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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this quantitative cross-sectional survey design research was to examine
the differences between 227 full-time and part-time (employee status) faculty and staff
(employee position) members at two upstate New York colleges and their self-
reported levels of stress and their perceptions of job satisfaction. The data suggested that
significant differences exist in the area of employee status (full-time versus part-time) in
6 of 12 dimensions of stress: overload, resources and communication, job security, pay
and benefits, psychological well-being, and job satisfaction (aspects of the job). This
research was the first such study in the United States to use the ASSET shortened
organizational stress evaluation tool to collect data about employee status and employee

position in higher education institutions.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Beam, Kim, and Voakes (2003) reported, “Job-related stress among higher
education faculty has not been studied often” (1 9). In a 2003 survey of 160,000 of the
United Kingdom’s Association of University Teachers, “93% of its members suffered
from work-related stress and 62% from ‘excessive’ strain” (Tytherleigh, Webb, Cooper,
& Ricketts, 2005, p. 41). Contributing to increased levels of stress in the workplace in
general is the presence of new technologies that were created with the intention of saving
time (Ogan & Chung, 2003). According to Hall and Parsons (2001), Ogan and Chung,
and Tytherleigh et al., the introduction of cellular phones, pagers, and the Internet has
created new stressors that are added to the well known workplace stress factors of lack of
time, lack of resources, and heavy workloads.

Not all stress is detrimental. In many cases, stress helps trigger higher levels of
enthusiasm and creativity (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Le Fevre, Matheny, & Kolt,
2003; McEwen, 2005; Rojas & Kleiner, 2000). Screening for occupational stress for
higher education faculty and staff members is not prevalent in the United States but is
needed to provide leaders with an inventory of potential predictive characteristics of
occupational stress (Beam et al., 2003; Fisher, 1994). Available research on higher
education faculty and staff is concentrated in the United Kingdom and Australia (Fisher,
1994; Tytherleigh et al., 2005; Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005). The current research study
might provide higher education leaders with new insights with respect to recognizing the
occupational stress factors that affect their employees and using this understanding to

implement preventive, mitigating, and corrective measures.



Chapter 1 of the dissertation provides background information about the
importance of research on occupational stress among educational leaders. Included in the
chapter are discussions of the problem and purpose of the research study, the theoretical
framework utilized for the research, and the design chosen to accomplish the goals of the
study. A description of the assumptions, scope, limitations, and questions and hypotheses
follows. Operational definitions of terms and phrases are provided, and the chapter
concludes with a summary.

Background of the Problem

Faragher, Cooper, and Cartwright (2004) asserted that “workplace characteristics
can directly influence the mental and physical well-being of employees, adversely
affecting an organization’s overall performance” (p. 1). Identifying the presence of stress,
whether positive or negative, and developing appropriate workplace mechanisms to
recognize and manage workplace stressors are two critical responsibilities toward
maintaining employee job satisfaction and productivity (Faragher et al., 2004; Love &
Edwards, 2005). AbuAlRub (2004) held that “stress is a contributing factor to
organizational inefficiency, high staff turnover, absenteeism because of sickness,
decreased quality and quantity of care, increased costs of health care, and decreased job
satisfaction” ({ 1). Ogan and Chung (2003) suggested that, while technology such as cell
phones, pagers, computers, and personal data assistants were expected to bring time
savings and efficiencies to the workplace, a more common outcome has been increased
stress rather than increased productivity. Ogan and Chung further suggested that there no
longer exists a separation between the workplace and leisure activities thus yielding a 24-

hour-a-day work mindset and further adding to occupational stress.



Due to the proliferation of technological devices such as cell phones, computers,
and other related devices, “periodic de-stressing through the course of a difficult day is
not only healthy, but it is a high-tech, self-care habit” (Donnelly, 2004, { 6). Nearly 10
years ago, DeFrank and Ivancevich (1998) suggested that the new technologies such as e-
mail, voice mail, and fax that first emerged in the mid to late 1990s were causing
managers and non-managers high levels of stress because the devices increased
workloads. DeFrank and Ivancevich concluded, “The emerging nature of the relatively
un-chartered research waters of the relationships between these variables, as well as non-
traditional multi-disciplinary links to addiction theory are fertile ground for pioneering
doctoral research” (] 8). DeFrank and Ivancevich’s work in 1998 brought to light the
importance of researching the differences between workplace stressors and the outcomes
of stress in the context of a societal evolution emerging out of new workplace demands.

Researchers at London’s Priory Psychiatric Clinic, a famous detoxification
institution, have been prompted to take a new approach in research on stress and
addictions by the emergence of technologies, especially text-messaging and compulsive
Internet surfing where “these patients form a new wave of ‘contact addictions,’ reflecting
big changes seen in the nature of addictive behaviour” (Simpson, 2003, | 1). The field of
higher education similarly deserves a renewed understanding of the dimensions of higher
education workplace stressors and the factors that contribute to these stressors while
“examining previously unstudied populations within postsecondary education could help
researchers identify such new factors” (Brewer & McMahan, 2003, p. 125). The
significant social and theoretical concerns associated with the problem of occupational

stress and stressors are evident in the literature, but they are an understudied aspect of



higher educational institutions in the United States, especially insofar as the populations
of faculty and staff are concerned (Beam et al., 2003; Brewer & McMahan, 2004; Elliot,
2003; Fisher, 1994).

Statement of the Problem

To ensure a culture of learning and organizational efficiency in which higher
education leaders recognize the signs of stress in their faculty and staff, it is essential that
leaders be willing to mitigate occupational stressors in order to create a healthier work
environment. Faragher et al. (2004) asserted, “Workplace characteristics can directly
influence the mental and physical well-being of employees, adversely affecting an
organization’s overall performance” (p. 1). Developing appropriate workplace
mechanisms to identify and manage workplace stressors is critical to employee job
satisfaction and perceived productivity. Beam et al. (2003) maintained, “Job-related
stress among higher education faculty has not been studied often” (1 9). Data from a 2003
survey of 160,000 of the United Kingdom’s Association of University Teachers showed
that “93% of its members suffered from work-related stress and 62% from ‘excessive’
strain” (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, p. 41).

Occupational stress screening for higher education faculty and staff members is
not prevalent in the United States; yet, is needed in order to provide higher education
leaders with an inventory of potential predictive characteristics of occupational stress
(Beam et al., 2003; Brewer & McMahan, 2004; Fisher, 1994). No documented research
could be found in the United States that examines the potential differences between

occupational stressors in the higher education workplace with respect to levels of stress



and self-reported perceptions of job satisfaction among full-time and part-time faculty
and staff members.

In all organizations, including higher education institutions, identifying
employees who are in trouble and prone to stress and workplace violence is a leaders’
responsibility (Kaupins, Coco, & Cope, 2005). The current quantitative cross-sectional
survey research examined the differences between full-time and part-time (i.e., employee
status) faculty and staff (i.e., employee position) and the levels of stress and the self-
reported perceptions of job satisfaction among 227 faculty and staff members at two
upstate New York colleges. Employee status and position were the independent variables,
and self-reported levels of stress and job satisfaction were the dependent variables.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the quantitative cross-sectional survey research was to examine
the differences between full-time and part-time faculty and staff members at two upstate
New York colleges and their self-reported levels of stress and perceptions of job
satisfaction. The research methodology was quantitative, using a cross-sectional survey
design to collect and analyze “data at one point in time” (Creswell, 2005, p. 355),
primarily because of time limitations and the financial commitment that a longitudinal
study would involve.

The ASSET (A Shortened Stress Evaluation Test) instrument used in the research
was designed as a stress evaluation tool most often used with a cross-sectional design and
conducive to a quantitative approach as opposed to a qualitative or mixed-methods
approach (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). The instruments to measure levels and

characteristics of stress that were used before the creation of the ASSET instrument were



lengthy questionnaires that resulted in low response rates and “statistical concerns about
the extent to which the respondents [could] be considered representative of the work
population surveyed” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 191). The short ASSET instrument was
chosen for the current research in part to elicit higher response rates within the target
population in higher education.

Significance of the Problem

The effective screening of higher education employees and employees in general
within any organization is critical for initiating corrective and preventative measures that
address negative stressors in the workplace. “The most common problem is that, in an
attempt to provide a full risk assessment, questionnaires are extremely long and detailed”
thus resulting in very poor response rates from employees in all job categories (Faragher
et al., 2004, p. 191). The inconsistency of available valid and reliable comparative
research data in the United States creates confusion, low levels of predictability, and
disparity in approaches to assessing and mitigating occupational stress for higher
education administrators and leaders in the United States (Elliot, 2003).

The lack of data on U.S. higher education employees and their experiences with
stress justified the need for the current research. In her analysis of higher education stress
and strain on employees at one university in the United States, Elliott concluded,
“Nonetheless, work and family initiatives are in the early stages of development at many
institutions of higher education, and more research is needed to guide human resource
policies in this arena” (p. 162). The predominant focus on higher education occupational
stress research in the United States has been on faculty; full- and part-time staff have

been largely ignored (Brewer & McMahan, 2003).



With respect to leadership literature, there has been little consistency and
predictability. Wren (1994) reported,

Despite the mountains of literature on leadership, very little is known. . .. A

leading researcher on leadership, reviewed some 3,000 studies in 1974 and

concluded: ‘Four decades of research on leadership have produced a bewildering
mass of findings . . . The endless accumulation of empirical data has not produced
an integrated understanding of leadership.’ . . . A recent reviewer of the leadership
literature concluded: ‘[after] over 5,000 studies . . . the confused state of the field
can be attributed in large part to the sheer volume of publications, the disparity of
approaches, the proliferation of confusing studies, and the absence of an

integrating conceptual framework’. (p. 387)

The current research might provide a more informed knowledge base about stress
in higher education by providing educational managers and supervisors with targeted,
standardized predictive research and analysis regarding higher education occupational
stressors in faculty and administrative full-time and part-time staffs as groups. The
research might also provide educational leaders with new tools to recognize
characteristics that adversely affect their employees thus allowing for mitigating,
corrective, and preventative measures to be implemented (Tytherleigh, Jacobs, Webb,
Ricketts, & Cooper, 2007). It is hoped that the present study added clarity to an area of
research that impacts organizational efficiency yet suffers from a lack of short,

standardized, valid, and reliable measures.



Nature of the Study

The research study was conducted with a quantitative cross-sectional survey
design in which one collects and analyzes “data at one point in time” (Creswell, 2005, p.
355). There are limitations associated with generalizing data produced by qualitative
studies and the target population size, therefore a quantitative approach was selected.
Furthermore, the quantitative approach allowed single-layer rather than multiple-layer
data scrutiny of the data pool (Horn, 2004).

Quantitative Analysis

Quantitative analysis “is an inquiry approach useful for describing trends and
explaining the relationship among variables found in the literature” (Creswell, 2005, p.
597). The quantitative method of research tends to yield a final document marked by
objectivity and a lack of researcher bias. Dube and Pare (2003) suggested, “In
quantitative research, well-known standardized statistical analysis methods (e.g., analysis
of variance or regression) have helped researchers confirm or disconfirm hypotheses” (
67). The scholarly dispute regarding the choice of quantitative or qualitative measures did
not go unnoticed by federal legislators when the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of
2001, 2002 was enacted.

Measurement associated with the NCLB Act takes many forms, but quantitative
measures are clearly seen as the federal government’s new standard for program
evaluation in the education-specific environment (Horn, 2004). For the present study,
there was an intention to provide greater objectivity to the area of study, specifically
within the field of educational leadership, and a quantitative cross-sectional survey design

accomplished this goal. The literature suggested that, while qualitative and other forms of



measurement might have a place in research, the trend in educational research insofar as
the federal government is concerned is to focus more heavily on the scientific rigor
associated with quantitative research methods (Dube & Pare, 2003; Horn, 2004).
The ASSET Instrument

A Stress Screening and Evaluation Tool (ASSET) model questionnaire was used
for the research. ASSET is a “short, but psychometrically sound instrument for screening
for stress within a risk assessment exercise” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 200; Tytherleigh et
al., 2005). Faragher et al. stated that the use of ASSET is the first stage of a possible 2-
stage assessment process in which the second stage is a more in-depth analysis that uses
the first stage’s results as foundation. The great length of most other stress questionnaires
has resulted in low response rates and “statistical concerns about the extent to which the
respondents can be considered representative of the work population surveyed” (Faragher
et al., 2004, p. 191). Unlike longer questionnaires, the ASSET instrument encouraged
higher response rates from the higher education population participating in the study.

The ASSET instrument had been established to have good convergent validity,
which is “the extent to which a scale correlates with other measures of the same
construct” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 198), high face validity, and strong reliability as
evidenced through predominantly high Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the various
ASSET factors (Faragher et al., 2004; Johnson & Cooper, 2003). Strong validity and high
reliability coefficients are further supported by a growing pool of normative data with
“which organizations [could] ‘benchmark’ their performance” (Faragher et al., 2004, p.
199). Furthermore, Faragher et al. attributed high response rates to the short length of the

survey instrument.
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Research Questions

The higher education workforce has a unique composition with traditional
teaching faculty, department heads such as deans, vice presidents, and presidents, clerical
and professional staff, and other employees such as campus security officers and
maintenance and related personnel who have critical support roles in an institution’s
overall mission (Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Research about occupational stress is not new
in the United States or overseas (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007). However, there is no
research in the United States about higher education occupational stress and the
differences, if any, between categories of employees (i.e., position and status) and levels
of stress and employee job satisfaction (Beam et al., 2003).

The following research questions guided the research study:

1. Does a statistically significant difference exist between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at
two upstate New York colleges?

2. Does a statistically significant difference exist between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at
two upstate New York colleges?

3. Does a statistically significant difference exist between employee status (i.e., full-
time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions)
in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at

two upstate New York colleges?
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4. Does a statistically significant difference exist between employee status (i.e., full-
time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions)
in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at
two upstate New York colleges?

5. Does a statistically significant interaction exist between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time), as
categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York
colleges?

6. Does a statistically significant interaction exist between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) as
categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York
colleges?

Hypotheses

Previous studies on occupational stress in higher education and categories of
employees impacted by that stress were limited to the United Kingdom, New Zealand,
and Australia (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007). Effective screening of higher education
employees, and employees in general within any organization, is critical for initiating
corrective and preventative measures to address negative stressors in the workplace. “The
most common problem is that, in an attempt to provide a full risk assessment,
questionnaires are extremely long and detailed,” thus resulting in very poor response

rates from employees in all job categories (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 191). The current
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study was conducted in the United States, using a short occupational stress survey
instrument that has been shown in the United Kingdom to be valid and reliable
(Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007). The findings might expand
the scope of standardization for the understanding of occupational stressors and add to
the body of knowledge about higher education occupational stress, potentially resulting in
the establishment of a higher education occupational stress inventory. To that end, the
following hypotheses were constructed:
Hy1: No statistically significant difference exists between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at
two upstate New York colleges.
H,1: A statistically significant difference exists between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at
two upstate New York colleges.
Hy2: No statistically significant difference exists between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at
two upstate New York colleges.
H,2: A statistically significant difference exists between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at

two upstate New York colleges.
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Hy3: No statistically significant difference exists between employee status (i.e.,
full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education
institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of
workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges.

H,3: A statistically significant difference exists between employee status (i.e.,
full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education
institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of
workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges.

Hy4: No statistically significant difference exists between employee status (i.e.,
full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education
institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job
satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges.

H.4: A statistically significant difference exists between employee status (i.e.,
full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education
institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job
satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges.

Ho5: No statistically significant interaction exists between employee position (i.e.,
faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time), as
categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York
colleges.

H,5: A statistically significant interaction exists between employee position (i.e.,

faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time), as
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categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United States with

respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York

colleges.

Hy6: No statistically significant interaction exists between employee position (i.e.,

faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) as

categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York
colleges.

H,6: A statistically significant interaction exists between employee position (i.e.,

faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) as

categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York
colleges.

