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"~ Research conducted durlngLFecent years has produced a grow1ng body of -~

Ve -- ev1dence that “occupational stress affects both the healthoand peégormance

\ . -~ RN
. A

of mandgers (Cooper and Marshall 1976; Gmelch, 1977; Howard, et et al, ~497B)*

" “Fhewpublic even acknowledges that school leaders are involved in one of~the -
~ - ’ , ~
most stressful .jobs in society (NASSP, 1981).

-

. ® Withid the educational management ranks, superintendents are

‘popularly identified as those individuals most susceptible to stress.

.~

-This exclusivyg assumption,-however, remains open for questipn: Certainly

' . T el
A ) other levels of management are exposed to comparable. pressures. Some o es
. - N b

* ~ .
evidence exists, for insfance, that coronary heart disease is mote common _

. . - L~ N ~
~ - -

among middle managers than exetutives. . ' T~ T~ ST e
N ~ . . . ~ — . 4
N " Whether the sﬁberintepdent}or the principal in the middle suffers the
_ .most is not the point of debate hene, rather the sources of exces sive adminis= ~ o
" . - . : - . o~ , h 7 . - -

> . = - . %
. vy trative stress. Researchers and writers have amassed'an overwhelmlng amount

-

of information about stress: over 100,000 artlcles and books written about

.. "stress, 1,000 research projects conducted, and every year 6,000 more publi-

N N v owy . .

~ ! ° f ! . . a .
-— cations become catalogued under thie heading of stress. The word stress is

. . . v .
£ one with which the layman and professional alike is familiar. For all the ',

. ° ° - ) =T *
N, . [] N , - - .«
attention-stress receives, both in publications and personal experiences,

I .t .

: . N ) ) -
at times our awareness oI~ what stresses us remains undiscovered. Researchers s

-
.t

v . -

’ S . . . . - A "
know more about "the motives, haplts,'and«most(;ptrmate.arcanla of _the g

- il -

“primitive peoples of New Gﬁzhea or elsewhere. than (they) do of the denizens ~ ~ ~. _

2y v

- of the executive SUIC%§" (Mintzberg, 1973, p. 75u We know stress exists

-(a -

’

’ - N »
o

L %ut are hot 1n51ghtfu1 or patient enough to 1dent1fy its sources. ’ e
. R
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- Research conducted durlngLrecent years has produced a grOW1ng body of -~
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Ve ~- ev1dence that “occupational stress affects both the healthoand pegkormance
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of managers (Cooper and Marshall 1976; Gmelch, 1977; Howard, et a15~4978)a

" Fheapublic even acknowledges that school leaders are involved in one of~the
“ : ’ -
most stressful .jobs in society (NASSP, 1981).

-

.

. * Withid the educational management ranks, superintendents are
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‘popularly identified as those individuals most susceptible to stress.

This exclusive assumption,-however, remains open for questioh: Certainly

A

. . other levels of management are exposed to comparable pressures. Some Ny
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evidence exists, for ins}ance, that coronary heart disease is mote common _
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among middle managers than exetutives. T~ o s TIL T
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:“ . Whether the sﬁberinteQQenﬁ}or the principal in the middle suffers the
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most is not the point of debaté here, rather the sources of exces sive adminis= ~
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. vy trative stress. Researchers and writers have amassed"an overwhelming amount
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-
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of information about stress: over 100,000 articles and books written about

.. "stress, 1,000 research projects conducted, and every year 6,000 more publi-
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one with which the’ layman and professional alike is familiar. For all the |
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This study .attémpted to bring about  a greater awareness and visibility | . ®

~

. @ - y T e 1- [
is common manageYial menace. Since it is helpfdl to establish ,a -
“ .
a v .~ . ’
ective and,ciear understanding from which to view,stress; such
bd

- A Y -~ » +

-~ . "a perspectiveNis prOV1ded by the fopr-stage stress cycle portrayed in Figure «

~ " . 1

Th1s cycle dep1cts the sequeénce of events pestulated\by Kahn (1970) as
. » s
a stress process }s parad1gm as adapted by Gmelch (19821 has four Stqges

- - H
- - .
4

beginning_wfth a set of factors in the.objective environment which cause a

- demand on the individual (St;ge i).ﬂ The secan:staée represents té@
~ — M P f —
~ —_— MR

[ecegtlon of the demand by the 1nd1v1dua1 This 1eads~t9‘the immediate

A .

reaction or’response (Stage~IIL), represented by psyéhological, physiological

i

]

'_-dr behavioral changes. The fourth stage, called consequences (Stage IV),

LI .

v .
¢« e is differentiated from immediate responses It involveslonger-range

. - s RS . - Cam L e .
effects, i.e., the changes beyond the immediate.reactor sé%h as disability

- T~ .
~ . - ~ ~

or illness. ' - ; —_ . .
-~ . _ The purpose of this study was to 1dent1fy the perceptlons

‘ - . Yo N

school- adm1n1stranors have concernlng the soufces of their occupatzonal .

