the teacher

identified with when responding to the survey items statements which could be different from a
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colleague on the same team. Therefore, if an employee felt supported by their colleagues and
administrators because they receive positive feedback, the view can change quickly when
negative feedback is presented and overshadowed by an altercation among their peers. In
addition, changes within leadership affected how employees believe they are treated so the view
of organizational justice can differ. Therefore, over time an employee’s views can change with
this construct. This construct also had generalized questions that a respondent could view
differently based on what they perceive to be a distinct level of concern or value.

Organizational justice was another construct in which the perception was wavering and
was developed over time by a respondent. For example, if an employee received positive
feedback today from their supervisor, then the view of organizational justice will be good.
However, if a few months pass and situations arise that did not align with the teacher’s view, the
teacher would view the organizational justice as not as supportive and fair as they initially
perceived it to be. Zhou et al. (2020) found organizational justice to be a preventive measure
used to protect employees from negative views of the workplace. This could answer how this
construct was not found to be a predictor of stress with the quantitative results. This construct
was based on individual perception and with the four different aspects of organizational justice,
the facets could have different views. One facet not being perceived positively, could have
persuaded the respondent to view the entire organizational justice construct solely off one aspect.
Johnson et al. (2020) supported employee awareness to supervisory behavior to improve
organizational justice along with clear and consistent guidelines of anticipated behaviors within
the workplace which aligned to the qualitative findings of many teachers. The organizational
justice survey items were worded in a very generalized manner even though there are differences

that exist among the four types of justice that were scored. Should an employee put in much
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effort and receive a reward, then later when the same effort is put forth and potentially not
receive the same reward due to the lack of resources, the teacher may view it to be satisfactory
because the teacher understood it was solely due to the lack of resources and not view the
organizational justice negatively.

WEFC was a stable construct as family structure does not change as often as other
constructs. The statistical significance finding of the study that WFC was a predictor of stress
was supported early on with Allen et al. (2000) and was still relevant with positive correlations
found between WFC and stress (Toprak et al., 2022). Toprak et el. (2022) found a teacher’s
inability to balance work and family roles equally with time and attention could make them more
susceptible to stress from work-family conflict.

This construct was important as Lu et al. (2017) found WFC caused by stress increased
an employee’s desire to leave the workplace. In an effort to increase teacher retention, WFC
should be of utmost importance in educational leader decision-making. Educational leaders
should work to alleviate this area especially for elementary teachers as the qualitative findings
showed this was the most stressful area for them.

Dissemination of the Findings

The researcher will share the publication with the school district being researched and
present the findings to the senior cabinet. The findings being shared can better prepare
educational leaders with information regarding the attributions to stress and help guide decision-
making that would potentially increase teacher stress. Specifically, the Yellow County School
District could refer to the information when offering support to school-level leaders and teachers.

Additionally, the dissertation would be published to provide further insight into the subject of
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teacher stress to help other educational leaders make decisions in the best interest of their
teachers.
Conclusion

In conclusion, the quantitative data concluded that stress, work-family conflict, and
organizational justice were found to be statistically significant. However, when viewing the
constructs in relation to one another only work-family conflict and personality were found to be
statistically significant. Further review found the interaction between WFC and personality to
also be statistically significant. In reference to stress, the highest composite scores were for
females who were over 65 who fell into the veteran teaching experience category. These teachers
work at the elementary level and were of Other ethnicity. The scores were also for those who
held a doctorate degree, working in testable grades/content, and were in supervisory roles.

The qualitative data revealed middle and high schools while separate, ultimately
responded similarly aligning with research that combines them as secondary schools. All
constructs observed reported moderate to high areas of stress stemming from them with
Perceived Supervisory and Colleague support being the most essential. Work-family conflict was
not far behind. Therefore, educational leaders should ensure that these constructs were supported
within their districts to support all teachers regardless of teaching experience or academic setting.
Teachers reported sources of stress stemmed from job demands with the following themes: 1) an
overload of tasks and responsibilities (with a lack of time to complete them), 2) poor
communication, 3) lack of consistency, and 4) involve student behaviors of management and
apathy. Educational leaders could support teachers in managing stress and perceptions by the
themes found of 1) Teamwork/Support, 2) Leadership, and 3) Self-Doubt. Being aware of these

themes can lead leadership to begin to offer the needed support suggested within the study
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subgroups.