ASSET is designed to identify specific potential sources and outcomes of stress
and does not yield a single score for level of workplace stress. Rather, the criteria for the
measure of workplace stress is indicated in the current study by significant differences
observed in one or more sources or outcomes of stress identified in 11 of ASSET’s
subscales, each measuring some dimension of stress. A finding of statistical significance
for one or more of the subscales would allow for the specific null hypothesis to be
rejected. The criteria for the measure of job satisfaction are indicated in the current
research by a significant difference observed in the Aspect of the Job ASSET subscale. A
finding of statistical significance for this subscale would allow for this specific null

hypothesis to be rejected.
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Theoretical Framework

Research in occupational stress has been studied broadly in terms of the three
major theoretical areas of leadership, human resources, and psychology. While the
primary focus of the research study was the impact of occupational stress on higher
education leadership, references to other major fields were necessary in order to properly
frame the research and multidisciplinary approach associated with the overall analysis,
conclusions, and recommendations of the research.
The Leadership Framework

Higher education leaders should seek to proactively use the results of
occupational stress research and related studies in order to produce meaningful change
for employees within their organizations (Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Establishing
appropriate occupational stress interventions cannot necessarily be done across all higher
education organizations; rather “each [higher education institution] must take on
responsibility for ensuring a healthy work environment” (p. 58). Ensuring a healthy work
environment requires leadership at all levels of an organization. In particular, it requires
transformational and principle-centered leaders who can use their diverse skills to
identify and predict occupational stressors, commit the necessary resources, and clearly
show that they give long-term support for these efforts (Kalimo, Pahkin, Mutanen, &
Toppinen-Tanner, 2003; Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

Bass and Stogdill (1990) asserted, “Leadership . . . appears as a manner of
interaction involving behavior by and toward the individual ‘lifted’ to a leadership role
by other individuals” (p. 17). With transformational and principle-centered leadership

styles, higher education leaders can form the core support network necessary to
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implement the required changes through the analysis of research tools similar to what
was used in the current research study. While the literature did not yield a single agreed-
upon definition of leadership, it provided indicators of effective leadership such as the
meticulous care and nurturing of followers and the time commitment that enables leaders
and followers to harmoniously function within the organization (Wren, 1994).
Transformational leadership. Bass (1999) noted,
Transformational leaders uplift the morale, motivation, and morals of their
followers, [while] transactional leaders [in comparison] cater to their followers’
immediate self-interests. The transformational leader emphasizes what you can do
for your country; [in contrast to] the transactional leader, [who focuses] on what
your country can do for you. (p. 9)
Bass referred to a colleague’s study that “showed that transformational leaders display
more citizenship behaviors such as altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy,
and civic virtue, as well as imbue their subordinates with these same values” (p. 12).
Deluga (1988) concurred, “The transformational manager cultivates employee acceptance
of the work group mission. The manager-employee relationship is one of mutual
stimulation and is characterized by four factors, including (1) charisma, (2) inspiration,
(3) individual consideration, and (4) intellectual stimulation” (p. 457).
The transformational leadership model rests on the leadership trait of character
and the foundational principles of relationships. Barlow, Jordan, and Hendrix (2003)
asserted that a leader produces “an image that arouses trust in followers, develops
relationships with subordinates that enable subordinates to move toward individual and

collective goal attainment and uses their knowledge, skills and material resources to
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accomplish the group’s mission” (p. 563). Barlow et al. used a leadership model of
character to analyze the historical foundations of leadership as well as introduce current
leadership research. Barlow et al. provided references to several analyses of the history of
leadership, many varied approaches for analyzing leadership in a historical context, and
tangible leadership examples.
In citing a 1991 analysis by Josephson (as cited in Barlow et al., 2003), the
authors best summarized the historical context of leadership when they suggested,
Character is the foundation of effective leadership in that what leaders achieve
when they lead will be shaped more by the collection of dispositions, habits, and
attitudes that make up their character than by their education and skills. . . . [I]Jt is
character that determines whether they will effectively use their knowledge and
skills. (p. 565)
Closely tied to the transformational leadership model, although perhaps not as well
known in the academic literature, is the model of principle-centered leadership.
Principle-centered leadership. With respect to principle-centered leaders, the
literature suggested,
Principle-centered leaders are those who understand and accept the principles by
building them into the center of their lives, into the center of their relationships
with others, into the center of their agreements and contracts, into their
management process, and into their mission statement. (Covey, 1990, p.87)
Covey asserted that “a value-based map may provide some useful description, but the
principle-centered compass provides invaluable vision and direction. An accurate map is

a good management tool, but a compass set on ‘true north’ principles is a leadership and
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empowerment tool” (p. 20). In the concept of principle-centered leadership, one
recognizes the important characteristics of other major effective leadership models that
are applied by individual leaders within their own beliefs and core morals and ethics.

Initially, leaders of any organization must take their morality cues from the
governing body or from their environment, be it a legislature, a board of trustees, or a
similar organization. Principle-centered leadership is effective because it is grounded in
the core foundations of leaders and followers. Covey (1990) perhaps best harnessed
principle-centered leadership when he stated,

[Principle-centered leaders] are not extremists—they do not make everything all or

nothing. They do not divide everything into two parts, seeing everything as good

or bad, as either/or. They think in terms of continuums, priorities, hierarchies.

They have the power to discriminate, to sense the similarities and differences in

each situation. This does not mean they see everything in terms of situational

ethics. They fully recognize absolutes and courageously condemn the bad and

champion the good. (p. 36)

The blending of the transformational and principle-centered principles in higher
education leaders provided the broad theoretical framework for the current research
study. Effective screening of higher education employees and employees in general
within any organization is critical for initiating corrective and preventative measures to
address negative stressors in the workplace. “The most common problem is that, in an
attempt to provide a full risk assessment, questionnaires are extremely long and detailed”
thus resulting in very poor response rates from employees in all job categories (Faragher

et al., 2004, p. 191). Higher education leaders are in the best position to identify stress-
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related problems and implement mitigating solutions within their respective workplaces
(Tytherleigh et al., 2005).
The Human Resources Framework
Human resource management has historically been grounded in issues such as
employee benefits, career development, training, and related personnel and technical
matters of employment (Murphy, 1995). While employee assistance programs (EAPs)
have been a part of human resources services since the 1940s, their role has changed
dramatically from treating employees with occasional stressful episodes to treating
seriously troubled ones.
In the federal sector, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) has listed psychological disorders as one of the top ten leading work-
related diseases and injuries. The [NIOSH] model highlights the complexity of the
problem of stress, as it cuts across work and non-work domains. These cross-
cutting effects suggest that the study of job stress, and the design of stress
management interventions, should be approached from a multi-disciplinary
perspective, to produce an accurate picture of the nature of stress and how it
should be managed. Murphy, 1995, p. 43)
It is essential that human resource management leaders in higher education adopt a
multidisciplinary approach to analyzing higher education occupational stressors and
implement prevention and intervention programs to address these issues. The theoretical
constructs grounded in human resource management are critical areas of study included

in the multidisciplinary approach used in this doctoral research.
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Higher education leaders should review the results of stress-related psychological
research in the context of the need to understand the importance of psychology to the
theoretical framework of the current research and the need for supervisory interventions
(Tytherleigh et al., 2005) such as EAP and related programs. With the emergence and
prominence of the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) in the
late 1980s and early 1990s (Murphy, 1995) and the American Psychological
Association’s first publication of the Journal of Occupational Health Psychology in 1996,
the issue of occupational health psychology as it relates to leadership and human
resources, in particular stress in the workplace, has acquired more importance and
visibility.

Definition of Terms

Kuhn (as cited in Stiles, 2005) noted, “Since new paradigms are born from old
ones, they ordinarily incorporate much of the vocabulary and apparatus, both conceptual
and manipulative, that the traditional paradigm had traditionally employed” (p. 20).
Consequently, although the term higher education institution might seem familiar, its
meaning can vary from the traditional meaning given to the phrase. Higher education
institutions are accredited colleges and universities that grant undergraduate and graduate
degrees from associate through doctoral degrees on either traditional campus-based or
online learning environments (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). For the purposes of
the research study, no other terms require clarification outside the realm of their common

meaning.
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Assumptions

An assumption in scholarly research has the same meaning as in every day use
and refers to taking something for granted (Hughes & Tomkiewicz, 1994). For the
purpose of the current research, it was assumed that all participants would answer the
questionnaire honestly. It was further assumed that all participants were fairly
representative of employees of other institutions of higher education in the United States.
Differences between higher education institutions such as 2-year, 4-year, and master’s
and doctoral degree granting institutions were assumed to exist.

Scope

The scope of the research included two New York State higher education
institutions. The potential pool of survey participants or the target population was
approximately 1,084 full- and part-time faculty and staff members (N = 1,084). It is
believed that each higher education institution, with its respective staff characteristics, is
representative of the universe of higher education institutions in the United States and
their staff (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). The two institutions chosen for the
study were referred to as Institution A, a 2-year comprehensive community college
offering associate degrees and certificate programs and Institution B, a 4-year
comprehensive liberal arts and professional studies college offering bachelor’s, master’s,
and professional doctoral degree programs.

Both institutions are located in central New York State, and both offer
coursework in traditional campus-based and online/distance learning environments. Both
higher education institutions are fully accredited by the Middle States Commission on

Higher Education. These institutions were selected because of their relative similarities in
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organizational structure and because both institutions’ organizational chief executive
officers gave permission for the administration of a survey to their employees. The
selection of institutions for the research was achieved by means of convenience sampling.
According to the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics, a total of 3,194,169 full- and part-time employees were working at both public
and private U.S. colleges and universities in the fall of 2003 (U.S. Department of
Education, 2005). These employees were generally categorized as professional and non-
professional staff and further subdivided within each general category to more accurately
reflect their job responsibilities within the institutions. The population selected for the
current research study was similar to the general categories and subcategories identified
by the U.S. Department of Education. While sampling error is a part of all research,
efforts to maximize the generalizability of the study findings to the entire population of
professional and non-professional higher education employees in the United States were
made by “hav[ing] a good sampling frame list, as large a sample from the population as
possible [in light of survey constraints], use of a good instrument, and rigorous
administration procedures” (Creswell, 2005, p. 360). In this research, the characteristics
of the population to be studied were known.
Limitations
As the study developed, it was acknowledged that the study would be subject to

the following limitations:

1. Only individuals who agreed to participate voluntarily would be surveyed.

2. A limited population and the limited time available to conduct the research might

have reduced the data set.
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3. Convenience sampling does not provide the same power of generalizability as
random sampling, but the target population was known to exhibit similar
characteristics to other populations employed by higher education institutions
within the United States (Gay & Airasian, 2000).

4. Data were collected from participants by means of self-reporting of responses, a
procedure known to produce bias.

5. Some of the participants might have known the researcher and might have
positive or negative feelings that might have affected their responses.

6. The quantitative cross-sectional research design might have had the inherent
limitation that the participants’ mindset at the specific time the survey was
completed might have caused outlier-type responses related to the respondents’
emotional disposition during survey completion.

Delimitations

The research was limited to surveying part-time and full-time employees at two
higher education institutions located in New York State. The research focused on the
potential differences between employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee
status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) in the higher education workplace with respect to
levels of stress and self-reported perceptions of job satisfaction among faculty and staff
members. Only employees of the two higher education institutions were included in the
research conducted with a quantitative cross-sectional survey design method for data

collection and related analysis.
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Summary

Occupational stress is not a new phenomenon. The establishment of the Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology in 1996 and independent and collaborative efforts
between the American Psychological Association and the NIOSH raised the subject of
occupational stress to a new level of scholarly prominence. The American Psychological
Association suggested,

Organizations can become healthy by incorporating health promotion activities,

offering employee assistance programs, having flexible benefits and working

conditions, treating employees fairly, and offering programs for employee

development, health and safety, and the prevention of work stress. (as cited in

Kelloway & Day, 2005, p. 223)
There are few studies on higher education job-related stress as it relates to faculty and
staff members at higher education institutions (Beam et al., 2003). Through a
multidisciplinary approach using literature and research in the fields of leadership, human
resources, and psychology, the current research might provide a unique contribution to
the literature with a study on faculty and staff employed at two higher education
institutions in the United States. The foundational theoretical framework that supported

the research is presented in chapter 2 as a review of the literature.



25

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Kelloway and Day (2005) asserted that “Freud’s identification of an intimate
connection between work and mental health is consistent with a vast body of scientific
literature” (p. 223). Stress in the workplace is not a new phenomenon, but there are few
studies on higher education job-related stress in faculty members at higher education
institutions (Beam et al., 2003). No research could be found that examined the potential
differences in the United States between employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and
employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) in the higher education workplace with
respect to levels of stress and self-reported perceptions of job satisfaction of faculty and
staff members as two general categories of higher education employees. The problem
appears to be that occupational stress screening of higher education faculty and staff
members is not prevalent within the United States, so the need exists to provide higher
education leaders with an inventory of potential predictive characteristics of occupational
stress (Beam et al., 2003; Fisher, 1994).

Chapter 1 presented statements of problem and purpose, a discussion of the
significance of the research, the theoretical framework, and the research questions that
guided the study. Chapter 2 provides literature about the historical underpinnings of the
stress concept and occupational stressors in the higher education workplace. The purpose
of the quantitative cross-sectional survey design research was to examine the potential
differences between full-time and part-time faculty and staff members at two upstate New
York colleges and their self-reported levels of stress and the perceptions of job
satisfaction. The literature suggested that knowledge of leadership in higher education, a

study of the field of human resources, and an understanding of occupational stress in the
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field of psychology would provide the foundation for the research study. Chapter 2
provides this framework.
Documentation

In total, 72 references were used in the completion of the research. Primary
resources included (a) the University of Phoenix Apollo Library’s extensive online
collection, including ProQuest Digital Dissertations and ProQuest and the EBSCOhost
databases; (b) germinal texts; (c) research studies; (d) the United States Department of
Education Web sites; and (e) the NIOSH Web site. Of the 72 references, 55 (75%) were
derived from scholarly journals directly related to higher education, leadership, human
resources, psychology, and occupational stress. The remaining 25% of the references
included germinal and related or supportive texts in the aforementioned fields, a doctoral
dissertation, and the user’s guide for the ASSET survey instrument used for this research
study.

Of the 72 references used in this research, only 13 (17%) were published before
2000, with two germinal pieces having been published in 1977 and 1970 respectively.
The documentation reviewed provided confirmation that no documented United States-
based research could be found that examined potential differences between employee
position and employee status in the higher education workplace with respect to levels of
stress and self-reported perceptions of job satisfaction of full-time and part-time faculty
and staff members as two general categories of higher education employees.

Historical Overview
The current study might add information to the literature on general occupational

stress and higher education occupational stress in the United States as it relates to specific
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categories of higher education faculty and staff. The literature suggested that knowledge
of higher education leadership, a study of the field of human resources, and an
understanding of occupational stress in the field of psychology would provide a relevant
theoretical framework for the research. A review of the research population and sample is
presented, followed by a discussion of the independent and dependent variables. The
subsequent section of the literature review frames occupational stress in the context of
leadership and human resources literature.
The Independent Variables — Employee Position and Status

Independent variables influence an outcome referred to as the dependent variable
(Creswell, 2005; Wang, 2006) and are characteristics or “factors that can be manipulated
by practitioners” (Varadarajan, 2003, p. 368). The effective screening of higher education
employees and employees in general within any organization is critical for initiating
corrective and preventative measures in order to address negative stressors in the
workplace. “The most common problem is that, in an attempt to provide a full risk
assessment, questionnaires are extremely long and detailed,” thus resulting in very poor
response rates from employees in all job categories (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 191). The
inconsistency of available valid and reliable comparative research data in the United
States creates confusion, low levels of predictability, and disparity in approaches to
assessing and mitigating occupational stress for higher education administrators and
higher education leaders in the United States (Elliot, 2003).