~ -+ N

' .stress. To fulfill th1s'maJor purpose three quest;ons were exam1n§d ' ’
i Ty 1. What' is the SChool admlnlstrator s nerceptlod'of - B :
~ . To~. the” major sources of stress. in hls/her job? . .s .
M ' ';“ - a - . N ;~\ A
T, Are perceptlons of the soufces of the stress : . , ,
différent among the various adm1n1strat1vé . , . ) .
positions 1n Qubllc educat10n° . ) C. ‘ . -
. L] - < - . .
- LS g0 What rQlationship exists between school administraters' ' . Tty o
i perceptionss of sources of stress and their-current B o !
t o~ phys:cal health? .. . > . -
R - . . T~ M ) RAEN . . ' .

. P . " -~ . - N .
Since confusion exists in the literature and in common usage of‘the ‘ :

Seal N - g
.y B .

word stress *and its. related terms, the follow1ng deflnltyons clar1£y the

. - ee ~ T e . .
., L :A
' key concepts used it Ahis study. : L . -
. . N 3 )
X . ) -~ . o, LI . . R -~
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Stressors. A$ defined in terms of the stress cycle previously .
putlined stressors represent s1tuat1ons in wh1th 1nd1v1dua1s ant1c1pate .
. . . ‘

| the1r inability .to resppon adequately to a Perceived demand accompanied
y ___IL__, El, P

-

» v

by one's ant1c1pat1on of negatlve conseguence for an 1nadequate(

-
~

response" (Gmelch

v

Stage II the percept1on Stage IIT the. responses, »and Stage IV the

conseguences

is perce1ved to be stressfhl._

1982, p. 160)~ Stage' 1 represents the demands,

N
The keyjcomponent of th;s definition will be,that which

stress accruing from a situation is based in large part on “Ahe way .
"o
the affected .subject’ perce1ves.1t " . . A
.'

]

Stress Factors.

-~

Clear categories of occupational stressors have
. rl .' / .

not been g¢stablished in ‘the literature’,

A pletfora-of andlytically inde-

pendent sources of eccupationalstress exists viiich implies its multi-

Cooperﬂand Marshafl’s‘(197%) five categorical divisions

“

dipensiénality.

have been modified in this study to more-clearly delineate and describe

v - " . N

the factors of* stress as follows: (1) administrative constra1nts (related

As Wolff (1953, p. 133) ‘states, "the -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

amang and between c11ents

"~

to 1nadequate time, meet1ngs, rules) (2) adm1n1strat1ve respons1b111t1es
. . }
(related to the characterlst1c manager1a1 tasks of eva1uat1bn niegotiatier,

,supervision); (3) interpersonal relat1ons (related to.resolv1ng differences:
L]

colleagues supervisors); (4) 1ntrapersonal
conflict (centered. around conf11ct§ betWeen one's performance and one's,
. . .

.

o

’

internal be11efs and expectations);

- ~

and (5) role expectat1ons (caused
. ’ -

by a d1fference in expectations of self and-the various publ;cs served)

. kS
v v -
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_.Research Design

.
- . . 1

.
R ( i - ! - - )y

L) [ .

. .. \
The design of this study was exploratory in nature and can best be

.
.

- .
L |
[}

describped as an action research in the context of a field study. The

2

researcher in aLﬁield study looks at a social or institutional situatiod

._-,.) . § S ¢ d
and then invegtigates the relatlons among the attitudes, values, percep-
L]

tions and behav1ors‘of 1nd1V1duals and groups in ‘the situation. Extra-

neous independent variables are controlled to a higher deggee. Research¢ .

- B . . 4

authoritjes+explain an exploratory field study has three'purposes: (a)

a s ,

to discover'scientific Variables in the field situation; (b) to discowver ~
(4

relations aﬁong ;ariables'(Katz, 1953); and (c¢) to lay gfoundwork for

later ~more'systematic and vigerous testing of hypotheses (Kerlinger, 1973).s

This study purports to fu1f111 these ends w1th respect to.sources of

0 it
.

ddministrative stress.

Sample *s , : , .

The partlcrpants were members of the Confederation of Oregon School

Administrators.' The sample selection represents “approximately 1,855

g

i h— . * -~

Administrators. This large sample was used in order to obtain an

accurate and thorough'répresentation)of.the populatien. ,
.0f the 1,855 questionnaires mailed 1,211 were returned for analysis.
. . A Q ]
Since only full-time administrators were used in the analysis, 49 less-than-

‘e

" full-time respondents were declared invalid and-six other questionnaires,

354 ‘were elementary admi

°

istrators, 397 were junior high and high school

- = LS 'ad P
adm1n1str&tor%, 151 wer®iperintendent or superintendent[p;ipcipa1s,‘254

.= A '.’ - . '
werg assistant superintendents and central office staff, and 89 were

[

~

@
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N y ) - 0 -
classified as "others". "Qthers" included ‘curriculum“directorss,_ transportation
‘ . \‘ . A: N- »e BN .
. supervisors and athletic directors. ' L

~

The avefage'adminigtratpr was 42 years old, had Qiyglns of administrative -~ _

. E

experience and 91 pertent were male: The median houts worked per subject
. - et ‘ . . . .