Even though causal pathways were not determined within this study, it affirmed that
these constructs are important factors to be reviewed and how each affects the different
subgroups of teachers. Educational leaders could use this as a resource to begin building a
foundation of support for teachers in these areas. Teacher stress was an ongoing issue that must
be resolved. Possible positive changes at the school level could branch out to the district, making
headway within the state, and across the United States to around the world as all teachers
continue to struggle with the management of the stress-related factors as a result of these

findings.
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Appendix B

Perceived Stress Scale

Dimensions of teacher stress

67

2 3 4

Appendix
Teacher Stress Inventory
0 1
As a tsacher, how great a source of straess ara these
factors to you? | m | md

|moderate| much | extreme|

| stress | stress | stress | stress | stress |

1 | poor career structure (poor promotion prospects) | none | mild |moderate| much | extreme|
2 | difficult class | none | mild |moderate| ;;;--I-;;;;-G;—l
3 | Yack of recognition for good teaching | none | mild |moderate| -;;'-'"r;;;;;;;i
4 I-rasponsibﬂity for pupils (e.g. exam success) | none I mild |moduratuj much | g;;;;;I
5 | notsy puptls | roe | mind fmoderate] meh | extrons|
6 | too short rest periods (mid-morning braak, mid-day break) | node | mild |moderate| ;uch | extreme|
7 | pupils' poor attitudes to work | nane | mild |moderate| ‘;n:;.;n! extreme|
8 | 1nadequate salary | nome | mild |moderatef _;;;;\“r;;;;;-;i
9 7] too much work to do (e.g. lesson preparation and marking) | none | miVd lmodaraterwm:h | extr‘ﬂ:;‘l
101 having a large class (i.e. many pupils) | rone | mild |moderata| much | cxtrmI
11 | mintaining class discipline | none | mild |moderate| m;;“;vutrm|
12 | administrative work (e.g. filling in forms) | none | mild |maderatu| much -r;;;;:\;
13 | pressure from parents | none | mild |moderate] mch“r;;;--;i
14 | i11-defined syllabuses (s.g. not detailed encugh) | none | mild |moderate| muc;\“r;xtrmi
15 | lack of time to spend with individual pupils o | none | mid |mederate| much | extreme|
16 | shortage of equipment and poor facilities | none | mild |moderate| much | extrama|
17 | attitudes and behaviour of other teachars | none | mild |moderate| much | extreme|
18 | pupils impolite behaviour or cheek i none I mild |moderate| much | extrml
19 | pressure from headteacher and education officers | none | mild |moderate| much | extreme|
20 | having extra students because of absent teachers | none | mild |moderate| much i extre.|

Any final comments?

PLEASE CHECK THAT ALL THE QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN ANSHERED. THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.
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Appendix C

Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale

800 M. Tschannen-Moran, A.W. Hoy | Teaching and Teacher Educatio

Table 4
Factor loadings for the OSTES (study 3)

Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (OSTES)

Factor 1: Efficacy for instructional strategies
1. To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies?
2. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example
when students are confused?
3. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?
4. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?
5. How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students?
6. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual
students?
7. To what extent can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught?
8. How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students?

Factor 2: Efficacy for classroom management

9. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?

10. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?

11. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?

12. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group
of students?

13. How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an entire lesson?
14. How well can you respond to defiant students?

15. To what extent can you make your expectation clear about student behavior?
16. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly?

Factor 3: Efficacy for student engagement

17. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in schoolwork?
18. How much can you do to help your students value learning?

19. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in schoolwork?
20. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?

21. How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who is failing?
22. How much can you do to help your students think critically?

23. How much can you do to foster student creativity?

24. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students?
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Appendix D

The Big Five Personality Scale

A Brief Version of the Big Five Personality Inventory.

Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10)

Adapted from Rammstedt, B. & John, O. P. (2007). Measuring personality in one minute or less:
A 10 item short version of the Big Five Inventory in English and German. Journal of Research in

Personality, 41, 203-212.

Instructions: How well do the following statements describe your personality?

| see myself as someone who ... Disagree Disagree Neither agree Agree Agree
strongly a little nor disagree  alittle strongly
1. ..isreserved (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
2. ..is generally trusting (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
3. ..tends to be lazy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
4. ..isrelaxed, handles stress well (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
5. ... has few artistic interests (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
6. ...is outgoing, sociable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
7. ... tends to find fault with others (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
8. ...does a thorough job (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
9. ... gets nervous easily (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
10. ... has an active imagination (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Scoring the BFI-10 scales (R = item is reverse-scored):
Extraversion: 1R, 5

Agreeableness: 2, 7R

Conscientiousness: 3R, 8

Neuroticism: 4R, 9

Openness to Experience: 5R, 10

(Retrieved 7/31/10 from http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~johnlab/pdfs/BFI-10.doc)
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Appendix E

Organizational Justice Scale

THE DIMENSIONALITY OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

Table 1
Justice Measure Items

389

Measure item

Source on which item is based”

Procedural justice
The following items refer to the procedures used to arrive at your (outcome). To what extent:
. Have you been able to express your views and feelings during those procedures?
. Have you had influence over the (outcome) arrived at by those procedures?
. Have those procedures been applied consistently?
. Have those procedures been free of bias?
. Have those procedures been based on accurate information?
. Have you been able to appeal the (outcome) arrived at by those procedures?
. Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?
Distributive justice
The following items refer to your (outcome). To what extent:
1. Does your (outcome) reflect the effort you have put into your work?
2, Is your (outcome) appropriate for the work you have completed?
3. Does your (outcome) reflect what you have contributed to the organization?
4. Is your (outcome) justified, given your performance?
Interpersonal justice
The following items refer to (the authority figure who enacted the procedure). To what extent:
1. Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner?
2. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?
3. Has (he/she) treated you with respect?
4. Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or comments?
Informational justice
The following items refer to (the authority figure who enacted the procedure). To what extent:
1. Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) communications with you?
2. Has (he/she) explained the procedures thoroughly?
3. Were (his/her) explanations regarding the procedures reasonable?
4
5

N A W -

. Has (hefshe) communicated details in a timely maaner?
. Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) communications to individuals® specific needs?

Thibaut & Walker (1975)
Thibaut & Walker (1975)
Leventhal (1980)
Leventhal (1980)
Leventhal (1980)
Leventhal (1980)
Leventhal (1980)

Leventhal (1976)
Leventhal (1976)
Leventhal (1976)
Leventhal (1976)

Bies & Moag (1986)
Bies & Moag (1986)
Bies & Moag (1986)
Bies & Moag (1986)

Bies & Moag (1986)
Bies & Moag (1986)
Shapiro et al. (1994)
Shapiro et al. (1994)
Shapiro et al. (1994)

Note. Al items use a 5-point scale with anchors of 1 = to a small extent and 5 = to a large extent.
“ Citations reflect the source of the concepts measured by the scale items.
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For the following scale please rate how much you agree with the following statements by circling the

Appendix F

Work-Family Conflict Scale
Work and Family Conflict Scale WAFCS

appropriate number.