The lack of data on the topic of stress for employees in higher education justified
the need for the current research. Elliott analyzed stress and strain on employees at one

university in the United States and concluded, “Nonetheless, work and family initiatives
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are in the early stages of development at many institutions of higher education, and more
research is needed to guide human resource policies in this arena” (p. 162). The
predominant focus on higher education occupational stress research in the United States
has been on faculty only; full- and part-time staffs have been largely ignored (Brewer &
McMahan, 2003). Tytherleigh et al. (2005) suggested in their research using the ASSET
instrument with employees in higher education institutions in the United Kingdom that
future research “should provide separate benchmarks for academic and general staff” (p.
55).

The independent variables of employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and
status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) were further subdivided for the research study into
the four main groups of (a) full-time faculty, (b) full-time staff, (c) part-time faculty, and
(d) part-time staff. Employees in each category provided self-reported data on the ASSET
survey. The differences, if any, between the members of these groups and their self-
reported levels of stress and perceptions of job satisfaction were measured.

Dependent Variables: Levels of Stress and Perceptions of Job Satisfaction

Dependent variables are influenced by the independent variables (Creswell, 2005;
Zohar, 1999). In the current research, the employee status and employee position served
as the influencing factors or independent variables. The self-reported levels of stress and
perceptions of job satisfaction served as the dependent variables as measured by the 12
separate ASSET subscales, each measuring some dimension of stress.

Levels of Stress
Antiniou, Davidson, and Cooper (2003) asserted that, while faculty and staff at

higher education institutions are not classified as holding high-stress occupations
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compared to “dentists, doctors, pilots, police, miners and social workers, they are no less
subject to high levels of stress than those high-stress occupations noted herein” (p. 592).
Levels of stress established in the ASSET model are measured by core perceptions of job
scales within the ASSET instrument, including independent measurements of “work
relationships, work-life balance, overload, job security, control, resources and
communication, pay and benefits, and job overall” (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, p. 44;
Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005).

The self-reported levels of stress and perceptions of job satisfaction are based
upon the model of stress established by Cooper and Marshall (as cited in Donald et al.,
2005; Johnson et al., 2005; Tytherleigh et al., 2005). The ASSET model, based upon
Cooper and Marshall’s work in 1977, is divided into the following four sections: (a)
perceptions of the job, (b) attitudes toward the organization, (c) health, and (d)
supplementary biographical information (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al.,
2005).

Perceptions of the Job

The sources of stress that comprise the aggregate levels of stress and perceptions
of job satisfaction are further subdivided into 8 primary areas, and 7 of these are
dependent variables. The category of aspects of the job is an ASSET measure equivalent
to a measure of job satisfaction. The subsections are (a) work relationships, (b) work-life
balance, (c) overload, (d) job security, (e) control, (f) resources and communication, (g)
pay and benefits, and (h) aspects of the job (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et

al., 2005).
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Work relationships. Support or a lack of support from peers and supervisors can
be a significant source of stress that influences overall levels of employee stress and the
employees’ perceptions of job satisfaction (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et
al., 2005). Relationships form the core of employees’ ability to function within an
organization and leaders’ ability to motivate employees and change the organization. The
importance of relationships in the workplace is often overlooked (Anderson & Anderson,
2001). Anderson and Anderson noted,

Too often we encounter executive and management development curricula that

are one-dimensional and/or based on a single yearly training event. They often

focus on externally based skills, such as finance, marketing, and business
development, and neglect internal dimensions, such as mindset, emotions, and

relationships. (p. 192)

Work relationships and the importance of relationships in general were best
described by Peters (2003) when he stated, “Great leaders really are . . . there . . . they
really are . . . intensely concentrated on you . . . they really are real . . . they really do
connect. Investing in relationships means two big things: (1) sincerity, [and] (2) time.
Neither can be faked” (p. 333). Lack of support from peers and supervisors and poor
relationships contribute to higher levels of stress and employee burnout while trends
toward stronger relationships through a process of feedback and appreciation advance
well-being and lower employees’ levels of stress (Kalimo et al., 2003). Regarding change
agents and training in organizations, Bolman and Deal (2003) noted that relationships can

bring about intense personal feelings. They stated,
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As Machiavelli observed many years ago in The Prince, ‘It must be realized that
there is nothing more difficult to plan, more uncertain of success, or more
dangerous to manage than the establishment of a new order of [things]; for he
who introduces [change] makes enemies of all those who derived advantage from
the old order and finds but lukewarm defenders among those who stand to gain

from the new one.’ (p. 370)

Although a pessimistic view of change and work relationships, the quotation nonetheless
accurately describes the real potential and importance that relationships have as sources
of stress.

Work-life balance. A significant source of stress for individuals can be the
constant juxtaposition of work influencing home life and home life influencing work
performance, job satisfaction, and individual relationships (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002).
Tack (as cited in Guthrie, Woods, Cusker, & Gregory, 2005) asserted, “The world of
higher education tends to place extremely high, and often unrealistic, demands on the
time and energy of its leaders. In maintaining this expectation this process may be driving
away the very leaders that most campuses need” (p. 112). The expectations placed upon
higher education leaders manifest themselves in the workplace in several different ways.

Guthrie et al. (2005) conducted a qualitative analysis of 11 college student affairs
personnel. Although a small sample, the personnel studied represented 11 separate higher
education institutions in the United States. By analyzing the commonalities and
differences in student affairs and personnel at various levels within higher education
institutions and the methods they used to address the work-life balance, a model of

balance was formulated. Guthrie et al. asserted that the following four crucial strategies
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were necessary to attain a work-life balance within the confines of their model: “self-
knowledge, intentionality, commitment to self-care, and reflection” (p. 116). Self-
knowledge is an understanding of one’s values and priorities and was a common theme in
Guthrie’s study. Intentionality refers to life as a series of choices. A study participant
explained,

The only way to avoid imbalance is to choose to deliberately be balanced, to think

about what you are doing, to think about what’s coming up, to make choices to try

to maintain balance . . . if you’re not careful, if you just put your mind into
neutral, and let it drag you along where it will go, you’ll go in all the wrong

places. (as cited in Guthrie et al., 2005, pp. 121-122)

Commitment to self-care revolves around personal health and the concept that one
cannot help others if one is ill and out of balance. Finally, reflection was a key
component in the model of balance although some study participants considered it
difficult to attain because “sometimes there is too much noise, making it difficult to
reflect” (Guthrie et al., 2005, p. 122). The work-life balance in general occupations, and
higher education specifically, remains a challenge for leaders. The ASSET model
provides a measure of the difficulty of balancing the work-life relationship as another
source of stress that influences the overall levels of employee stress and their perceptions
of job satisfaction (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002).

Overload. Overload can refer to both the amount of work employees are
responsible for overseeing as well as the amount of time employees spend doing their job
(Barnett, 2004; Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). Each of these factors is a significant source

of stress, and along with work-life imbalance, work overload in higher education
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institutions in the United Kingdom and Australia “are among the most frequently
reported stressors” (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, p. 56). In spite of some conclusive results,
the literature in the field is inconsistent or lacking, especially for the United States
(Barnett, 2004).

Occupational stress among higher education faculty has not been studied often,
especially in the United States (Beam et al., 2003). A much larger base of higher
education research exists in the United Kingdom (Collins & Parry-Jones, 2000; Donald et
al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2005; Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007). Tytherleigh et al. (2005)
surveyed higher education faculty and staff at 14 higher education institutions in the
United Kingdom (N = 3,809). Higher education workers were found to be more stressed
than non higher education workers (Tytherleigh et al., 2005). The authors concluded that
it is essential for higher education managers to identify the levels of stress within the
various categories of employees and to develop “management interventions” to address
the negative effects of stress on higher education employees (p. 58).

The lack of scientific research in the United States, and perhaps around the world,
might be due to a false belief that higher education employees, specifically faculty
members, are not in a stressful environment and that work overload is neither an issue of
concern nor worthy of scholarly research (Collins & Parry-Jones, 2000). Collins and
Parry-Jones stated,

In the past and to some extent the present, academic life may have been perceived

as involving considerable privileges, with conditions of employment and hours of

work allowing opportunity for flexibility. The lecturer [faculty member] may be

viewed as a fortunate person who does not “get their hands dirty,” plays with
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theory, reads, writes, enjoys long lunch hours, late starts, early finishes and long

holidays. This stereotype of academic life, however, is likely to be false. For

around twenty years universities have experienced substantial cuts in their
resources, whilst student numbers have expanded. From the mid-1980s to the
mid-1990s, the number of university students increased by 64 percent, while the

number of teaching staff only increased by 11 percent. (p. 771)

Work overload, whether expressed as a measure of time or work volume, is a significant
workplace stressor that influences overall levels of employee stress and their perceptions
of job satisfaction.

Job security and pay and benefits. Although ASSET independently measures job
security and pay and benefits, the two variables are discussed together for this analysis
because they are most often combined in the literature as being both a source of stress
and as factors generally outside of the immediate control of the employee (Fields,
Dingman, Roman, & Blum, 2005). Both variables are independently measured and
reported separately in the current research study. Job security can be approached from
two primary perspectives that relate to occupational stress. One perspective relates to
whether one will have a job. The other relates to one’s job becoming obsolete because of
changes within the organization (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005).
Pay and benefits have perhaps the singularly largest effect upon employees’ overall level
of stress and their perceptions of job satisfaction.

One of the outcomes of stress that is not included in the ASSET model is the
employee leaving the organization for the same type of job, leaving the organization for

another job or no job at all, or moving within the organization to another type of job
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(Fields et al., 2005). ASSET measures employee commitment to the organization and the
organization’s commitment to the employee. Those surveyed remain employed by the
organization under study and thus have not separated from the employer (Cartwright &
Cooper, 2002).

Both job security and pay and benefits are critical factors that affect not only the
employees’ levels of stress but also how they deal with occupational stress. Stress about
job security occurs when the opportunity of leaving a job or moving to another position
within the same organization is not available. Fields et al. (2005) suggested that external
unemployment figures can create additional stress because employees might believe that
they have nowhere to go to find another job and that their jobs are the most secure
positions available. While stress can take on multiple meanings, including the
“interaction and the relationships of the individual with their environment,” stress
remains a fluid target that is influenced by many factors (Michailidis & Asimenos, 2002,
p. 137).

Understanding the multidimensional complexity of the potential differences
between job security and pay and benefits is critical for higher education leaders to better
assess their employees and mitigate occupational stress. Fields et al. (2005) concluded the
following in their study of 1,556 employees who participated in the United States
National Employment Survey:

Managers concerned about reducing turnover may be advised to devote more

effort to understanding employee perceptions about the gains to be realized by

moving to other organizations or other parts of the current organization. Our study

results also challenge managers to avoid the inherently human tendency to accept
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a single mental model or schema that predicts why employees may leave a current
job. Our results indicate that a single model of employee turnover has severe
limitations and understanding the current conditions that may affect employee
decisions requires considering a range of models or schemas that may differ
depending on the type of move an employee is considering. (p. 79)
Although Fields et al.’s (2005) study was not targeted specifically to higher education,
the conclusions were consistent with similar findings about the multidimensional aspects
of occupational stress as it relates to the variables of job security and pay and benefits
(Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Michailidis & Asimenos, 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

Control. The perceptions of the amount of control employees have to make
decisions and act have a significant effect on the overall levels of employee stress and
perceptions of job satisfaction (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). With a relatively small
sample of 30 administrators, faculty, and coordinators in a large institution of higher
education in Greece, Michailidis and Asimenos (2002) concluded that “all three groups
perceive the amount of control they have over things that concern their job to be very
low, which is a factor that leads to extreme amounts of stress” (p. 141).

Resources and communication. Poor training, the lack of equipment to perform
the job, inadequate support resources, poor information networks, and a lack of
communication are added stressors that affect the overall levels of employee stress and
perceptions of job satisfaction (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). The literature supported the
assertion that, although employees at all levels of employment in institutions of higher
education are dedicated to their positions and various disciplines and specialties, they

nonetheless are demotivated and simultaneously stressed by a lack of resources, support,
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funding, and communication within their organizations (Michailidis & Asimenos, 2002;
Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

Aspects of the job. The dependent variable of aspects of the job is an ASSET
measure of job satisfaction and equates to an individual’s perception of the job itself and
the job environment such as exposure to hazardous conditions and repetitive tasks
(Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). Like leaders in any organization who must change to meet
the demands of their constituents, higher education faculty and staff must adapt to the
demands of their specific constituents. According to Tytherleigh et al. (2005),

A negative impact from ongoing changes in universities is now being reported in

relation to academics’ productivity, as well as their health, well-being, and levels

of stress and tension. Increased numbers and diversity of students, new teaching
modalities, and unrealistic deadlines have left many staff feeling disconnected

from their institutions and unwilling to exert extra effort on their behalf. (p. 44)
Within the context of the current research, the variable of aspects of the job can serve as a
factor that influences overall levels of stress and perceptions of job satisfaction or serve
as an outcome of stress itself in the form of job dissatisfaction (Cartwright & Cooper,
2002).

Attitudes toward the Organization

The attitudes toward the organization scale within the ASSET instrument is
divided into two subscales that are perceived commitment of the organization to the
employee and commitment of the employee to the organization (Cartwright & Cooper,
2002). Cartwright and Cooper suggested that the ASSET model of stress includes factors

that affect employee commitment but are not directly related to the workplace. Each scale
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is designed to measure the extent to which an organization as a whole is committed to the
employee and conversely the extent to which an employee is dedicated to the
organization (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). This ASSET scale is designed to measure the
effect of stress and includes stress that originates outside of the workplace. The category
of attitudes toward your organization is 1 of the 4 ASSET areas containing 2 of the 12
subscales that contribute to the analysis of the overall self-reported levels of workplace
stress and self-reported levels of job satisfaction in the current research study, each
addressing some dimension of stress.

Your Health

The third major section of the ASSET instrument is the your health scale and is
divided into two subscales of physical health and psychological well-being (Cartwright &
Cooper, 2002). Cartwright and Cooper suggested, “Poor employee health can be
indicative of excessive workplace pressure and experienced stress. Thus, poor health is an
outcome of stress which can be used to ascertain whether workplace pressures have
positive and motivating or negative and damaging effects” (p. 11).

Similar to the attitudes toward the organization measure in the ASSET instrument,
physical health and psychological well-being might be altered by factors outside of the
workplace (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). Individuals’ choice to live an unhealthy
lifestyle, significant issues in a relationship such as divorce, or dealing with death or
related events can have an effect upon their health (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). The
category of your health is 1 of the 4 ASSET areas containing 2 of the 12 subscales that
contribute to the analysis of the overall self-reported levels of workplace stress and self-

reported levels of job satisfaction in the current research study.
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Supplementary and Biographical Information

The supplementary information contained within the ASSET instrument is
designed to capture important stress-related information to allow for additional
meaningful analysis and for the grouping of variables (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). This
section of ASSET is divided into the following six subsections that were adapted to the
present study: (a) your current job, (b) you and your family, (c) your education and
lifestyle, (d) disability, (e) your interests, and (f) supplementary information (a
subcategory). In the current research, this section of ASSET allows for a profile of the
participants to be quantified. A final section within the supplementary information
subcategory is a comments subsection that gives the participants an opportunity to write
any comment they wish to offer on any topic, related or unrelated to the research study.

Summary

The sources of stress that serve as the foundational variables in the ASSET model
and influence the self-reported levels of stress and perceptions of job satisfaction are
based upon the model of stress established in 1977 by Cooper and Marshall (as cited in
Donald et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2005; Tytherleigh et al., 2005). The ASSET model,
based upon Cooper and Marshall’s work, includes four key sections that are (a)
perceptions of the job, (b) attitudes toward the organization, (c) health, and (d)
supplementary biographical information (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al.,
2005).

Through an analysis of the sources of stress identified by the ASSET model, the
current research might provide a more informed knowledge base about stress in higher

education. Findings might provide educational leaders with targeted, standardized



predictive research and analysis regarding higher education occupational stressors for
faculty and administrative staff as groups. The research might provide these leaders with
new insights and enable them to recognize characteristics that adversely affect their
employees thus allowing for mitigating, corrective, and preventative measures to be
implemented (Tytherleigh et al., 2007).