! ~ - t

was 55 and the median peqceﬁf.of total life stress attributed to work was

) . .- L . t
75 percent. ' .

Instrument Developmenta - . ’ ‘

@
\ - .
.

. The'questionnaire developed to measure sources of administrative

0
4

stress evolved through a series of iterationms.designed to insure that all

, relevant facets of job-related stress were explored, The fifteen-item
; “

index'of Job-Related Strain (Indik, Seashore. and élesinger, 1964)
éoﬁprised"the initial -questionniare core. This index wés subplemented

by items suggested from a review of current publications for public p.
" “school administrators, and byii:ems suggeésted from stress logs which were
. h -

“

: pating in this initial phase of item development were asked by researchers
- N A N -

to keep a diary’ of work-ﬁflated stress. On a daily basis they reporéedr
(lj the most stressful‘sinéie iﬁcident‘occurring that day; and: (2) the

most stressful series of related incidents (e.g., recurring telephone

interruptions, pend4ing grievances, parent-teacher conflicts, etc.s.' At
. , . - ) N
the end. of the week they were asked to identify other sourtes of stregs |

i P
that might not have occurred during the week in which stress logs were

. - ~ N N . . .
‘kept. i

~.
I e

The 23 items d veloﬁed\from st}egs logs and reviews-of current public

-

’ . .
'

school administratof publications appeared to tap sourcgs of stress which

o

. ~ N -

-~ are uﬁiqﬁe‘to‘administrative roles in genifal, and the roles of*public.

béhool-administ}atots in patticular. Thus, it was hoped that the
. , . -

-

: §

¢ ~ - ~ . =

’ ~—

» . vy + / . .
' - r . . —7— 27":;’ ) : R . !
L) -
b ,z - o‘ “\X -
. ¥ R R R .

s ' ) ~ VT

kept by forty school administrators for a period of one weéek. Those partici- ;



Administrative kaessﬂlndex (ASI)‘wéqld peFmiQ:§>mo;e coﬁprehensive )

= e e

assessment “of.stress in this particular population than would be * ~' .o

@ " - “ . T '

permitted by the ‘use of ‘generic instruments such as the Job-Related Strain

index. ‘ aTELT - ’ ‘ ¢

~ . <
€

~I%

Tl _ The stressors were thgn’categoriied inta five factors with seven itens .

f in each. Thé*ﬁive'factogs were: (a) administrative sonstraints, o i
- " (b)_administrative responéibilitiés,g(c) interpersonal relations, (d)

expectations. After categorizationi “
2

intrapersonal conflict, and (e) r

- - on a five-point Likert-type scafe.

They were placed in a pilot question-- - .
/ o

. naire and field tested alidity\Jhd clarity on a group of 25 practicing _

administrators. After the initial testing, the Questionnaire was revised and - . -

~ e~

tested o a second group of 20 administrators. . . f -

-~

Analysis Method \ ) ' : , —

-~

First, mean scores for each of the 35 stressars and five stress BN
. . ' ' > C S~ RO
factors wére computed. Not Applicable (NA) scores were disregarded and

’ RN

. - - . Lt
-not_ircluded in the total number. Analysis of variance was then used -

.

to test for significant differences xétheen stress factors and \ ‘ ‘

. - T~

~. stressors when comparsg~by administrative position and current health .
LI * B S N

i

, - status. Post hoc analysis using the Scheffe test forymultiple comparisbﬁs

~— = . - -~

. ~—— . - - - ~

-~ was peffbrmed on .those groups having significant differences.. It is..

ST - -
- - e

\ VAN ) C. S s
important: to recognizZe the conservatism of this test decreases the sensitivity \
.1.. y 2 . B : . .

R to detectihg\the real differences between "groups, thus increasing the'chanEe
. bt P @

Y

of }@jecting differences Wwhen they may exist- (Keppel, 1973).
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, - ’ v - RESULTS ' . ’ -
¥ . i .
1) ) -’ < 'V S * .y [ N = ~ .
Stress Factors and .Stressors . ~ ‘ ) ] g
\ ..o The means -and standard deviations of the five stress factors are .
represented in Table 1. The category of "Adm1n1strative Constraints™ .
was perce1ved to be most stressful with a Qpan score of 2 78, and had .
the greatest varlance with a standard deviation of .72. The other four ‘ .
o factors were closely’ grouped, ranglng from a mean score.of 2 45 for &
» \ A . A" ~
y - adm1n1strat1ve respopsibility" to 2. 10 for''role expectation". . .
r . ‘ .
"Intrapersonal conflrct" had the least variance with’a standard deviation t -
~ o A ) . .' . . ‘
of .62 while the other three factors ("administrative responsibility,"
- interpersonal relations," and ”role expectations") had similan variantes ° '
——e - S ) i TN .
- wlth only .01 dlfference on the1r standard deV1at10ns ( 66 .67, and .66 . '
‘\g*réSpectiyely). - , ‘ - o
3 T ‘f:t_\ & : . y . ! : ¢
3 ' Each of the five factors represented a composite of seven stressors;
‘ totally 35 1nd1v1dua1 ,stressors. The means and sgandard deviations 5 '
of each stressor is reporteq in Table 2. They ranged from a high of -
3.34 on "complying with rules and policies" to a low of 1.43 om "feeling Cw -~
- - b < - N - . > . N v
) not enough is expected of me by my supervisor." Generally, those stressors !
. > r—~— ' :
- N R N . .
. ( ' perceived to be mos(t stressful had the greatest variance, thus indicating
- more d1vergency in the responses on the high stressors:

Stress and Administrative Position -

' - " The ﬁeans and analysis of variance of stress factors by .levels of

’

administrative positions presented }nx?able 3 provide gdditional insight

= - v

, into what §tresses different gronps of administrators. Significant

e
. ‘.,

dlfferences were, found among adm1n1strat1ve posltlons from all factors
. N . ¥
except "role expectatlons "" Post hoc analysgs of the "administrative’

-

ks Q - ’ < 7_';; ‘-_———*1_1‘ - . 4
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. ‘ . -~ ' Table1 = - RN - -

Means and Standard Deviations of .

. . 7. "
. . . Administratjve Stress'Fackors o ’ v

! . N
o Factors M . . Mean Deviation

~

‘Admidistrefive Constraint i 2.78 . 0.72
'Adminietrative Reeponsibility R 2.45“ 0.66
‘lnterﬁé?sonal Releliqns | ; 2.3§ . - 0.67
. Intrapersonal Conflict - ~ 2,29 0.62 ‘ >

Role Expectatiods ;¢{/ 2.10 oA66

. : o e g

. L
- 1)

« responsibility' factor revealed both junior hlgh and high "school vice-

[
e
» -

. principals perceived 1ess stress from this.factor than did superintendents.
N " Hodéver, other hoc analyses did'not identify specific differences h

between adminisﬁ%ative positions for the ”adm{histrative constraints,”

)

. * 1nterpersona1 relatiohs," and "1ntrapersona1 confllct” factérs; meanlng

the 51gn1f1cant F-ratlo may have resulted from a comb1nat1on of p051t1ons '
‘;. - i - ' 4 A\ .-

rathe; than any two: . Lo : - . N
. - - ( . . . ) . .

. To fac1Iltate neportlng the assoélatlon between administrative.

L]
. : poiition and individual stressors, only the high stressors are reported,

. \ . . R R . .
. . \\hereit"hi%h" is defined as.the top 20 percent of the 35 items, or seven , . e

* . g . -~
op stressors. Reported in Table.4 -ate the mean scores and analysis of
' s B ' &

e . ' ¢

- /-
’ . (O . .
. \
e " - '10 NN . s
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L. Lo ’ . oo . . v .
. - e : . ; Y . .
., [ ) . . N ) ; » : ) N
, . « * 2 " tE '
. R Table < ) . ' . ‘ . -
. ., .. ‘Mean Scores of Individual Stressors, ,
f T ‘&i\‘ ) ’ K3 ‘ T . . ' * a; 't
. ‘. . ' "' : ’ " o . '\_ - N o .~
— = - - . : - . e .
. g . . . l ~ *
’ factor . ° Item " Mean . S:D. Rank
. . ’ . 1 : e
- N ol — -
v,/ T R } . ] . ) ’ ' ] B ) ol
- Complying with state, federal, and ' - Lo T
" Lo e . organizational rulgé and policies . 3.34 1.29 1 . :
» - ‘\ . - ] . - . ‘ - . C' N . +
T Ages Feeling that meéetings take up too. much ~ . .
A *time - v . . 3.10 S22 2
AN . . ) a o v - - ' -
‘o:s ‘ Trying to complete reports and other T . . ' . -
t ~ .- q . . .
, pader work on time , 2.99 1.20 3 .
T eses ‘4 Trying to gain publia approval.and/or » - . A .
-finangial support for school programs 2.97 1480 - 4
- i . g . . . ’ . - v . .
In=or, ““Trying. to resolve parent/school conflicts ©2.82 . 1.14 5,
: . - .o ” : LT
27T Cvaluating staff members' performance - . 2.79 ©1.1% s 6
. - “ ‘uaving <o make 'decisions that affect-the - ) s Y
Toyn v 4 . s . - ™
LNRTE. lives of individual people that I know ‘ (/ =
1:3 ot (colleagues, staff members, students, etc.) 2.77 1.11 7
v ? . - ‘ “ . ° —_ ¢ N
‘5 . N ' - . e .
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Being interrunted freguently by teiephone o ’ *
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. vI75 calls . ’ , 2.67 1.06 10
- ' ’ » ' ' ! | : . * ‘ '
e .Feeling I have to participate im school ) . ‘
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f F4 ’ N
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“0TRT Handling student discipline problems 2.58 L 1.19 1:
v . .. . . ' . T
o inTr2, Feeling that the progress on my job is .
.y not what it shquld or cduld be 2,51 t1.130 13 .
~ . . . 0' ~
Tatar, Feeling staff members: don't understand my S )
goals and expectations . . . 2.44 1.02 . 14 . .
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rving to resolvg»dlfferonccs between ”

among studernts ) *

b4
1 4 - -
3

Thinking that I,will not be abkle to
satisfy the conflicting 'demands of
those who have authority over me