1. Very strongly disagree
2. Strongly disagree
3. Disagree
4. Neither agree nor disagree
5. Agree
6. Strongly agree
7. Very strongly agree
Very Very
strongly Strongly
disagree Agree
1. My work prevents me spending sufficient qualit
My work p > me sp g quality 2 3 4 5 6 7
time with my family
2. Thereis no time left at the end of the day to do the
things I'd like at home (e.g., chores and leisure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
activities)
3. My family misses out because of my work
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
commitments
4. My work has a negative impact on my family life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5.  Working often makes me irritable or short
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
tempered at home
6. My work performance suffers because of my
. 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
personal and family commitments
7. Family related concerns or responsibilities often
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
distract me at work
8. If 1did not have a family I’d be a better employee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. My family has a negative impact on my day to da
v y & P yaay v 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
work duties
10. It is difficult to concentrate at work because | am so
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

exhausted by family responsibilities

Work and Family Conflict Scale WAFCS- SCORING

Scoring Range Interpretation
wWork-to-family Sum items 1-5 5-35
conflict subscale Higher scores indicate
higher levels of
Family-to-work Sum items 6-10 5-35 conflict

conflict subscale

Recommended Variable Names (for use with posted syntax)

Item Names WAFCS_1, WAFCS_2, WAFCS_ 3, etc
Work-to-family conflict subscale WFC_Tot_WAFCS
Family-to-work conflict subscale FWC_Tot_WAFCS
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Appendix G

Survey of Perceived Organizational Support

Survey of Perceived Organizational Support

Factor loading
Statement 1 2

1.* The organization values my contribution to its well-being. 71 =07

2.* If the organization could hire someone to replace me at a lower salary it would do so. (R) .69 10

3.* The organization fails to appreciate any extra effort from me. (R) 72 =11

4.* The organization strongly considers my goals and values. .74 -22

5. The organization would understand a long absence due to my illness. .60 19

6." The organization would ignore any complaint from me. (R) 71 .00

7.* The organization disregards my best interests when it makes decisions that affect me. (R) 73 -.04

8.% Help is available from the organization when I have a problem. .74 =12

9.* The organization really cares about my well-being. 83 -.14
10. The organization is willing to extend itself in order to help me perform my job to the best of my ability. .80 =21
11. The organization would fail to understand my absence due to a personal problem. (R) .62 12
12. If the organization found a more efficient way to get my job done they would replace me. (R) 59 12
13. The organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part. .66 12
14. It would take only a small decrease in my performance for the organization to want to replace me. (R) .64 33
15. The organization feels there is little to be gained by employing me for the rest of my career. (R) .64 24
16. The organization provides me little opportunity to move up the ranks. (R) 43 -.10
17.* Even if 1 did the best job possible, the organization would fail to notice. (R) .80 .08
18. The organization would grant a reasonable request for a change in my working conditions. .67 =T
19. IfI'were laid off, the organization would prefer to hire someone new rather than take me back. (R) .65 .38
20." The organization is willing to help me when I need a special favor. 72 01
21.* The organization cares about my general satisfaction at work. .82 —.18
22.* Ifgiven the opportunity, the organization would take advantage of me. (R) 13 —-.08
23.* The organization shows very little concern for me. (R) .84 —-.08
24. IfIdecided to quit, the organization would try to persuade me to stay, .60 .14
25." The organization cares about my opinions. .82 -.08
26. The organization feels that hiring me was a definite mistake. (R) .60 37
27.% The organization takes pride in my accomplishments at work. .76 -.01
28. The organization cares more about making a profit than about me. (R) .59 -.06
29. The organization would understand if I were unable to finish a task on time. .60 -.03
30. Ifthe organization earned a greater profit, it would consider increasing my salary. .65 —.18
31. The organization feels that anyone could perform my job as well as I do. (R) .66 Al
32. The organization is unconcerned about paying me what I deserve. (R) .50 -.18
33. The organization wishes to give me the best possible job for which I am qualified. .67 - 15
34. If my job were eliminated, the organization would prefer to lay me off rather than transfer me to a new job. (R) .56 .30
35.* The organization tries to make my job as interesting as possible. 12 -.18
36. My supervisors are proud that I am a part of this organization. .65 13

Note. (R) indicates the item is reverse scored.
* These items were retained for the short version of the survey.
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Appendix H

Structured Interview Questions

1. (Stress) If you experience stress from your daily job demands, what are the

main causes?