Vakola and Nikolaou (2005) studied 292 employees in various Greek
organizations using the ASSET model as the basis of their research. They determined that
levels of stress were significantly higher in organizations lacking in strong relationships,
effective communication methods, and strong organizational commitment. In a study of
2001 Australian worksites, Savery and Luks (2001) analyzed the issue of empowerment,
which is represented as control in the ASSET model, as it relates to levels of stress
among employees. Employees expressed high levels of stress when they perceived that
they had little control over decisions that were made within the organization. However,
professionals in management positions also expressed high levels of stress even though
they had a high level of decision-making authority within the organization.

With the ASSET model, Donald et al. (2005) assembled data from 16,001
employees representing 15 unique organizations in the United Kingdom, both in the
public and private sector. One of the ASSET measures is organizational commitment to
employees and employee commitment to the organization, both as measures of levels of
stress or as an outcome of stress within the ASSET model (Tytherleigh et al., 2005).
Donald et al. concluded that, as measures of the level of stress within an organization,

“organizational commitment will influence employee commitment and there will



41

therefore be an indirect relationship between employee commitment and performance”
(p. 19).

Donald et al. (2005) suggested that future research be conducted to explore the
potential differences between commitment to the organization and the organization’s
commitment to the employee and the “influence on both performance and other work
behaviors” (p. 19). The current research study explored those differences specifically
within the full-time and part-time faculty and staff in the higher education workforce
within the United States and with the levels of stress and workplace stressors as
enumerated within the ASSET model (Tytherleigh et al., 2005),

Perceptions of Job Satisfaction

Employee job satisfaction and levels of stress are inextricably linked (Cooper &
Cartwright, 2002). Extensive research on the relationship between stress and job
satisfaction has been conducted in high-stress jobs such as medicine, law enforcement,
and social work (Antiniou et al., 2003; Salmond & Ropis, 2005). Beam et al. (2003)
concurred, “Job-related stress among higher education faculty has not been studied often”
(1 9). As negative stress increases, employee job satisfaction usually decreases.
Nevertheless, inconsistency exists within the research indicating that, even within
historically stressful positions such as those filled by police officers and nurses, stress and
job satisfaction are not always correlated (Johnson et al., 2005).

Johnson et al. (2005) analyzed 26 occupations in the United Kingdom, using
ASSET normative data available to date and discovered that, even among employees
within historically stressful positions (i.e., police officers, teachers and nurses),

differences in job satisfaction appeared with respect to the levels of contact that these
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individuals had with their constituents. In particular, head teachers and senior police
officers were singled out as having lower levels of stress and higher levels of job
satisfaction. Front-line practitioners experienced high stress and low job satisfaction
levels while their supervisory counterparts did not experience these high levels of stress
or low levels of job satisfaction. Johnson et al. concluded that “there are some interesting
differences between roles within the same occupational setting, for example, teachers and
head teachers, police [officers] and senior police [officers]” (p. 15).

Johnson et al.’s findings were inconsistent with previous research indicating that
professionals within organizations (i.e., managers) also expressed high levels of stress
even though they had a high level of decision-making authority within the organization
(Savery & Luks, 2001). With respect to the medical field, Salmond and Ropis (2005)
reported,

High stress leads to negative work environments that rob nurses of their spirit and

passion about their job. Low job satisfaction in nurses is linked empirically to

chronic absenteeism, decreased morale, reduced job performance, burnout,
increased tardiness, high turnover, and substance abuse. Moreover, high stress
affects overall quality of care. Loss of compassion for patients, and increased
incidences of mistakes and on-the-job injuries are consequences of high stress

levels. (p. 301)

Within higher education, job security and commitment levels both from the
employee to the organization and the organization to the employee have a significant
effect upon levels of job satisfaction (Tytherleigh et al., 2005). While the teaching, law

enforcement, and nursing fields have undergone dramatic changes in the past decade
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(Johnson et al., 2005), higher education has also experienced significant changes both in
the constituencies served by colleges and universities (i.e., the students) and in the
organizational structures and mission of those institutions of higher education
(Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Job satisfaction is no longer influenced solely by classroom
interactions between faculty and students or administrative or staff interactions but by the
complete organizational shift from traditional ground-campus delivery methods to
completely online or hybrid (part-ground, part-online) coursework and business
operations (Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Staff needed to process transcripts, bills, library
books, and related functions find that they require new training. Organizational change is
a significant factor in higher education workplace stress and job satisfaction, primarily
resulting from faculty and staff who feel significantly increased levels of stress, a
disconnect with the employee’s institution, and an unwillingness to put forth additional
effort beyond the regular work day (Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

As a dependent variable in the present research, job satisfaction is directly
influenced by the workplace stressors established within the constructs of the ASSET
model. Identifying the potential differences between full-time and part-time (i.e.,
employee status) faculty and staff (i.e., employee position) and their self-reported levels
of stress and job satisfaction was critical to the research. Johnson et al. (2005) presented a
general analysis of the occupational normative data revealed by current ASSET data
collected in the United Kingdom, but no literature exists to sufficiently explain these
differences in the field of higher education in the United States as well as within the
specific separate categories of full-time and part-time faculty and staff (Tytherleigh et al.,

2005).



Framing Occupational Stress: A Multi-disciplinary Approach

Within the context of the population of higher education faculty and staff in the
United States and the sample of full- and part-time faculty and staff at two upstate New
York colleges, the leadership and human resources fields are two primary areas in the
theoretical foundations of the research. These areas have commonalities that link to the
problem of the scarcity of research in the United States in the area of occupational stress
in higher education and faculty and staff as two distinct groups within higher education
institutions.
The Higher Education Leadership Framework

The responsibility for proactively using the results of occupational stress research
and related studies to produce meaningful change for employees within their
organizations should fall on higher education leaders (Tytherleigh et al., 2005).
Establishing appropriate higher education occupational stress interventions cannot
necessarily be done across most higher education organizations; rather “each [higher
education institution] must take on responsibility for ensuring a healthy work
environment” (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, p. 58). Leaders at all levels of higher education
organizations are needed, especially transformational and principle-centered leaders who
can use their diverse their skills to identify and predict occupational stressors, commit the
necessary resources, and clearly show their long-term support for efforts to identify and
mitigate workplace stress (Kalimo et al., 2003; Tytherleigh et al., 2005).
Transformational and principle-centered leadership were briefly discussed in chapter 1.
The next section includes further discussion regarding leadership in higher education and

in the context of the healthy working environment (Tytherleigh et al., 2005).
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The current research examined full and part-time higher education faculty and
staff at two upstate New York colleges. Faculty and staff are very different categories of
employees that are further subdivided into employees with full- and part-time
employment status. The literature suggested that vast differences in the culture of
academics (i.e., faculty) and administration (i.e., staff) exist with respect to attitudes and
behaviors (Del Favero, 2005).

For the purposes of the current research, the differences were heightened because
many individuals who can effect change in the area of ensuring a healthy working
environment belong to both the academic and administrative domains thus being pulled
in both directions (Del Favero, 2005; Tytherleigh et al., 2005). In a quantitative survey of
421 academic deans at doctoral and research institutions in the United States, Del Favero
confirmed the assertion regarding the differences in faculty and administration when he
stated,

This study takes the approach that leadership is complicated by the demands of

the various, often conflicting, cultures defining colleges and universities.

Institutional cultures are fragmented into academic and administrative domains.

Then within academic domains, profound and extensive differences exist between

and among academic disciplines. These cultural dialectics are particularly

important in the study of academic deans' leadership because deans are not only
immersed in both academic and administrative cultures, but their successful
performance depends on an ability to bridge the two by serving both effectively.

Bridging behavior is also critical within the academic culture, particularly for

deans serving multidisciplinary units (e.g., arts and sciences), as they must seek to
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understand and communicate the preferences of faculty from often widely

different disciplinary cultures. Academic and administrative cultures are two

separate and, in many aspects, competing domains. Put differently, faculty and
administrators are known to hold different implicit models of their work
environment. Faculty value scholarship while administrators value organizational

efficiency and accountability. (p. 71)

The administrators closest to the faculty in higher education institutions are
department chairs, and they are themselves facing challenges associated with competing
roles and job-related stress. The situation adds strain to their roles as faculty members,
administrators, and departmental leaders (Del Favero, 2005, Gabbidon, 2005). In a study
of 78 criminal justice/criminology department chairs in randomly selected institutions of
higher education in the United States, the competing interests of faculty and
administrative leadership were further amplified (Gabbidon, 2005). Gabbidon suggested
that senior-level faculty members who have achieved promotion and tenure should fill
chair-level positions. Respondents believed that, although programs were considered
important, chairs were hampered in their abilities to lead through budget and staffing
constraints within their departments and experienced job-related stress and competing
roles (Del Favero, 2005; Gabbidon, 2005).

The leadership research in higher education within the United States addressed
job-related stress, role conflict, and related measures (Brewer & McMahan, 2003; Olsen,
1993). Nevertheless, there is a lack of research with respect to the comprehensive
analysis of occupational stress in higher education as it relates to the individual categories

of positions held within institutions of higher education. Moreover, literature after the
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turn of the 21% century suggested that future research should focus on these differences in
positions (Del Favero, 2005; Gabbidon, 2005; Michailidis & Asimenos, 2002;
Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

Michailidis and Asimenos (2002) suggested that supervisors play a critical role in
managing stress among their employees. Through analysis using the ASSET instrument,
the present research study might provide useful cumulative and segmented data on
employees in positions of leadership within higher education organizations in the United
States (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002).

The Human Resources Framework

Human resource departments, more commonly known as HR departments, are
common in today’s medium and large organizations, including colleges and universities.
Functioning in an environment of ever-changing laws, rules, and regulations, human
resource managers are faced with the often daunting task of balancing the “recruitment
and selection of new employees, training of employees, assessment of work efficiency,
compensation of employees as well as labor relations” (Treven, 2006, p. 120). A
relatively new phenomenon called the presenteeism problem has emerged in the
workplace; it involves employees coming to work in greater numbers than in the past
when they are experiencing physical or emotional problems (Milano, 2005). Milano
explained,

Causes of presenteeism include health conditions as ordinary as a bad cold, minor

injury, seasonal allergy, or nasty headache. While less visible, personal

difficulties outside of work can also affect job performance. An employee might
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be seriously distracted by child or elder care pressures, financial problems, or

marital strains. Basically, “they’re there, and yet, they’re not there.” (p. 32)

The assignment of a new name to a relatively old dilemma (i.e., employees with
personal problems) only increases the role that human resource managers play in
occupational stress identification and mitigation. Employee assistance programs (EAPs)
are the most recognizable manifestation of employers reaching out to their employees to
manage the work-life balance. While EAPs have been a part of the human resources
landscape since the 1930s, their purpose has changed dramatically. The programs used to
be available for treating employees with occasional episodes of stress, but today they
often offer services to deeply troubled employees (Murphy, 1995). Smewing and Cox
(1998) reported,

EAPs have been described as ‘job based programmes operating within a work

organization for the purpose of identifying troubled employees, motivating them

to resolve their troubles and providing access to counseling or treatment for those

employees who need these services. (p. 276)

In the United States, EAPs and related providers are certified through the private
Employee Assistance Professionals Association, much like college and university
accrediting bodies. Smewing and Cox (1998) provided one of very few comprehensive
analyses of the state of EAPs in a higher education setting in the United Kingdom as
compared to the programs in use in the United States. Smewing and Cox suggested that,
in addition to the presence of EAPs that are located either on a workplace site and staffed
by university counselors or provided by off-site professionals, training supervisors have

become another critical component in preventing and mitigating occupational stress
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(Kaupins et al., 2005). In all organizations, identifying employees who are in trouble and
prone to stress and workplace violence is the higher education leaders’ responsibility.
Smewing and Cox described a theme that is prevalent but changing in today’s university
setting and noted that, while universities “have traditionally taken a paternalistic view
toward their students, it is rare for such an approach to be extended to staff” (p. 283).

The two institutions that participated in the current study have full-time human
resource offices on their respective campuses. One of the two colleges in the present
research study has not embraced EAPs (Institution A) at present. The other (Institution B)
has a program available to employees and hosted by an off-site professional counseling
organization. As higher education institutions continue to change rapidly, as evidenced
by the literature, and reflect increased workloads, stress, and job dissatisfaction that yield
poor work performance (Polonsky, Juric, & Mankelow, 2003), human resource managers
and higher education leaders need reliable data on occupational stress to implement
meaningful change within their organizations (Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Elliott (2003)
concluded in her analysis of higher education stress and strain on employees at one
university in the United States, that “nonetheless, work and family initiatives are in the
early stages of development at many institutions of higher education, and more research
is needed to guide human resource policies in this arena” (p. 162).

With the emergence and prominence in the late 1980s and early 1990s of the
NIOSH (Murphy, 1995) and the American Psychological Association’s first publication
of the Journal of Occupational Health Psychology in 1996, the issue of occupational
health psychology in the context of leadership and human resources and, in particular,

stress in the workplace, has reached a new level of importance and visibility. Germinal



50

literature suggested that very little consensus existed regarding a single definition of
stress (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Goldberger & Breznitz, 1982; Michailidis &
Asimenos, 2002; Selye, 1980). Osler, Selye, Wolff, and Lazarus have contributed the
most substantive offerings to the definition and understanding of stress and stressors in
the past (as cited in Selye, 1980). These coincide with present day models that were
created by Cooper and Marshall (1977) and served as the foundation of the ASSET
model used in the current study (Cooper & Cartwright, 2002; Cooper & Marshall, 1977;
Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Michailidis and Asimenos summarized the divergent definitions
of stress as follows:
Stress is a result of the interaction and the relationships of the individual with
their environment. It can be defined as the pressure that the environment exerts on
the individual. The excessive psychological and physiological pressure force the
organism to react to the pressure in order to overcome it and this leads the
individual to make some adjustments. Stress occurs every time individuals try to
adjust to an environment composed of unpleasant events like pressures at work,
marital problems, [and] financial problems. (p. 137)
Stress and stressors are considered “objective elements in the environment that may
create stress” depending upon how individuals perceive and cope with or manage the
threat or stress (Kelloway & Day, 2005, p. 224; Michailidis & Asimenos, 2002).
The literature suggested that, although differing definitions of stress exist, three
predominant types have emerged that are stimulus-based, response-based, and stressor
strain-based (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). Stimulus-based stress is environmental or

situational while response-based stress is based upon individuals’ mental or physical
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response to a particular environmental or situational stimulus. Understanding the basic
premises behind each type of stress provides a valuable context for higher education
leaders to better evaluate their work environments and to use the results of occupational
stress research to implement meaningful changes within their organizations (Tytherleigh
et al., 2005).

Much like Cooper and Marshall’s (1977) pioneering model of stress that
established the ASSET model and the eight primary sources of stress (Cartwright &
Cooper, 2002), Sauter (as cited in Kelloway & Day, 2005) asserted there are six
categories of stress that mirrored the ASSET model and brought about some convergence
of theories and consistency to a field of literature marked by inconsistency. The six
categories are “1) workload and work pace; 2) role stressors (such as conflict, ambiguity,
and inter-role conflict); 3) career concerns; 4) work scheduling; 5) interpersonal
relationships; and 6) job content and control” (Sauter, as cited in Kelloway & Day, 2005,
p. 224). Understanding the basic foundations of psychological and physiological stress
definitions and the sources of occupational stress provides an important context for
higher education leaders who might use the results of the present research to bring about
meaningful change within their organizations.