»
v

?repariﬂg'é%d allocating 'budget -r€sources
»> ~
Having my ».0rx frequently. interrupted by
staff members whO want to talk
> &
Knowing I'can't get information needed
‘to ca8rry out ?7 job oproperlv ~ -

Feeling Dr° sure for better ]OD per form-
ance  over and above what I tnl is
rmgsona“‘q - .

Trying to influence ny i1mmed:iacte
visor's "actions and lec1*kons ~na

.

uper-

S
-
-

v

affect. me . .- .

-

. Not ! nOWlng what oy supersksor thinks of

ne, or how he,she evaluates my performance

Fecling that T have too little authsrity
to carry out resnonsibilities assigned to
ne
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Zront ©f groups -
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Being unclear.on just what the scope and
responsibilities of‘my job are =,
k)

Attenntlnc to meet social expeccatlows
(housing, clubs, friends, etc.)
Trying jfo resolve 8ifferences with ny
superiors: s )
Feellnq that I have too much responsi-
blllty delegated to me by my supervisor
Feelinz that I am not fully)quaiified
to handle my. job
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’ ,
e "'. variance of top strqisors by.administrative position. As indicated
. C X " )

- - ’ »
p from the Frratios, five.of the top seven stressors were significant

. .
© . o« ’

. - beyond the .001 Ievel except '"meetings" and "completing paperwork." :
- , Post hoc analysis reveaded-significantly diffgrent between %hdividual'

- administrative positions on three stressors:. (1) superintendents and . .
st
4 - E

N Lo assistant superlntendents perceived more stress from "complylng with rules-~
"‘"&—1;,3«-, R e Al -
and(pol1c1es“ than ak etsgtoapsx,(Z) junior hlgh vice- pr1nC1pals

o perceived 51gn1f1cant1y more stress from "trying to resolve parent/qchool

conf11cts“ than did the a551stagt superlntendent or the central office

’

' staff; and (3) junior high pr1nc1pals percelved more stress from
- evaluathg staff members" than hlgh school,vice- prlnC1pals, assistant

+ superintendents and éeﬁtrgqhgffice staff. While a significant difference

L3

- ' was shown' among school administrators with respect to "gaining public : - .
) 1 . P g P

\ i ‘ approval" and ”mahing'decisitheaffecting the lives of others," post

]
L.

hoc analysis failed to reveal significant differencesthtﬁqen indiwvidual

. ‘

positions. . .
¥ . . * o . . '
M . Stress and Physical Health . )
- : . v

Previous r@earchers have shown that the level of perceived stress

is strongly aSSOC1ated with one s physical health (Russek and Zohman,

< .
. . 1958; Kornhauses, 1965; Wyrdell, ‘Hyman and Hahnson, 1970; French and

~

< Caplan, 1973, Cooper and'Payne, 1978). # The relationship between -the
admimistrators' self-reponted general physical health and the five *

factors of stress ani/top seven”stressors is examined in Table 5.

f 1]

~ ' Each factor anﬁ individual stregsor is strongly and significantly related

W1th reports o% poorer physical,, health ' ’ . .
¥ . R :
®. L
) In additiqp td ihdicating the state df their current physical health,

f
-admlnlstrators were also asked to identify what percentage of their
- 7

\ P, i
3 “ ' . 2
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©.©  ,total life stress results from work. More than 60% reported that at
> /c p

“least 70% of their total 1ife stress resulted from their jobs. Given e

a

’ e et v e Lo y -,
S the fairly high percentage of total life stress attributed to work, we
. . . . ° - :
~ "~ Would expect stress arising from the performance -of one's job to" have .
X S : ) . :
* a significant impact onkonefs physical health. ‘ - IR

'_Althougﬁ not preséntly reported, significant differences were found

. - ~ ~ N A
. ¢ <“6¥'some stressors when..compared by age, years'in administration,. years
s ! [S5, S =
. \ o L ST : ‘ . 2
b in present position, sex and size of school. Differences did not occur? . 0
- AN Vi ) ~
~ . 4
- nearly.as frequently among these varjables. as they did when compared by
administrative position and currjrt}physical health status. .
;o . . DISCUSSION . ._ - , ° \
. . , ) .
k4

:

An analysis of the stress factors clearly showed that the "admin-

istrative constraints" factor was most bgthersome to school administrators.
4 . o -
Contained within this factor were five of the top ten stressors. -~

i .
- -

- ‘ ~
Thes; included "complying with state, federal and organizational rules

‘ and policig%;" ﬂtr?ing to complete.reports and other paperwork on
ti;e;" "feéling tﬁ;t meetings take up tdéfmuch time;" "feeling that I .
. . ‘o -
\~;/)// have too h;avy a wpri 1oqdJ one_that I cannot possibly finish during the :
normal day," and "béfﬁg inter}qétedffrequently‘by telephone calls." S

) The other high stressors were well distributed throughout the .
Q N ! . v

remaining four factors. "Administrative responsibility" factor contained

two ofagﬁénfbp ten stressors, "trying.to gaip public approval and/or
= : Co

s

financial 'support for school prpgrams"leraﬂked fourth), and "evaluating —~

staff members" (ranked sixth). "Interpersonal relations" factor had only

.