1.1. How does (the source(s) of stress) inhibit you from completing
your job duties or efficiency at work? (Repeat question based on the number of

responses to Q1)

1.2 (Self-efficacy) Were you able to alleviate the stress caused by

(insert cause)?
1.3 If yes, how were you able to cope with the stress?
1.4 What type of positive change did you experience after coping with stress?

2. (Extroverts) Do you feel you are able to vocalize your work-related stress to

colleagues or principals? Please explain.

3. (Agreeableness) Do you often take on more responsibilities than you can handle

to not let your principal down or support your colleagues? Please explain.

4. (Neuroticism) Do you believe in constructive feedback from your principal
and/or colleagues that helps you to improve the quality of your work? Please

explain.

4.1 Describe a situation where the constructive feedback was perceived more like

a criticism than support.

5. (Openness) Would you consider yourself to be able to produce multiple

strategies when a stressful situation arises? Please explain.
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6. (Conscientiousness) Please describe a situation in which stress was caused

because of your own actions (planning and organization, scheduling).

6.1 (Following rules aspect) Please describe a situation where you encountered

stress when rules and regulations were fully implemented.

7. What types of support from administration (principal, district leaders) do you

feel is needed to help you manage stress from work-related responsibilities?

7.1 (Based on responses of 7 about teaching assistance) How would help

you to cope with stress?

8. What type of support from colleagues do you feel is needed to help you manage

stress from work-related responsibilities?

8.1 (Based on responses of 8 about colleague assistance) How would help

you cope with stress?

9. Work-family conflict occurs when work-related stress is negatively impacting
your home life. In what ways can administration (principals, coordinators, district

leaders) and colleagues help to alleviate family conflict due to work-related stress?

10. (Interpersonal Justice) Please explain how you feel you are treated with respect

during daily communications with principals and colleagues.

11.(Procedural Justice) Please explain how you think due process is fairly applied
by administration (principals, district leaders) when following school district rules

and regulations.
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12. (Informational Justice) In regard to communication with administration,
would you consider it to be timely, fair, thorough, and specific to your job duties

and responsibilities? Please explain.

13. (Distributive Justice) Do you believe you are fairly compensated based on the

effort to complete daily work-related responsibilities? Please explain.

14. Please rank the following areas as they relate to sources of stress for you. 1
stressful, 2 moderately stressful, 3 extremely stressful: organizational justice,

perceived supervisory/colleague support, work-family conflict.

Organized Justice
(Workplace fairness)

Perceived Supervisory Support
(Assistance and encouragement provided or lack
thereof)

Work-family conflict
(Spillover of work on family time/events)
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Appendix I

Survey Consent Form

P~

Informed Consent Form

You are being asked to participate in a research project conducted by Lisa Freeman, a student in
the College of Education at Columbus State University. This project is under the supervision of
Dr. Jessica VanValkenburgh.

L. Purpose:
The purpose of this project is to investigate the impact that individual (self-efficacy and
personality) and contextual factors (organizational justice, work-family conflict, and
perceived supervisory support) have on teacher stress on teacher experience levels
(novice, mid-career, and experienced) within the various levels of academic settings
within K-12 schools and identify sources of stress perceived by teachers.

II. Procedures:

Individuals will be eligible to participate in this mixed methods study by if they are
certified teachers within the XX County School District. The quantitative study will
begin with an email that contains the link to the Qualtrics survey. Upon opening the
survey, participants will be asked to provide consent. If participants do not agree, the
survey will automatically close. The final question of the survey will ask participants if
they want to be included in the qualitative portion of the study. If a respondent wants to
participate, they will provide their email address for future contact to schedule the
interview that will occur through Microsoft Teams and will be recorded. A purposeful
random cluster-level selection will occur after the quantitative data collection to
determine participants in the qualitative interviews. The quantitative study will take 15-
20 minutes to complete and remain open for 2 weeks. The interviews should be no more
than 15-20 minutes and should be completed within 2 weeks of the survey ending.

Quantitative survey data will be analyzed by using correlation analysis and structural
equation modeling. Qualitative data analysis will begin with the researcher reviewing
each respondent’s work independently and then creating an inductive thematic coding
system. A second coder will be utilized. Mixed-methods analysis will use the procedures
of joint display tables, and data transformation procedures to integrate quantitative and
qualitative data.