Conclusion

In discussing the American Psychological Association’s definition of a
psychologically healthy workplace, Kelloway and Day (2005) stated,

Organizations can become healthy by incorporating health promotion activities,

offering employee assistance programs, having flexible benefits and working
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conditions, treating employees fairly, and offering programs for employee

development, health and safety, and the prevention of work stress. (p. 223)
Establishing appropriate higher education occupational stress interventions cannot
necessarily be done across most higher education organizations; rather, “each [higher
education institution] must take on responsibility for ensuring a healthy work
environment” (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, p. 58). The literature suggested that vast
differences existed between higher education faculty, faculty-administrators, and staff
(Del Favero, 2005). The literature further suggested that future research should focus on
these differences in positions (Del Favero, 2005; Gabbidon, 2005; Michailidis &
Asimenos, 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Michailidis and Asimenos maintained that
leaders play a critical role in managing stress for their employees.

Little consensus exists in the literature regarding a common definition of stress
(Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Goldberger & Breznitz, 1982; Michailidis & Asimenos,
2002; Selye, 1980). Higher education leaders, through effective human resource
management founded upon a basic understanding of the psychology of stress, can provide
the foundation for proactive efforts toward ensuring healthy workplace environments
(Tytherleigh et al., 2005). In all organization, it is the higher education leaders’
responsibility to identify employees who are in trouble and prone to stress or workplace
violence (Kaupins et al., 2005).

Summary

Leadership research in higher education within the United States addressed job-

related stress, role conflict, and related measures (Brewer & McMahan, 2003; Olsen,

1993). However, there is a lack of studies with respect to the comprehensive analysis of
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occupational stress in higher education as it relates to the individual categories of
positions held within institutions of higher education. Moreover, literature after the turn
of the 21% century suggested that future research should focus on these differences in
positions (Del Favero, 2005; Gabbidon, 2005; Michailidis & Asimenos, 2002;
Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

Chapter 1 presented the foundation for the study and described the problem,
purpose, and significance of the research as well as the research questions and the
theoretical framework. Chapter 2 expanded on the foundation provided in chapter 1 by
providing literature based on the historical underpinnings of the stress concept, especially
occupational stressors in the higher education workplace. The literature suggested that
knowledge of higher education leadership and a study of the field of human resources
could provide the foundation for the current research. Chapter 2 further framed the
research study in the context of leadership and human resources literature. Chapter 3 will
provide the theoretical foundation for the selection, validity, reliability, planning,
administration, and evaluation of the ASSET model survey instrument as the basis for the

collection of the primary data for the study.
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD

The purpose of the quantitative cross-sectional survey design research was to
examine the potential differences between full-time and part-time faculty and staff
members at two upstate New York colleges and their self-reported levels of stress
and perceptions of job satisfaction. Chapter 2 expanded on the foundation of chapter 1 by
providing literature based upon the historical underpinnings of the stress concept with a
focus on occupational stressors in the higher education workplace. The literature review
suggested that knowledge of leadership in higher education, a study of the field of human
resources, and an understanding of occupational stress in the context of the field of
psychology would provide the foundation for the research. Chapter 2 framed the research
in the context of the leadership, human resources, and psychological literature.

Chapter 3 provides a discussion of the ASSET model survey instrument and the
rationale for the selection of the instrument, its validity and reliability, and the details of
its administration. The ASSET survey was used for the collection of the primary data.
Chapter 3 further includes a discussion of the study’s research design, the appropriateness
of the design, the population and sample, issues associated with confidentiality, and the
methods for data collection and analysis.

Research Method and Design Appropriateness

The current research study utilized a quantitative cross-sectional survey design in
which data are collected and analyzed “data at one point in time” (Creswell, 2005, p.
355). A quantitative approach was the method of choice primarily because of the
limitations associated with generalizing the data produced by qualitative studies in which

population size is typically small as well as the desire to apply single-layer rather than
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multiple-layer data scrutiny to the data pool (Horn, 2004). Additionally, identification of
the potential differences between groups of higher education employees is most
effectively accomplished through quantitative analysis because survey design research
instruments are used to describe relationships and differences among variables (Creswell,
2005; Dube & Pare, 2003).

Quantitative Analysis

The research process generated quantitative data. Quantitative analysis “is an
inquiry approach useful for describing trends and explaining the relationship among
variables found in the literature” (Creswell, 2005, p. 597). The quantitative method of
research tends to yield a final document marked by objectivity and a lack of researcher
bias. Dube and Pare (2003) stated that “in quantitative research, well-known standardized
statistical analysis methods (e.g., analysis of variance or regression) have helped
researchers confirm or disconfirm hypotheses” ({ 67).

The selection of a quantitative cross-sectional survey design was intended to
objectively strengthen the area of study, specifically within the educational leadership
field of study. The literature had suggested that, while qualitative and other forms of
measurement might have a place in research, the trend in education research insofar as
the federal government is concerned focuses more heavily on the scientific rigor
associated with the principles of quantitative research (Dube & Pare, 2003; Horn, 2004).
Both germinal and current literature suggested that while a longitudinal research study is
the preferred method in the area of stress research, a quantitative cross-sectional survey
design causes minimal interference with survey participants and provides educational

leaders with meaningful results that can reasonably be collected within an organization in
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a short amount of time (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Cooper & Marshall, 1977;
Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Qualitative methods for short-term research such as the length
of this research study or a longitudinal study were neither practical nor necessary
(Cartwright & Cooper, 2002).

The Independent and Dependent Variables - Summary

The predominant focus on higher education occupational stress research in the
United States has been on faculty only; full- and part-time staff has been largely ignored
(Brewer & McMahan, 2003). Tytherleigh et al. (2005) suggested in their research using
ASSET with employees in higher education institutions in the United Kingdom that
future research “should provide separate benchmarks for academic and general staff” (p.
55).

The independent variables of employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and
status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) are further subdivided for into four main groups:
(a) full-time faculty, (b) full-time staff, (c) part-time faculty, and (d) part-time staff.
Members in each category provided self-report type data on the ASSET survey. The
potential differences between the members of these groups and their self-reported levels
of stress and perceptions of job satisfaction (i.e., the dependent variables) were measured.

Dependent variables are influenced by independent variables (Creswell, 2005;
Zohar, 1999). In the current research, full-time and part-time faculty and staff served as
the influencing factors or independent variables. The self-reported levels of stress and
perceptions of job satisfaction served as the dependent variables as measured by the

ASSET survey instrument. While chapter 2 included a detailed description of the
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independent and dependent variables, table 1 summarizes each to further frame this

discussion.

Table 1

Summary of Independent and Dependent Variables

Independent Employee Status (full- Employee Position (faculty vs.
Variables time vs. part-time) staff)
ASSET Subscales
Dependent

Variables: Perceived

Stress (11) Summary Description

Work Relationships  Support or lack of support from peers

Work Life Balance =~ Work influencing home life and home life influencing work

Overload Amount of work employees are responsible for and the amount
of time that they spend doing their job

Job Security Whether an employee has a job or whether a job may become
obsolete

Control Perceptions of the amount of control employees have to make
decision and act within their employment

Resources & Issues of proper training, equipment, support resources,

Communication information networks and communications

Pay & Benefits Perception of adequate compensation for the a particular job

Commitment to

Employees perception of the organizations commitment to the
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employee employee

Commitment to

Organization Employees commitment to the organization

Physical Health Employees perception of their physical health
Psychological

Wellbeing Employees perception of their psychological well-being
Dependent Variable:

Job Satisfaction (1)

Aspects of the Job Employees perceptions of the overall job itself

Supplementary and Biographical Information

The supplementary information contained within the ASSET instrument is
designed to capture important stress-related information to allow for additional
meaningful analysis and for the grouping of variables (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). This
section of ASSET is divided into six subsections that have been adapted for the present
study. The subsections are (a) your current job, (b) you and your family, (c) your
education and lifestyle, (d) disability, (e) your interests, and (f) supplementary
information (a subcategory). This section of ASSET allowed for a profile of the
participants of the current research to be quantified. A final section within the
supplementary information subcategory is a comments section. The comments subsection
gives participants an opportunity to write comments they wish to offer on any topic,

related or unrelated to the research study.
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Summary

The sources of stress that serve as foundational variables in the ASSET model and
influence the self-reported levels of stress and perceptions of job satisfaction are based
upon the model of stress established by Cooper and Marshall (as cited in Donald et al.,
2005; Johnson et al., 2005; Tytherleigh et al., 2005). The ASSET model, based upon
Cooper and Marshall’s work in 1977, is divided in the categories of perceptions of the
job, attitudes toward the organization, health, and supplementary biographical
information (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

The current research might provide a more informed knowledge base about stress
in higher education, especially for educational leaders who could use standardized
predictive research and analysis regarding higher education occupational stressors for
faculty and administrative staff as groups. The findings might provide these leaders with
new insights and enable them to recognize characteristics that adversely affect their
employees and to implement mitigating, corrective, and preventative measures
(Tytherleigh et al., 2007).

Appropriateness of Design

The choice of quantitative research methodology with a cross-sectional survey
design was appropriate for the study. In this design, data are collected “at one point in
time” (Creswell, 2005, p. 355). A cross-sectional survey design approach was selected
primarily due to time limitations and the financial commitment that a longitudinal study
would involve.

The ASSET instrument was designed as a shortened stress evaluation tool that is

most often used within [a] cross-sectional design and is conducive to a quantitative
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approach as opposed to a qualitative or mixed-methods approach (Cartwright & Cooper,
2002). The length of most stress questionnaires resulted in low response rates and
“statistical concerns about the extent to which the respondents [could] be considered
representative of the work population surveyed” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 191). In part,
the use of the ASSET instrument in the current research was to elicit higher response
rates within the higher education population selected. The quantitative analysis “is an
inquiry approach useful for describing trends and explaining the relationship among
variables found in the literature” (Creswell, 2005, p. 597). The quantitative method of
research tends to yield a final document marked by objectivity and a lack of researcher
bias (Creswell, 2005). Dube and Pare (2003) stated that “in quantitative research, well-
known standardized statistical analysis methods (e.g., analysis of variance or regression)
have helped researchers confirm or disconfirm hypotheses” (1 67).

The research conducted utilized a quantitative instrument to measure the potential
differences between full-time and part-time higher education faculty and staff (i.e.,
independent variables) and dependent variables of the self-reported levels of stress and
self-reported levels of job satisfaction. The dependent variables of levels of stress and
perceptions of job satisfaction were measured in part by measures of the employees’
perceived commitment to the organization and the perceived commitment of the
organization to employees (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). These variables are most

appropriately measured through the use of a quantitative cross-sectional approach.
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Population, Sampling, and Data Collection Procedures and Rationale
Population

The target population for the current study was full- and part-time higher
education employees at two upstate New York colleges, and a random sample was
selected from the target population. According to Creswell (2005), a sample “is a
subgroup of the target population that the researcher plans to study for the purpose of
making generalization about the target population” (p. 398). The sample is a small group
that, if studied correctly, produces findings that can be generalized to the entire
population. To survey all full-time and part-time college faculty and staff in the United
States is neither possible nor necessary. The goal of the research was to obtain data from
a small, manageable, and representative group (Creswell, 2005).

Creswell (2005) further stated that “to reduce sampling error, select as large a
sample from the population as possible. The larger the sample, the more the participants
will be representative of the entire population” (p. 359). It was not expected that the
results of the research would be fully generalizable to the overall higher education
population within the United States, and this was acknowledged as a limitation of the
research study.

Neuman (2003) stated that “a researcher samples so he or she can draw inferences
from the sample to the population. Researchers are not interested in samples in
themselves; they want to infer to the population” (p. 233). Neuman further noted,
“Everything else being equal, the larger the sample size, the smaller the sampling error”
(p. 233). According to the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education

Statistics, 3,194,169 full- and part-time employees were working at both public and



62

private U.S. colleges and universities in the fall of 2003 (U.S. Department of Education,
2005). These employees were generally categorized as professional and non-professional
staff and further subdivided within each general category to more accurately reflect their
job responsibilities within their institutions. Although the small population of two upstate
New York colleges might not be considered representative of the entire higher education
faculty and staff population of the United States, it was representative of the categories
adopted by the U.S. Department of Education.

While sampling error is a part of all research, efforts to maximize the
generalizability of the study’s findings to the entire population of professional and non-
professional higher education employees was maximized by “hav[ing] a good sampling
frame list, as large a sample from the population as possible [in light of survey
constraints], use of a good instrument, and rigorous administration procedures”
(Creswell, 2005, p. 360). The use of sound quantitative research methods enhanced the
veracity of the results and credibility of the final conclusions and recommendations of the
research. The literature suggested that sampling an entire population is not advisable,
cost-effective, or efficient, but it can provide a sound basis for further research (Neuman,
2003; Su, 2006). Su studied 632 accounting students in the United States and Taiwan and
concluded that the small sample selected might not be generalizable to the population of
U.S. or Taiwanese accounting students and that the characteristics of the students might
not be similar to the overall population. However, generalizability need not be the only
measure of successful research. Su further concluded,

The findings of the present study are essential to training the new generation in

learning how to avoid the pitfalls of inappropriate decision making that have
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underlying cultural differences and promote clear decision for effective

implementation. This study can begin to help international managers better

understand how business ethics is perceived and conducted across cultures. This
research is laying the foundation for further research in cross-cultural ethics in

accounting. (pp. 156-157)

Lee, Burkam, Ready, Honigman, and Meisels (2006) studied over 8,400
kindergarten students across the United States in 50 school districts. Lee et al. noted that
small samples, short-term research, and studies “lacking in scientific rigor” were
contributing factors to poor historical research (p. 170). Lee et al. secured substantial
funding from the United States Department of Education to conduct a costly longitudinal
study of kindergarten students. While the present research was neither longitudinal nor
financially supported, it exhibited strong scientific rigor. While the sample population
was not generalizable to the entire higher education faculty and staff population in the
United States, it nonetheless exhibited strong characteristics of that larger population
(Lee et al., 2006; Su, 2006).

According to Gay (1996), “at approximately N=5,000 and beyond, the population
size is almost irrelevant and a sample size of 400 is adequate. Thus, the larger the
population, the smaller the percentage needed to get a representative sample” (p. 125).
For the target population of 1,084 in the present research, a sample of 278 to 285 was an
adequate sample for statistical purposes (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970). In the present
research study a stratified random sample was selected, further refining the representation
of each group (Creswell, 2005; Neuman, 2003). The use of sound quantitative methods

enhanced the veracity of the results and the credibility of the conclusions and
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recommendations only insofar as the population of both higher education institutions was
concerned. While the final sample studied in this research could not be scientifically
generalized to the entire population of higher education employees in the United States,
some commonalities could be identified that can provide higher education leaders with a
template for current action within their institutions and guidelines for future research.

The target population of two upstate New York colleges (N = 1,084) and the
random sample selected from within that population is small in comparison to the overall
United States population of higher education faculty and staff categories since it
represents only .031% of 3,194,169. The characteristics of the target population selected
for the present study closely represented the greater population. The population of full-
and part-time higher education faculty and staff exhibited characteristics that have been
established by the United States Department of Education (U.S. Department of
Education, 2005).
Sampling

The data were collected from a preprinted paper form completed by randomly
selected voluntary participants drawn from the target population at the two colleges. A
stratified sample including self-reported faculty full-time and faculty part-time and staff
full-time and staff part-time was randomly selected from the target population (Creswell,
2005). Neuman (2003) stated that “researchers use stratified sampling when a stratum of
interest is a small percentage of a population and random processes could miss the
stratum by chance” (p. 233). In the colleges selected for the research, faculty and staff
were not equally proportioned across both institutions (see Table 2), and without

stratified sampling it is possible that one group might be over- or under-represented.
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Informed Consent

Of the 1,084 full- and part-time faculty and staff members at the two upstate New
York colleges, a randomly selected sample of 60% from each group was drawn at each
institution. The employees were selected using ascending numbers assigned from the
respective Microsoft EXCEL® spreadsheets the human resource offices provided. Signed
informed consent statements are generally not required for survey design research
studies. Nevertheless, each potential participant received a pre-survey explanatory letter
(see Appendix A) along with the ASSET instrument (Neuman, 2003).