. one of the top stressors, "trying to resolve parent/school conflicts"

oz -
. . .
o ' .
i
. .

é

'
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\ ) . Analysis of Variance of Stress , -
- . . Factors by Health Status .
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(ranked fifth). The two h1ghest stressors within the ' 1ntrapersonal

conflict" factor were "hav1ng to ma£ decisions that affect the lives of
others'" (ranked seVenth), and "1mpos1ng excess1vely high expectations

-

on, myself" (ranked ninth). This factor also had three of the lowest
ranked stressors: "feeling that I am not fully qualified to handle my

job" (ranked 34th); "attempt1ng to meet soc1al expectations' (ranked

N
31st); and "feel1ng that I have too l1ttle author1ty to carry out my

~.

respons1b111t1es ass1gned to me" (ranked 28th).

None of the top stressors were included in the "role expectations"
factor. The highest individual stressor in.this factor was "feeling I

v

have to participate in scHool activities outside the normal working

hours at the expense of my personal time" (ranked 1lth). However,

‘-foﬁr of, the lowest ranked stressors were inclﬂded in this factor:

~ ;T

"feelingknot enough is expected ,of me by‘superiors" (ranked 35th);

"feeling‘that I have too.much responsibility delegated to me by my

A e

superiors" (ranked 33rd); “be1ng unclear on just what the scope and
respons1b1l1taes of my job are" (ranked 30th), and ”not knowing what

my supervisor thinks of me or hew he/she evaluates my performance"
—(ranked 27th). * In general, many of the items suggested by Kahn (1970)
and French and Caplan (1970) as factors in job-related tension were major

stregsors within the work lives of school administrators.

Stress and Administrative Position

In examining level of pbsition and its, relationship. to each streE;

factor, several observations can be made. Generally, while®alt but t

role expectat1ons" factor were s1gn1f1cant when ass/31ated with administrative
' \ N .

position, no clear trends were ,established except in the "administrative

! - .

N I
responsibility" factor. As would be expected taf vice-principals in

»

- r
4

.
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N

N\

\\the popular belief that ,secondary adm1nlstrat10n is more stressful than ~

ﬂgesponsibilities than did superintendents.

o
high schoel and junior high schools felt le$ss stress from administrative .

t

y
3

When comparzng mean scores 1n every factor except ”adm1n1strat1ve
respons1b111ty" secoigfry adm1nlstrators scored h1gher Although no K

clear explanat1on for th1s exception,was evident, this trend supports

T M

4

elemgntary administration. More sevgre d;sc1p11ne'problems, a longer

work week-due to extensive activity programs, and more of a diversified . -

- . N .

relationship aég;g staff members may explain the difference.

Also by comparing mean scores, principals and vicesprincipals

e - Ty . ° ¢

clearly perceived greater stress from gPe "ipterpersonal relations"-
R ‘ . ; . * s . ) . ‘
factor than-did superintendapts, assistant superintendents or other :

x L 4

‘central office staff. Apparently building level administrators Qgre

more involved in relations with students, barents and staff members )

thim wetre superintendents and their staffs. The least variation in .

mean sdades came from the "role expectations" factor?
Examination of the individual stressors by administrative posit;on
R . 2 - . .
provided some ins%ght into specific stréss perceived by sbmewadministrators. .
While tive of thé.top_seten st;esstr%'yere significantdwhen compared by
administrative positioq,_only‘thr;e post hoc analyse; showed sﬁecifié-

>

difference§ betwgen positions. The first two of‘these are logical and
\‘\ . pet . . > )

pléusible since one would egpect superlntendents and assl\tant sqper-
EEEN <. @
intendents to be moré\t;;:;T§:}by the rules and regulat1ons ghan other :

i .

'adm1nlstrators because thégfhave pr1mary responsibility to uphold the

law and pol1c1es of the school sysdem. Also, job requirements would

N .

dictate that v1ce-psincipals.probabry would be more involved in conflict :

v -
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. resolution problems between the parent and gchool than.the central staff.

However, the -third association where junior high principals perceive more

) , stresy from evaluating staff members than other gdministrators is not as

A +

easily explained. since others probably. have equal responsibility for
. 6 e °
evaluating their respective staff members. - .