III. Possible Risks or Discomforts:

Participants could experience some risks.

The quantitative survey housed in Qualltrics, 1s monitored by the CSU IT department
which has firewalls, anti-theft security, and malware-tracking software. The Qualtrics
platform is housed within the researcher's MyCSU account and 1s password protected and
can only be accessed by a one-time password which can time out. The only person who
can access the survey is the researcher through their account via CSU. Participant's
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electronic information will be stored on password-protected devices of the research team
to avoid risks of confidentiality breaches that could adversely affect their employment
status. Qualitative information (transcriptions) will be securely stored in the locked office
of the researcher, the second coder, and the co-investigator. To mitigate social risks for
participants if they share sensitive details on their documents, the county and participants
will be referenced using pseudonyms.

IV. Potential Benefits:

The benefits to the district will be real feedback concerning employees' stress levels and
potential ways to alleviate the sources. In addition, potentially provide additional support
at the school level to aid in retention efforts. The students will benefit from decreasing
teacher stress and potentially increasing student achievement as more insight in gained
into teacher perspectives.

V. Costs and Compensation:

Participants completing the survey will not receive compensation. However, those who
agree to participate in the structured interview portion of the study will be entered into a
drawing for two $10.00 gift cards to Amazon using a computer-generated system.

VI. Confidentiality:

The survey does not require any identifiable information. The electronic data will be
stored on password-protected computers. The survey housed within Qualtrics that is
password protected, has CSU IT anti-theft security, and timed-out settings. Only
participants who want to be a part of the qualitative portion of the study will provide their
email addresses to set up meeting dates and times.

[The interview participant's recordings and the district being studied will be coded with
pseudonyms. The documents will be maintained in a secure and locked office for one
year after the doctoral candidate's degree has been conferred. Then, all electronic data
will be wiped from the hard drive and all paper-based documents will be shredded to
retain anonymity.

VII. Withdrawal:
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may withdraw from the study
at any time, and your withdrawal will not involve penalty or loss of benefits.

For additional information about this research project, you may contact the Principal
Investigator, Dr. Jessica VanValkenburgh at (706) 565-1413 or
vanvalkenburgh_jessica@columbusstate.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a
research participant, you may contact Columbus State University Institutional Review Board at
irb@columbusstate.edu.

I have read this informed consent form. If T had any questions, they have been answered. By
selecting the 7 agree radial and Submit, I agree to participate in this research project.

O 1agree. O Ido not agree.

Submit
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Appendix J
Interview Protocol

Hello, my name is Lisa Freeman and I am a doctoral student at Columbus State
University. Thank you for taking the time to meet with me today. I really
appreciate it. Before we get started let me ensure that you are aware that the
interview is being recorded along with the researcher taking notes to be able to
review the audio later for transcription purposes. The results of the interview will
only be reviewed by myself and members of my dissertation committee at
Columbus State University and the recordings and transcriptions will be
discarded when the study is complete. Please be assured that anything you tell
me during this interview is completely confidential and will only be used for
research purposes. Our conversation will last up to thirty minutes.

You were selected by a computer-generated report after suggesting interest in
participating in this portion of the study from your survey response. The purpose
of this interview is to expound upon the results obtained in the quantitative
survey to provide further insight into stress contributing factors from teacher
perspectives. Each question will align with the constructs addressed in the
previous survey of teacher stress, self-efficacy, personality, organization justice,
work-family conflict, and perceived supervisory support and colleague support. |
am interested in speaking to you today to learn how these factors have shaped
your perception of stress related to education.

I will now start the recording.
Consent

I will now share my screen and read aloud the consent form regarding this
interview. At the end, if you agree to these terms please reply, “I agree.”

The researcher will read the consent in Appendix I.

Do you agree to participate in this qualitative study?

Let’s begin.

The researcher reads the interview questions in Appendix H.

This concludes the interview. Thank you again for your time and participation
today.
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