Additionally, an informed consent cover letter (see Appendix B) was mailed with
the survey, providing potential participants with appropriate informed consent
informational language. Participants were advised that, if they returned the surveys, their
return served as their informed consent. A final level of informed consent was provided
in the form of a check box on the front of the ASSET survey itself. To be included in the
final analysis, participants had to have checked the box, further indicating their informed
consent. Full-time and part-time faculty and staff members had an opportunity to identify
their employment status by completing Question 1 (Q1) on the ASSET survey
instrument.

Table 2

Stratified Sampling of Faculty and Staff (N = 1,084)

Strata Faculty Faculty  Staff Staff  Total

full-time part-time full-time part-time

Institution

Institution A: Two-year college 82 72 185 44 383
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Institution B: Four-year college 133 176 330 62 701
Total 215 248 515 106 1,084
Total 43 57 100
(% of total faculty & staff)

Confidentiality

Confidentiality, anonymity, and voluntary participation are three critical
components associated with protecting the identity of research participants and
maximizing their participation in a research study (Creswell, 2005; Neuman, 2003).
Participants received an initial letter (see Appendix A) that, in part, discussed the
importance of confidentiality and advised the participants that their names had been
randomly selected and could not be matched with returned survey results thus ensuring
that individual results would remain anonymous. With the exception of the initial mailing
of the introductory letter (see Appendix A) and the follow-up mailing of the ASSET
survey instrument, it was not possible to match outgoing mail with incoming survey
responses.

The ASSET survey instrument (see Appendix C) was intentionally coded in the
preprinting phase of production in order to distinguish between the two colleges when the
surveys were returned. This procedure allowed the sharing of organizational-level macro
data with educational leaders after the completion of the research study. Leaders of both
institutions might use the findings for problem identification and implementation of
mitigating steps toward the reduction of higher education occupational stress within each

college (Tytherleigh et al., 2007). There were no foreseeable risks to survey participants.
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The small size of the sample of full-time and part-time faculty and staff members
(< 500 between both schools) could allow specific groups of participants to stand out in
the results. Potential participants were advised of this fact in the informed consent letter
and were reminded that it would not be possible to link a particular survey result with
them as individuals. Data were secured in a locked residence basement in a locked case
and shared in raw form with a statistical assistant and the doctoral dissertation mentor and
committee members. Personal identifiable data such as name, date of birth, social
security number, were purposely not present on the returned survey forms. Nevertheless,
the paper forms returned will be kept for a minimum of 3 years and will be cross-
shredded after that time.

Geographic Location

This quantitative cross-sectional survey design research study was conducted at

two upstate New York colleges in the United States.
Data Collection

The pencil-and-paper version of the ASSET survey instrument completed by the
participants was used for all data collection. Although a computerized, web-based version
of the ASSET instrument was available along with computerized scoring, it was not an
affordable option. The ASSET instrument is under copyright of the Robertson Cooper
Company in the United Kingdom, and Robertson Cooper granted permission for the use
of the ASSET instrument and for inclusion of a sample of the instrument in this
document (see Appendix D). Permission to use the premises at both Institution A and
Institution B were obtained from both college presidents (see Appendix E). A multi-wave

communication campaign was utilized following Dillman’s (1978) total design method in
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order to maximize response rates for mailed survey instruments (Elliott, 2003;
Rickenbach & Overdevest, 2006). The pre-survey letter included the following:

1. The researcher’s name, address, email, and phone number.

2. The researcher’s educational affiliation and the reason for the survey.

3. The voluntary nature of participation.

4. The objective of the research.

5. 'Who would be involved, when, and why?

6. How the information would be used.

7. How the research would benefit employees and the organization.

8. The procedures to maintain the respondents’ anonymity.

9. The fact that their responses would be sent directly back to the researcher for

scoring.

10. The fact that each organization (college) was committed to change in terms of the

results of the survey (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002).

Once completed, the ASSET instruments were returned in a self-addressed and
prepaid envelope. Two weeks after the initial mailing of the survey instrument to the
stratified random sample of participants, a reminder post card (see Appendix F) was sent
out to the entire mailing list. The groups were determined by analysis of question 1 (Q1)
on the ASSET instrument. Data input and analysis were initiated only after receipt of all
anticipated surveys after the multi-wave communication plan had been implemented.

Instrumentation
The ASSET model questionnaire used for the present research is a “short, but

psychometrically sound instrument for screening for stress within a risk assessment
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exercise” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 200; Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Faragher et al. stated
that the ASSET is the first stage of a possible two-stage assessment process in which the
second stage is a more in-depth analysis using the first-stage results as a foundation for
further analysis. The length of most stress questionnaires has resulted in low response
rates and “statistical concerns about the extent to which the respondents can be
considered representative of the work population surveyed” (Faragher et al., 2004, p.
191). In part, the purpose of using the ASSET instrument in the current research was to
elicit high response rates within the higher education population selected.

The ASSET instrument had been established to have good convergent validity,
which is “the extent to which a scale correlates with other measures of the same
construct” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 198), high face validity, and strong reliability as
evidenced through predominantly high Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the various
ASSET factors (Farragher et al., 2004; Johnson & Cooper, 2003). Strong validity and
high reliability coefficients are further supported by a growing pool of normative data by
“which organizations can ‘benchmark’ their performance” and high response rates
attributed to the shortened length of the survey instrument (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 199).
Figure 1 illustrates the dimensions included in the ASSET model.

The short, yet valid and reliable design of the ASSET model survey instrument
was conducive to the type of research for the current study (Faragher et al., 2004). The
ASSET model was developed in the United Kingdom and has been used in both higher
education and non-higher education workplace settings in the United Kingdom and in

Greece (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Faragher et al., 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005;
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Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005). The researcher was the first to use the ASSET instrument to

study higher education occupational stress within the United States.

SOURCES OF STRESS
Perceptions of your job
(1) Work relationships
(2) Work-lite balance
(3) Overload
(4) Job security
(5) Cortrol
(6) Resources & communication (2) Commitment from
(7) Pay and benefits empiloyoe to organization
(8) Job overall l
OUTCOMES OF STRESS
Your health
(1) Physical health
» (2) Psychological well-being
OVERALL JOB FACTORS

Figure 1. The ASSET model (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al. 2005;
reprinted with permission of Robertson Cooper Limited)
Validity: Internal and External

Internal and external validity refer to researchers’ ability to explain and control
the various threats or uncontrolled variables common to the research for each type of
validity (Cooper & Schindler, 2003; Gay & Airasian, 2000; Neuman, 2003). Internal
validity refers to whether the dependent variables share a true causal relationship with the
independent variables (Neuman, 2003). In the current study, the dependent variables were
the outcomes of stress, and the independent variables were employee status and position.
External validity, also referred to as ecological validity (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 372),
refers to whether the findings of the study can be generalized to both events and settings

beyond the study itself (Cooper & Schindler, 2003; Neuman, 2003).
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Internal Validity

The literature reported that the common threats to internal validity (Cooper &
Schindler, 2003; Gay & Airasian, 2000; Neuman, 2003) were (a) selection bias, (b)
history, (c) maturation, (d) testing, (e) instrumentation, (f) mortality, (g) statistical
regression, (h) diffusion of treatment or contamination, (i) compensatory behavior, and (j)
experimenter expectancy. Each is briefly summarized in the next sections within the
context of the study.

Selection bias. Selection bias is a threat that can exist if participants are not
randomly selected for control and experimental groups (Cooper & Schindler, 2003;
Neuman, 2003). In this quantitative cross-sectional research study, a stratified random
sampling of participants was selected for each group, and no control group was used thus
minimizing the threat. Members of each group exhibited similar characteristics of full-
time and part-time faculty and staff members of higher education institutions in the
United States, and each had an equal chance of being selected to participate in the
research study (U.S. Department of Education, 2005).

History. History refers to events that are not part of the experiment or study but
might affect the dependent variable (Gay & Airasian, 2000). The history threat to internal
validity is most often noted in longitudinal studies or experimental studies with pre-tests
and post-tests (Gay & Airasian, 2000). In the current research study, a cross-sectional
design was used therefore history was not anticipated as a threat to internal validity.

Maturation. Neuman (2003) referred to maturation as some alteration within the
participants such as a “biological, psychological, or emotional process” that can change

over time (p. 253). Similar to the thread of history, maturation is most frequently a threat
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that occurs during longitudinal studies or experiments requiring reasoning or physical
ability over time, neither of which were present in the research (Gay & Airasian, 2000;
Neuman, 2003). Maturation was not seen as a threat to internal validity in this research
study.

Testing. Testing can be a threat to a dependent variable (Neuman, 2003). Gay and
Airasian (2000) referred to the testing threat as “pretest sensitization” (p. 374). While
participants received a pre-survey letter introducing them to the research, they did not
receive a copy of the survey unless they were randomly selected to participate. The
testing threat is most often heightened when participants are given the same test or survey
and asked to recall the same factual information from pre-test to post-test (Gay &
Airasian, 2000). Testing was seen as a minimal threat in the research study.

Instrumentation. The instrumentation threat refers to the potential use of
unreliable or inconsistent instruments as well as improper or inconsistent procedures in
the administration of instruments or observations made by researchers (Gay & Airasian,
2000; Neuman, 2003). Previous sections of the dissertation detailed the strength of the
ASSET instrument as well as the data collection and analysis procedures employed for
the study. Instrumentation was not seen as a threat to the research study.

Mortality. Mortality refers to whether a participant stays with a study or drops out
(Gay & Airasian, 2000; Neuman, 2003). The mortality threat is most commonly
associated with longitudinal studies where volunteers are utilized. The cross-sectional
design nature of this study minimized the threat. Mortality was not seen as a threat to the

research study.
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Statistical regression. The statistical regression threat refers to participants who
are selected for a study because they scored extremely high or low on tests, in particular
pre-tests (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Participants for the present research study were chosen
based upon their employment at an institution of higher education. They were
subsequently randomly selected from that group using commonly accepted research
practices for random sampling. Statistical regression was not seen as a threat to the
research study.

Diffusion of treatment or contamination. Diffusion of treatment or contamination
is a threat to internal validity when participants in an experiment communicate with one
another and reveal their own role or circumstances in a study (Neuman, 2003). While it is
possible that participants in this research study communicated with one another regarding
their participation, it was not anticipated that it would be widespread due to the random
nature of the selection process. Post-survey interviews or some other outside information
are viewed as the primary methods to detect this threat (Neuman, 2003). Diffusion of
treatment or contamination was seen as a minimal threat to the research study.

Compensatory behavior. Compensatory behavior is a threat to internal validity
defined as something of value given to one person or group and not given to another with
the second group learning about the first group’s benefit or compensation (Neuman,
2003). In the current research study, nothing of value was offered to any participants.
Compensatory behavior was not seen as a threat to the research study.

Experimenter expectancy. Experimenter expectancy is the researcher’s desires
that are directly or indirectly communicated with research assistants or research

participants (Neuman, 2003). The fact that the researcher was known to many of the
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participants in the research had been raised as a possible limitation of the study, but the
researcher did not discuss the study hypothesis with any of the potential participants.
Experimenter expectancy was seen as a minimal threat to the research study.
External Validity

Gay and Airasian (2000) suggested seven major threats to external validity. They
are (a) pretest-treatment interaction, (b) selection-treatment interaction, (c) multiple
treatment interference, (d) specificity of variables, (e) treatment diffusion, (f)
experimenter effects, and (g) reactive effects. According to Gay and Airasian, the threats
are categorized as threats to the population and threats to “ecological validity” (p. 377).
The stratified random sampling of participants and the quantitative cross-sectional design
nature of the research study helped minimize or eliminate external validity threats.
Mitigation of many of the same threats to internal validity translate into controlling
factors that help to mitigate or eliminate potential external threats such as those found
under experimenter effects as previously discussed. While the scientific strength of the
ASSET instrument, selection of a stratified random sample, and use of the total design
method for mailed surveys (Dillman, 1978) are all mitigating factors to potential threats
to external validity in the research study, the limitation remains that the results cannot be
statistically generalized to the entire United States population of higher education faculty
and staff members. This limitation, however, is explained and mitigated in other sections
of the dissertation thus preserving the external and internal validity of the study.

Data Analysis
Responses for each instrument received entered into a previously formatted

database provided by the Robertson Cooper Limited Company. All data were entered and
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primarily analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS® version
14.0) software.
Operational Definitions

Operational definitions are concrete measures of abstract concepts or how one
defines and measures the variables in the study (Creswell, 2005; Neuman, 2003). In the
present study, the quantitative ASSET instrument was used for measuring the
independent and dependent variables. The ASSET instrument is divided into 4 major
sections, and 3 of these sections are identified as either a source of stress or an effect of
stress (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). A supplementary section that collected
biographical/demographic data was also captured. These sections are summarized in
Table 3, and each operational definition is detailed in chapter 2 of the dissertation and

fully expanded upon in the presentation of the data in chapters 4 and 5.
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Table 3
Operational Definitions of ASSET Constructs—Summary of the Function of the

Questionnaires (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002)

ASSET section  Source of stress Effect of stress Other  Measurement
Perceptions of Work 37 items
the job relationships divided
into 8
subscales
that
measure
perceptions
of the job
Work-life balance
Overload
Job security
Control
Resources &
communication

Pay & benefits




77

Table 3 (Continued)

Aspects of the job Aspects of the job (job

satisfaction)

Attitudes Perceived commitment of 9 items divided
towards the organization to into 2 scales
organization employee that

measure
attitudes
towards the
organization
Perceived commitment of
employee to
organization
Health Psychological well-being 19 items

divided into
2 subscales
to measure

health
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Table 3 (Continued)

Physical health

Supplementary Biographical Does the sample
represent the

organization?

ASSET scores result in sten (standardized ten) formats. A sten is a standardized
score based on a scale of 1-10 (M = 5.5, SD = 2). The sten system enables meaningful
comparison to the norm group of similar ASSET data previously collected (Cartwright &
Cooper, 2002). The two independent variables (i.e., employee position and status) are
measured by self-reporting on the ASSET instrument. Employee position refers to faculty
versus staff, and employee status refers to full-time versus part-time. The two dependent
variables (i.e., self-reported levels of workplace stress and self-reported levels of job
satisfaction) were measured through analysis of a combination of the 12 ASSET
subscales. Workplace stress was measured by analysis of 11 ASSET subscales, each of
which measured some dimension of stress. Job satisfaction was measured by the ASSET
subscale of aspects of the job.

Primary Instrument Analysis

Analysis of the results of the ASSET data collected from the survey instruments

followed a 4-step process that accompanies a review of sten scores for 3 of 4 areas in the

ASSET instrument (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002).
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ASSET Instrument Data Analysis: Summary of Measurement (Cartwright & Cooper,

2002)

Step

Area

Sten values/other

Step 1: Investigation of
biographical data
Step 2: Investigation of

the effects of stress

(dependent variables)

Attitudes toward the

organization

Health

Comparison of group scores to
strata

Comparison with other group
scores in the strata shows who
is under the greatest stress

Mean < sten 3 = very low levels
of commitment

Mean < sten 4 = low levels of
commitment

Mean sten 4 to sten 7 = average

Mean > sten 7 = high levels of
commitment

Mean > sten 8 = very high levels
of commitment

Mean < sten 3 = very good
health levels

Mean < sten 4 = good health

levels
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Step 3: Investigate the

sources of the pressure

Step 4: Revisiting the

biographical data

Perceptions of the job

Mean sten 4 to sten 7 = average

Mean > sten 7 = poor health
levels

Mean > sten 8 = very poor health

Comparison of individual and
group scores within the strata
as well as normative data

Mean < sten 3 = very low levels
of the stressor

Mean < sten 4 = low levels of
the stressor

Mean sten 4 to sten 7 = average

Mean > sten 7 high levels of the
stressor

Mean > sten 8 = very high levels
of the stressor

Group scores analyzed for trends
to allow for possible

intervention

The ASSET instrument has been established to have good convergent validity,

which is “the extent to which a scale correlates with other measures of the same

construct” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 198), high face validity, and strong reliability as
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evidenced through predominantly high Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the various
ASSET factors (Faragher et al., 2004; Johnson & Cooper, 2003). A growing pool of
normative data by “which organizations can ‘benchmark’ their performance” further
supported the strong validity and high reliability coefficients, and high response rates
were attributed to the shortened length of the survey instrument (Faragher et al., 2004, p.
199). In a 2005 statistical analysis of 3,808 respondents using the ASSET instrument, “a
series of Cronbach’s alphas were calculated for each of the questions for the 12 subscales
to identify the reliability of the ASSET with these data . . . all but two factors returned
coefficients in excess of 0.70” (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, p. 48).