.~

’
’

. . \ :
Rather than looking for differences in stressors among administrators, .
1 . . ) - _./‘
a seanﬁifbm similarifies may be revealing. As part of this investigation -

N 4
Table’6 summarizes and extends Table & by rankingvthe mean scores of the top
. \

stredsors for ea;h—ad nistrative position. The folloW1ng paragraphs explore

‘e

the stressors the management team shares with ode another. Note that while -

. q o
the mean scores may vary the rank may be the same for several administrative ‘s

> ) ~ ¢ »
~groups--thus revea11ng stressors’ the management team has in common, : ‘<,

¥ 1. Complylng With Rules Nearly all school admini§trators agreed the

’  number one source of stress was compliance with state, federal-+and
— .

organizational rules and policies. Only junior high vice-principalg,
and seénior high viceﬁpriﬁélpals.perceived dthers"stresgors as being K

I:) ’ » N )
.more bothersome. However, the degree to which compliance was R .

stressful varied sighificantly. Superintendents and superintendent/
. b e
. principals were among the p051t10ns 1nd1cat1ng the greatest stress.

2. Attending mé!{1ngs Almost the entire management’team concurred that* = ¢

c ) | . .
A the second mest bothersome activity was the overburdensome number *

) ; ) : %

of meetings. This was especially true for the central offlce staff-

and elementary, and ‘2condary school administrators. Although still

an érrrtant, ‘superintendents ranked meetings only fifth--probably .

Ea

because they are in charge of them and the. degree to which one is

in control-significantly reduces its impact,

- ’ -23- - i '.&)
Q " /"/- ot
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CQmpléting reports on time. -Superintendents appeared to be most

troubled .with completing paper work and written communications,
But apparently all 1evels of administration fall into this stress
¢ &7 p .

t‘iﬁ" suggestlng that reports are a perennial problem throughout
N s o

scliool administration.

Gaining public support. It was not surprising to find th t gaining

pﬁblic approval and/or financial sppport for school p;bgréms caused
. LY . \ - 5?5
great concern. Given that the major responsibility for gaining

. @

support 11es pr1mar11y with the superln

[

1og1ca1 that ‘more ten51on was generated there tha
Y

- e
- : ¥

ent's office, it is

at the building \
aevelu

Res&lving parent-school conflicts. Secondary sfhool admlnlstrators

fohnd reSOIV1ng parent-school conflicts to be stressful (ranked
%Ehlrd) while the central administration seemed less affected by this
strgsspr, presumably bécaus; they have minimum’ contact with them,
Hbﬁéver, it waé rather astounding that superintendents petceived this
‘as 1es:ptéoub{esome; they generally interact with pérénté in many

¢

, :
sonflict- situationg. ) . -

.Evaﬁuéting~staff. Brincipals at all ievels-were‘bothered'morq by

. 1

: ,éyaluétion than.other groups. Nevertheiess, it averaged sixth for

)

the teéﬁ since evaluation is not an easy task'for any administrptor
‘& B \- S
sto.perform. - a ’ .
Decigions affecting othe}s. Those~administtators with evaipation
. s
X ;nd'o§erqll supefv}spry-résponsihilityi:primarily superintendents
iand pr;nﬁipals--wetg most troubled by ha;ing_to make qecisidns'

.

+ affecting the lives of their colleagues, staff -members, and students.

~ = *

. . £
.
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y
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. *"* 8. Heavy work load. The members of the management team ranked "too . -
. v v S .

heavy a work load to finish during the normal day" anywhere from

seventh to twelfth. While not the primary sources of stress,

&, .
’ M ' ) " ).'C‘. )
overwotrk still produces excessive frustrations for everyéne. =
, <
. - , .
' 9. " High self-expectations. Not ranked consistently as one of the most
4 . :
r .
significant pressures, "imposing excessively=high self-expectations" .
v . . ' .
SN was sixth and seventh highest for central staff, assistant superintendents,
. - and .superiptendents. Building principals seemed to be less béthered '

P

N

v by self-expectations--possibly because jobs are more definable at the

building}lebel than the central office.

10. Télephong interrdptions“ Central office staff and secondary school

. -

. .~ \
v administrators were“more bothered by frequent telephone interruptions )
than other administrators. . T

11. Participating in school activities outside normal working hours. '

o

> High school administrators were annoyed most by this stressor. It

N -

« was the high school vice-principal's number ome ranked -stressor,

<

4

; ,p;obably due to the fact fhat most high schools offer their extra-

= ' - . . .
curricular programs at night :and on the weekends, thus encroaching

\’ - é LI, » Ch .
on the. vice-principal's time. - / R

. ~J12." Handling student disciplind. As might bé_expgcted,‘the differences

\ . -

>

»

among' administrators in the stress encountered by hahdling student ' -

discjpline directly relatedto the amount of contact they had with y
33 4

students. High school vice-priﬁcipa&é‘and junior high schogl

pnincipéls'and vice-principals were bothered most by student

-

»

. conflictg.” : . . -~

PAruiitex: provided by ERiC . - .
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- 5 Q?fn summary, rank-order analy$i’s reveals th#t all members of.the manage- * -

ment team share many commof*stressors.. What plagues superintendents, there-

.

v

.. forg, similarly plagues other members of their teams, from the central -

~ .

office to the scheols. ‘Because they share common problems,'the entire team’

3

.. could work together to help each other reduce their barriers to effective ‘

- N . \ . -

*+  school management. . ’ ‘

. Stress and Physical Health

0f particular intesésp is the relationship between'stress factors and

. A ~
- . v

. .. the respondent administrators' health. In each of the five factors and

<

. ]
. . F\: all seven stressors an increase in stress was associated,with poor selfs
. .

———

reported physical health. This clearly established.a trend indicating .

health status may be closely correlated with the 1evél of perceived

4
-
.

stress resulting from eagh factor. \ . ,’

4
)

-

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ) '
R Y . -

-

PR

»
.
¢ . v ~
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 Based on ‘the results of the study, the following conclusions and recom-

- -
- . a0 L4

. .
endations are presented. .

- [y
.
- . b} ‘

1. Five of the,top ten stressors appeared in the administrative

- constraints factor. Four of the stressors perceived by the administrators

.
5 N .

to be the most bothersome were related to the management of actiyitieg
and their relationship to time. - : . ,

\ ]
’ s It has been suggested that these are stressors over which the \\ :

y

administrator has little control. At first glance this appears to be

- true, however, upon—-further investigation administratdrs may have more

. ~ B >

+ control over their most bothersome §tressors.
! e

- 3

v . )
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Since time is finite, emphasis must bé placed on its more effective -

-use. Through time management training, not only can indiviqual and

orgéniz;tion time be increased, but greater success may reduce thér/ .
. * ' stress produced by timé pressures. Considerableltraining is mow .
available in time and‘acti;ity management. Presently, iL appea?s that
éost of ‘the emphasis ‘on £ime ;;nagement has been in the inservice training

period and not in administrative prepa tion' programs. It is recommended *

. that such training be included in certification or Ppreservice programs
< so the prospective administrators déy take édvantage of this trainihg
I e '

“ A v . . -~
4s early as possible. in their administrative career.

-

2. Complying with rules and poliéies was consistently perceived as

a high. stressor among all levels of administration. The implications for
.2 . '
- administrative training programs canndt be as clearly defined as in other

. . : ; v
stressor areas. A greater emphegks, however, upon qompliance procedures

«

' -
and guidelines and legal training may increase, understanding and- reduce
. . ' b C- " "
some of the anxiety resulting from these requiremerits. Particular

’ . : . - . .. - " I '
attention should be 'paid to the agmlnlstrators of those districts u%der
-,

a special compliance responsibility.
. -
. Due to a continual change in the emphasis of gdvernmental policy,

continuedrevision is necessary for effective training. Work sessions,

-

«conferences and classes 'provided as part of the professional inservice

3

program of the administrative associations or colleges may be more

-
it )

"‘ . . - 3
appropriate than preservice classes. It is also recommended that
' A
continued emphasi’s be placed on the positive approach to compliance as
- ‘ .

s ~

method to reduce stress. s N

1 o

* 3. Interpersonal relations continues to be'a high source of perceived

stress, particularly as they,relate to solving conflicts with students, sta(?\*

. . . . - - . «
! N
_ -27- y
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~and parents and to obtaining communjty suppért. Bood working relations with

of the school administrator’'s work environment. Further r¢search,

. . -
.

¢

people cloébly.relapes to oréanizational effectiveness aniiindividual_healthg

ommunicatiqn

v

A continue#'emphasis is recommended- on interpersonal
—~ ‘ +
skills in both pre and inservice programs.. Additional ‘emphafis needs

to be givqﬁ to conflict. resolution and community relations at both levels

- » .

of program instruction. It i% further recommended that both areas

PR v » .-
»

become required training during the preservice (certification) program.

. A .
ncreased emphasis should be given to ¢reatively designing new (/

LY “ -

alterfgatives to'community relation techniques. Coatinued researth on the ,

, e,
' . . 3 . #

of public unrest and distrust of educators needs study. More than

# . a

the symptoms must be treated td improve the environment in.which the

- . ’
adminidftrators are working: - g

]

;

4. ° The data indicated an inverse relationship between stressf%nd self-
L) v

reported health status of administratoré.‘-lt is recognized,;hat the limita-
»

tions of’the perceptions of bofﬁ variables méy temper the findings, howevei

- " - . . . . 4
the seriousness of these implications cannot be dismissed.
N AN

. £ . "
Researcher's continue to discover more precisely how stress affects

+

people's“health. This search will undoubtedly ensue for years ahead as it

’

has in the past. However, future research should attempt to identify

-

¢learly the interrelationships between outside stimuli and bodily-reactions.

! ’

The present research study centered on the occupatidnal stimuli

inéluding physiological and pjséhologfcal studies, needs to be done.
3 ’

It is suggested the investigators consider field observations and

t
’ ~

ethﬁographic studies to more accurately and objectively view the factors

-
<

3

involved ‘in the determinajion of administrative stregfi Continued

arch beyond the correlation studies to

\]
efforts must be made to s

'

causal relationships. .

e A F
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