The focus of the present research questions and hypotheses was on the potential
differences in self-reported levels of stress and self-reported levels of job satisfaction
between the designated strata previously discussed. There was no intention to study and
attempt to explain the potential differences between the two types of colleges, Institution
A as a two-year college and Institution B as a four-year college. Using SPSS® computer
analysis software, there were additional statistical analysis including calculations of
Cronbach’s alphas for each ASSET subscale to gauge the internal consistency of the
sample (Tytherleigh et al., 2007) and a 2 x 2 between subjects analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The analysis selected for the research was consistent with the types of
analysis recommended by the authors of the ASSET instrument and previous researchers
who have utilized the instrument (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005,

2007).
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Summary

Effective screening of higher education employees and employees in general
within any organization is critical for initiating corrective and preventative measures to
address negative stressors in the workplace. “The most common problem is that, in an
attempt to provide a full risk assessment, questionnaires are extremely long and detailed”
thus resulting in very poor response rates from employees in all job categories (Faragher
et al., 2004, p. 191). The inconsistency with respect to the availability of valid and
reliable comparative research data in the United States created confusion, a low level of
predictability, and disparity in approaches for assessing and mitigating occupational
stress for higher education administrators and higher education leaders in the United
States and highlighted the need for the present research. In her analysis of higher
education stress and strain on employees at one university in the United States, Elliott
(2003) concluded, “Work and family initiatives are in the early stages of development at
many institutions of higher education, and more research is needed to guide human
resource policies in this arena” (p. 162).

Chapter 3 examined the selection, validity, reliability, planning, administration,
and evaluation of the ASSET model survey instrument as the basis for the collection of
the primary data for the research. Furthermore, chapter 3 discussed and re-emphasized
this study’s research design and its appropriateness, the population and sample, the use of
the ASSET instrument for the research study and the instrument’s reliability and validity.
Other topics included in the chapter were the internal and external validity of the study,
confidentiality, and the data collection and analysis procedures used for the

administration and evaluation of the ASSET survey instrument. Chapter 4 will present
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the detailed results and statistical findings elicited with the application of the research
design outlined in chapter 3, which was based upon the foundation established in chapters

1 and 2.



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The effective screening of higher education employees and employees in general
within any organization is critical for initiating corrective and preventative measures in
order to address negative stressors in the workplace. Prior to the first use of ASSET, long
questionnaires were utilized to conduct organizational stress screening, resulting in very
poor response rates from employees in all job categories (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 191).
The inconsistency of available valid and reliable comparative research data in the United
States created confusion, low levels of predictability, and disparity in approaches to
assessing and mitigating occupational stress for higher education administrators and
higher education leaders in the United States (Elliot, 2003). The inconsistency in the data
highlighted the need for the current research.

In her analysis of higher education stress and strain on employees at one
university in the United States, Elliott concluded, “Nonetheless, work and family
initiatives are in the early stages of development at many institutions of higher education,
and more research is needed to guide human resource policies in this arena” (p. 162). The
predominant focus on higher education occupational stress research in the United States
has been on faculty only; full- and part-time staffs have been largely ignored (Brewer &
McMahan, 2003). The purpose of the quantitative cross-sectional survey design research
was to examine the potential differences between full-time and part-time faculty and staff
members at two upstate New York colleges with their self-reported levels of stress
and perceptions of job satisfaction.

Chapter 3 examined the selection, validity, reliability, planning, administration,

and evaluation of the ASSET survey instrument as the basis for the collection of the
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primary data for the research. The research design and its appropriateness were discussed,
and data collection and analysis procedures were described. Chapter 4 presents the
detailed results and statistical findings.

The chapter starts with a review of the data collection process with a discussion of
the sample size, the characteristics of the sample, and how the sample size was
determined. Next, there is a discussion of the data collection tool utilized, and the data
analysis procedures are presented including how the data were gathered, analyzed, and
recorded. Finally, the results and findings are presented in the context of each of the
research questions and hypotheses, leading to the conclusions and recommendations
found in chapter 5.

Data Collection Process

Once the appropriate institutional review boards approved the data collection
proposal (see Appendix G) and related permissions were obtained, data collection began
in late January 2007. This section explains the characteristics of the population and
sample. The next section discusses the specific data collection process.

Population

The target population for the current study was full- and part-time higher
education employees at two upstate New York colleges, and a random sample was
selected from the target population. According to Creswell (2005), a sample “is a
subgroup of the target population that the researcher plans to study for the purpose of
making generalization about the target population” (p. 398). The sample is a small group
that, if studied correctly, produces findings that can be generalized to the entire

population. To survey all full-time and part-time college faculty and staff in the United
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States is neither possible nor necessary. The goal of the research was to obtain data from
a small, manageable, and representative group (Creswell, 2005). It was not expected that
the results of the research would be fully generalizable to the overall higher education
population within the United States, and this was acknowledged as a limitation of the
research study.

According to the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics, 3,194,169 full- and part-time employees were working at both public and
private U.S. colleges and universities in the fall of 2003 (U.S. Department of Education,
2005). These employees were generally categorized as professional and non-professional
staff and further subdivided within each general category to more accurately reflect their
job responsibilities within their institutions. Although the small population of two upstate
New York colleges might not be considered representative of the entire higher education
faculty and staff population of the United States, it was representative of the categories
adopted by the U.S. Department of Education.

Although sampling error is a part of all research, efforts to maximize the
generalizability of the study’s findings to the entire population of professional and non-
professional higher education employees was maximized by “hav[ing] a good sampling
frame list, as large a sample from the population as possible [in light of survey
constraints], use of a good instrument, and rigorous administration procedures”
(Creswell, 2005, p. 360). The use of sound quantitative research methods enhanced the
veracity of the results and credibility of the final conclusions and recommendations of the
research. While the final sample studied cannot be scientifically generalized to the entire

population of higher education employees in the United States, some commonalities



87

could be identified that may provide higher education leaders with a template for current
action within their institutions as well as guidelines for future research.

The target population of two upstate New York colleges (N = 1,084) and the
random sample selected from within that population is small in comparison to the overall
United States population of higher education faculty and staff categories since it
represents only .031% of 3,194,169. The characteristics of the target population selected
for the present study closely represented the greater population. The population of full-
and part-time higher education faculty and staff at the two upstate New York colleges in
this study possess similar characteristics to those of other faculty and staff at institutions
of higher education in the U.S. already established by the United States Department of
Education (U.S. Department of Education, 2005).

Sampling

The data were collected from a preprinted paper form completed by randomly
selected voluntary participants drawn from the target population at the two colleges. A
stratified sample including self-reported faculty full-time and faculty part-time and staff
full-time and staff part-time was randomly selected from the target population (Creswell,
2005). Neuman (2003) stated that “researchers use stratified sampling when a stratum of
interest is a small percentage of a population and random processes could miss the
stratum by chance” (p. 233). In the colleges selected for the research, faculty and staff
were not equally proportioned across both institutions (see Table 5), and without
stratified sampling it is possible that one group might be over- or under-represented.
Table 4 further reflects the actual stratified random sample selected with the response

from each group and the respective percentages for each group against the population .
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The ASSET surveys were uniformly mailed to 60% of the initial population of
each group. A 4.4% error level at %% confidence was achieved or a 5.2% error level at
95% confidence (Creswell, 2005; Gay & Airasian, 2000; Neuman, 2003). Each
institution was asked to provide a spreadsheet containing the name, preferred mailing
address including the potential participants’ city, state, and zip code, email address, and
the group they belonged to. The email addresses were incomplete, so they were not used
and were ultimately discarded from the final master database. No other information on
the members of each group was collected.

Table 5

Stratified Sampling of Faculty and Staff — Profile (n = 227)

Category Population Mailed Response Response Response
(N=1,084) (60%) (raw) % % Vs.
Strata Population
Academic - faculty full-time 215 129 46 35.66 2140
Academic — faculty part-time 248 149 51 34.27 20.56
Staff — full-time 515 309 114 36.89 22.14
Staff — part-time 106 64 16 25.16 15.09
Total 1084 644* 227 35.25 20.94

*651 were mailed, 644 were
successfully mailed (were not

returned)

The stratified random sample was drawn through a 3-step process. First, a table of
random numbers was generated using the random numbers generator contained within

Microsoft EXCEL®. Next, each member of each group, as provided by the human
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resource office at each participating institution, was assigned a number within the
maximum for the group. Finally, using the table of random numbers, the sample was
drawn for each group, the random sampling was complete, and final data collection was
ready to begin.
Data Collection Tools

The sole data collection tool used was the paper and pencil version of the ASSET
survey instrument. While a web-based (computerized) ASSET product was available, this
alternative was not an affordable option. Administration of the ASSET survey instrument
was dictated by procedures outlined in the ASSET Management Guide (Cartwright &
Cooper, 2002). The ASSET instrument was purchased from the Robertson-Cooper
Company and non-core scale areas were tailored to this research study. The 12 core
scales of the ASSET instrument were not modified in any manner in order to insure the
validity and reliability of the results as intended under the original instrument design. The
final version of the ASSET instrument was approved for use by the Robertson-Cooper
Company, in addition to being reviewed by the various institutional review boards
affiliated with the present research study. Surveys were returned in sealed envelopes to a
pre-determined post office box, recorded, and stored in a vault pending pick-up. Only the
researcher retrieved and opened survey related envelopes after delivery to the post office
box.

Data Analysis Procedures

The process of data analysis was supervised by a team of seven including the

researcher, the researcher’s committee of three members, a committee alternate/reader, a

content expert statistician familiar with the ASSET instrument, and a professor known to



the researcher. The professor has an extensive background in statistical analysis of the
type utilized in the research study. The primary analysis and interpretation team consisted
of the researcher, the content expert statistician, and the professor with an extensive
statistical analysis background. All analysis was conducted on self-reported data
collected from the study participants who completed the ASSET survey instrument and
who completed the informed consent section contained on the first page of the ASSET
survey instrument. Surveys returned that did not have the informed consent section
completed (n = 4) were discarded through cross shredding.

Data Gathering and Recording

The researcher alone collected the survey instruments from the mail house
assisting in the data collection process, and the researcher alone opened envelopes. Each
survey was assigned an ascending case number that corresponded to the entry into the
computerized database housing the raw data. Each survey was then entered into a pre-
formatted SPSS® version 14.0 database. The Robertson-Cooper Company constructed the
database in SPSS® to allow for analysis of the core scale elements of ASSET.

The Robertson-Cooper Company modified the database to allow for inclusion of
supplemental and biographical data indigenous to the present research study. The
modification of the database did not alter the core scales of the ASSET survey
instrument. The return envelopes were destroyed through cross shredding and the hard
copies of the surveys entered into the database were stored in a locked case whose
combination was known only to the researcher. The SPSS® database with all recorded
raw data was maintained on a password-protected computer and shared only with the

research team.
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Data Triangulation and Accuracy

Data triangulation is the process of making observations from multiple points of
view and is most commonly associated with qualitative research involving interviews,
visual observations, or written comments provided by research participants (Creswell,
2005; Gay & Airasian, 2000; Neuman, 2003). Neuman suggested there are four types of
data triangulation: (a) triangulation of measures, (b) triangulation of observers, (c)
triangulation of theory, and (d) triangulation of method. Triangulation of measures was
used for the research study. This method of triangulation allows for researchers to take
“multiple measures of the same phenomenon” or see similar test scores emerge from the
same participants (Neuman, 2003, p. 138). In the present research study, participant data
represented by both the aggregate means and Cronbach’s alphas of the 12 ASSET sub-
scales were triangulated against both a general population and higher education specific
ASSET normative database. Using the two measures of aggregate means and high
Cronbach’s alphas for the 12 ASSET subscales produced results that were found to be
comparable to the general population and the higher education specific normative data
used to calculate the triangulation.

Data accuracy was insured through a pre-established double review process for
each survey returned. All data were entered into the SPSS® database by the researcher
only. A master ASSET survey instrument was coded in the database, consistent with the
survey items. A research assistant read individual responses to the researcher who entered
the corresponding number in the database. The researcher then reviewed and compared
results a second time, confirming the research assistant’s interpretation of the data on

each survey instrument. At the conclusion of the data entry process, the researcher
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selected 50 random surveys and re-checked them against the entered data. No errors in
entry were detected.
Findings

The purpose of the quantitative cross-sectional survey design research was to
examine the potential differences between full-time and part-time faculty and staff
members at two upstate New York colleges and their self-reported levels of stress and
the perceptions of job satisfaction. The overall response rate for the study (see Table 5)
was 35.25% or 227 acceptable responses out of 644 successfully mailed surveys to the
original stratified random sample of self-reported full-time and part-time faculty and staff
members. This section first presents the overall descriptive statistics for each of the 12
subscales in the ASSET instrument, including the means and standard deviation for each
subscale. Next, a series of Cronbach’s alphas are presented to support the reliability of
the ASSET instrument in the context of the data specific to the research study. Finally,
the results of the ANOVA test in the context of each research question are presented.
Descriptive Statistics

Table 6 displays descriptive data for each of the ASSET 12 core subscales,
including the mean, standard deviation, and ASSET sten (i.e., standardized ten) score
conversion used for further analysis. ASSET scores result in sten formats. A sten is a
standardized score based on a scale of 1-10 (M = 5.5, SD = 2). The sten system enables
meaningful comparison to the norm group of similar ASSET data previously collected
(Cartwright & Cooper, 2002). Higher education ASSET norm group data mean statistics
provided by the Robertson-Cooper Company have been included to support the similar

findings of the current research study and are noted as UK only. Detailed comparisons in
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the data collected and the higher education norms were not performed. Only an aggregate

comparison of the sten scores was performed to support potential future research.

Table 6

Core Descriptive Statistics — 12 Scales of ASSET (n = 227)

Norm Mean
Mean (N =4776; SD STEN
ASSET Subscale (n=227) UK Only) (n=227) (n=227)
Work Relationships 17.65 20.57 7.231
Work Life Balance 10.38 11.56 4.399
Overload 10.37 12.02 4.405
Job Security 10.70 11.97 4.052
Control 11.29 13.00 4.936
Resources & Communication 10.22 12.80 4.081
Aspects of the job 20.17 22.93 5.756
Pay & Benefits 3.77 3.48 1.685
Commitment to employee 22.50 16.82 5.010
Commitment to Organization 18.48 18.76 4.204
Physical Health 12.83 13.58 3.944
Psychological Wellbeing 19.95 23.69 6.923

Although the sample for the overall research study was n = 227, some of the

surveys returned were incomplete. In the case of missing data, SPSS® created a listwise

exclusion and discarded the entire case for consideration of the particular analysis where

data needed for the calculation were omitted. The means and standard deviations yielded
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results consistent with previous ASSET research and both the higher education and
general population norms of all ASSET data (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007).

The aggregate results of the strata compared to normative higher education data
from the UK suggest low to very low levels of stress in the analysis of the employees’
perceptions of the job subscales of work relationships, work-life balance, overload, job
security, control, resources, and communications and aspects of the job. High levels of
stress were associated with the pay and benefits subscale while, as a group, faculty and
staff reported very low levels of stress and subsequently high job satisfaction. The aspects
of job subscale that most closely correlate to a measure of job satisfaction did, however,
produce one of two lower than acceptable Cronbach’s alpha scores (0.643). This finding
is consistent with previous research (Tytherleigh et al., 2005). The data further suggest
that members of the group had a very high level of employee commitment to the
organization and a very high perception of the organization commitment to the
employees. Finally, the data suggest that members of the group reported good levels of
physical health and very good levels of psychological well-being.

Reliability of ASSET

Cronbach’s alphas for reliability were calculated using SPSS® version 14.0 (see
Table 7). The data suggest good reliability of the ASSET model for this sample with all
but 2 subscale coefficients exceeding 0.70. The results are consistent with current and
germinal literature in the use of the ASSET instrument (Faragher et al., 2004; Tytherleigh

et al., 2005, 2007).
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Cronbach’s Alphas for 12 ASSET Subscales
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Cronbach’s Cronbach’s Alphas  Cronbach’s Alphas
Alphas (Tytherleigh et al.,  (Tytherleigh et al.,
ASSET Subscale (current sample) 2005) 2007)

Work Relationships 0.85 0.84 0.89
Work Life Balance 0.73 0.64 0.72
Overload 0.80 0.82 0.82
Job Security 0.63 0.84 0.63
Control 0.86 0.61 0.84
Resources &
Communication 0.73 0.73 0.73
Aspects of the job 0.64 0.74 0.63
Pay & Benefits - - -
Commitment to
employee 0.84 0.82 0.83
Commitment to
Organization 0.84 0.75 0.78
Physical Health 0.76 0.82 0.78
Psychological
Wellbeing 0.92 0.75 0.90
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General Linear Model Analysis - ANOVA

The purpose of this section is to present the results of the 2 x 2 between subjects
analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted for each of the 12 ASSET subscales that
represent measures of workplace stress and job satisfaction. Results are displayed for
each of the ASSET subscales where significance was observed and include a table of
means, and results of the ANOVA. Results where significance was not observed are
displayed in Appendix H. Additional testing where significance was observed was not
conducted, however, as the intent of this study was only to identify the threshold
differences that would allow for additional research to mitigate and correct identified
problem areas. Additional interpretation is found in chapter 5. An alpha level of .05 was
used for all statistical tests.
Table 8

Table of Means — Overload

Position Faculty Staff Total
Status

Full-time 11.02 11.45 11.33
Part-time 7.94 8.47 8.06

Total 9.37 11.10 10.37




Table 9

ANOVA Results - Overload
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Source df F )4
Status 1 17.83 001
Position 1 49 Sl
Status*Position 1 .005 .94
Error 218

Total 221

With an alpha level of .05, the effect of status was statistically significant, p =

.001 for the ASSET subscale of overload. The effect of position, p = .51, or the

interaction between status and position, p = .94, was not statistically significant.

Table 10

Table of Means — Job Security

Position Faculty Staff Total
Status

Full-time 9.19 10.36 10.04
Part-time 12.84 10.33 12.26
Total 11.17 10.35 10.70




Table 11

ANOVA Results — Job Security

Source df F )4
Status 1 7.31 007
Position 1 .998 32
Status*Position 1 7.50 .007
Error 215

Total 218
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With an alpha level of .05, the effect of status and the interaction between status

and position was statistically significant, p = .007 for each effect, for the ASSET subscale

of job security. The effect of position, p = .32, was not statistically significant.

Table 12

Table of Means — Resources and Communications

Position Faculty Staff Total
Status

Full-time 10.72 10.64 10.66
Part-time 9.18 9.06 9.15
Total 9.90 10.45 10.22




Table 13
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ANOVA Results — Resources and Communications

Source df F )4
Status 1 5.15 .02
Position 1 02 .88
Status*Position 1 .001 98
Error 218
Total 221

With an alpha level of .05, the effect of status was statistically significant, p = .02

for the ASSET subscale of resources and communications. The effect of position, p = .88,

or the interaction between status and position, p = .98, was not statistically significant.

Table 14

Table of Means — Pay and Benefits

Position Faculty Staff Total
Status

Full-time 393 3.95 3.94
Part-time 3.45 3.06 3.36
Total 3.67 3.84 3.77




Table 15

ANOVA Results — Pay and Benefits
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Source df F )4
Status 1 5.87 .02
Position 1 44 Sl
Status*Position 1 51 47
Error 221
Total 224

With an alpha level of .05, the effect of status was statistically significant, p = .02

for the ASSET subscale of pay and benefits. The effect of position, p = .51, or the

interaction between status and position, p = .47, was not statistically significant.

Table 16

Table of Means — Psychological Well-Being

Position Faculty Staff Total
Status

Full-time 20.00 20.88 20.63
Part-time 18.50 17.88 18.35
Total 19.20 20.50 19.95
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Table 17

ANOVA Results — Psychological Well-Being

Source df F )4
Status 1 3.75 .05
Position 1 01 91
Status*Position 1 42 52
Error 216
Total 219

With an alpha level of .05, the effect of status was statistically significant, p = .05
for the ASSET subscale of psychological well-being. The effect of position, p = .91, or
the interaction between status and position, p = .52, was not statistically significant.
Though not less than the established alpha for this research study, the probability value
equal to alpha does yield statistical significance.

Table 18

Table of Means — Aspects of the Job (Measure of Job Satisfaction)

Position Faculty Staff Total
Status

Full-time 20.23 21.18 20.92
Part-time 18.26 18.94 18.42

Total 19.17 20.90 20.17
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Table 19

ANOVA Results — Aspects of the Job (Measure of Job Satisfaction)

Source df F )4
Status 1 4.822 .03
Position 1 17 40
Status*Position 1 020 .89
Error 216
Total 219

With an alpha level of .05, the effect of status was statistically significant, p = .03
for the ASSET subscale of aspects of the job. The effect of position, p = .40, or the
interaction between status and position, p = .89, was not statistically significant.

The purpose of the following section is to present the findings in the context of
each research question and hypothesis for the outcome of each item. Further discussion
will be presented in chapter 5 regarding the items that were found to be significantly
different. ASSET is designed to identify specific potential sources and outcomes of stress
and does not yield a single score for level of workplace stress. Rather, the criteria for the
measure of workplace stress is indicated in the current study by significant differences
observed in one or more sources or outcomes of stress identified in 11 of ASSET’s
subscales, each measuring some dimension of stress. A finding of statistical significance
for one or more of the subscales would allow for the specific null hypothesis to be
rejected. The criteria for the measure of job satisfaction are indicated in the current

research by a significant difference observed in the Aspect of the Job ASSET subscale. A
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finding of statistical significance for this subscale would allow for this specific null
hypothesis to be rejected. An observation of statistical significance in one or more of the
12 ASSET subscales supports the multi dimensional nature of stress as found in the
literature (Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007).

Research question and hypothesis #1. Research Question #1 stated, “Does a
statistically significant difference exist between employee position (i.e., faculty versus
staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York
colleges?” The corresponding statement of Null Hypothesis #1 was Hyl: No statistically
significant difference exists between employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff as
categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with respect
to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges. The
Alternative Hypothesis #1 was H,1: A statistically significant difference exists between
employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher
education institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of
workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges.

No statistically significant difference was found between employee positions (i.e.,
faculty versus staff) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of
workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges. The null hypothesis was not rejected.

Research question and Hypothesis #2. Research Question #2 stated, “Does a
statistically significant difference exist between employee position (i.e., faculty versus
staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with

respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges?”
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The corresponding statement of Null Hypothesis #2 was Hp2: No statistically significant
difference exists between employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff as categories of
employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-
reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges. The Alternative
Hypothesis #2 was H,2: A statistically significant difference exists between employee
position (i.e., faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education
institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job
satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges.

A statistically significant difference was not found between employee position
(i.e., faculty versus staff as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two
upstate New York colleges. The null hypothesis was not rejected.

Research question and Hypothesis #3. Research Question #3 stated, “Does a
statistically significant difference exist between employee status (i.e., full-time versus
part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States
with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York
colleges?” The corresponding statement of Null Hypothesis #3 was Hy3: No statistically
significant difference exists between employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as
categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with respect
to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges. The
Alternative Hypothesis #3 was H,3: A statistically significant difference exists between

employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher
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education institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of
workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges.

A statistically significant difference was found between employee status (i.e., full-
time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the
United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate
New York colleges. The null hypothesis was rejected.

Research question and Hypothesis #4. Research Question #4 stated, “Does a
statistically significant difference exist between employee status (full-time versus part-
time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges?”
The corresponding statement of Null Hypothesis #4 was Hyp4: No statistically significant
difference exists between employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as categories of
employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-
reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges. The Alternative
Hypothesis #4 was H.4: A statistically significant difference exists between employee
status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education
institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job
satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges.

A statistically significant difference was found between employee status (i.e., full-
time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the
United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate

New York colleges. The null hypothesis was rejected.
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Research question and Hypothesis #5. Research Question #5 stated, “Does a
statistically significant interaction exist between employee position (i.e., faculty versus
staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time), as categories of employees in
higher education institutions in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels
of workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges?” The corresponding statement of
Null Hypothesis #5 was HyS: No statistically significant interaction exists between
employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus
part-time), as categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United
States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New
York colleges. The Alternative Hypothesis #5 was H,5: A statistically significant
interaction exists between employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee
status (i.e., full-time versus part-time), as categories of employees in higher education
institutions in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace
stress at two upstate New York colleges.

A statistically significant interaction was found between employee position and
employee status as categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United
States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New
York colleges. The null hypothesis was rejected.

Research question and Hypothesis #6. Research Question #6 stated, “Does a
statistically significant interaction exist between employee position (i.e., faculty versus
staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time) as categories of employees in
higher education institutions in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels

of job satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges?” The corresponding statement of
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Null Hypothesis #6 was Hy6: No statistically significant interaction exists between
employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus
part-time) as categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United States
with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York
colleges. The Alternate Hypothesis #6 was H,6: A statistically significant interaction
exists between employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e.,
full-time versus part-time) as categories of employees in higher education institutions in
the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two
upstate New York colleges.

A statistically significant interaction was not found between employee position
and employee status as categories of employees in higher education institutions in the
United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate
New York colleges. The null hypothesis was not rejected.

Summary

Occupational stress screening of higher education faculty and staff members is
not prevalent within the United States. It is needed in order to provide higher education
leaders with an inventory of potential predictive characteristics of occupational stress
(Beam et al., 2003; Fisher, 1994). The purpose of the quantitative cross-sectional survey
research was to examine the potential differences between full-time and part-time faculty
and staff members at two upstate New York colleges and their self-reported levels of
stress and the perceptions of job satisfaction. Data were collected at two upstate New
York colleges using the paper and pencil version of the ASSET shortened stress

evaluation tool (n = 227).
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Through analysis of the data for 12 ASSET subscales, each measuring some
dimension of stress, it was found that 6 of the 12 scales yielded statistically significant
results. The 6 ASSET subscales are (a) overload, (b) job security, (c) resources and
communication, (d) pay and benefits, (e) psychological well-being, and (f) aspects of the
job (i.e., job satisfaction). The ASSET subscale of job security yielded the most
significant differences in both status and employee position. Statistical analyses were
consistent with germinal and current literature (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh
et al., 2005, 2007).

Chapter 4 briefly restated and provided a detailed examination of the data
collection processes, including a discussion of the sample size, the characteristics of the
sample, and how the sample size was determined. The data collection tool utilized was
discussed along with the data analysis procedures, including how the data were gathered,
analyzed, and recorded. Finally, the results and findings were presented in the context of
each of the research questions and hypotheses. Chapter 5 will present a further analysis of
the data presented in chapter 4 in the context of four major discussion areas: (a) the
significant research study questions and hypotheses, (b) conclusions, (c¢) implications of

the findings, and (d) future recommendations.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Whether employees experience positive or negative stress, it is important to put
into place appropriate workplace mechanisms to identify and manage workplace stressors
and ensure employee job satisfaction and productivity that (Faragher et al., 2004; Love &
Edwards, 2005). AbuAlRub (2004) held that “stress is a contributing factor to
organizational inefficiency, high staff turnover, absenteeism because of sickness,
decreased quality and quantity of care, increased costs of health care, and decreased job
satisfaction” ({ 1). Ogan and Chung (2003) suggested that, while technology (i.e., cell
phones, pagers, computers, and personal data assistants) were expected to bring time
savings and efficiencies to the workplace, they have produced increased stress rather than
increased productivity. Ogan and Chung further suggested that there no longer exists a
separation between the workplace and leisure activities thus yielding a 24-hour-a-day
work mindset and further adding to occupational stress.

Occupational stress screening of higher education faculty and staff members is
not prevalent within the United States and is needed to provide higher education leaders
with an inventory of potential predictive characteristics of occupational stress (Beam et
al., 2003; Brewer & McMahan, 2004; Fisher, 1994). Research regarding higher education
faculty and staff has been concentrated in the United Kingdom, New Zealand, and
Australia (Fisher, 1994; Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007). No documented research could
be found in the United States that examined the potential differences between
occupational stressors in the higher education workplace with respect to levels of stress
and self-reported perceptions of job satisfaction among full-time and part-time faculty

and staff members.
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In all organizations, identifying employees who are in trouble and prone to stress
and workplace violence is higher education leaders’ responsibility (Kaupins et al., 2005).
The quantitative cross-sectional survey design research examined the differences between
full-time and part-time faculty and staff members and the levels of stress and the self-
reported perceptions of job satisfaction among 227 faculty and staff members at two
upstate New York colleges. Through the administration of the ASSET shortened stress
evaluation instrument to a stratified random sample, significant differences were found in
the self-reported levels of stress from specific sources and self-reported levels of job
satisfaction for employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e.,
full-time versus part-time) at two upstate New York colleges.

From the outset, it was acknowledged that the study would be subject to the
following limitations:

1. Only individuals who agreed to participate voluntarily would be surveyed.

2. A limited population and the limited time available to conduct the research might
have reduced the data set.

3. Convenience sampling does not provide the same power of generalizability as
random sampling, but the target population was known to exhibit similar
characteristics to other populations employed by higher education institutions
within the United States (Gay & Airasian, 2000).

4. Data were collected from participants by means of self-reporting of responses, a
procedure known to produce bias.

5. Some of the participants might have known the researcher and might have

positive or negative feelings that might have affected their responses.
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6. The quantitative cross-sectional research design might have had the inherent
limitation that the participants’ mindset at the specific time the survey was
completed might have caused outlier-type responses related to the respondents’
emotional disposition during survey completion.

Chapter 4 briefly restated and provided a detailed examination of the data
collection processes, including a discussion of the sample size, the characteristics of the
sample, and how the sample size was determined. Data collection processes were
examined in detail, including a discussion of the sample size, the characteristics of the
sample, and how the sample size was determined. The data collection tool utilized was
discussed, along with the data analysis procedures including how the data were gathered,
analyzed, and recorded. Finally, the results and findings were presented in the context of
each of the research question and hypotheses. The purpose of chapter 5 is to present a
broader analysis of the data presented in chapter 4 in the context of three major
discussion areas: (a) interpretation of the significant findings in the context of the
research study questions and hypotheses, (b) implications of the findings in the area of
educational leadership, and (c) recommendations for future research.

Research Study Questions and Hypotheses: Interpretation of the Findings

Chapter 4 briefly presented the outcome of each research question and hypothesis
in the context of the presentation of the results. The purpose of the following section is to
present a broader interpretation of the findings in the context of each statistically
significant research question and hypothesis. There will also be a discussion of the

significance of the findings to higher education employees, employers, and managers.
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Summary Table of Main Effect and Interaction Significance
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Independent
Employee Status
Variables
(full-time vs. part- Employee Position Interaction of Status
ASSET Subscales time) (faculty vs. staff) and Position

Dependent
Variables: Perceived

Stress (11)
Work Relationships .08 .58 .36
Work Life Balance 06 98 52
Overload .001* S1 94
Job Security 007* 32 007*
Control 17 76 19
Resources &
Communication 02* .88 98
Pay & Benefits 02%* 51 47
Commitment to
employee 94 A2 74
Commitment to
Organization .80 .08 .81
Physical Health .16 07 .61
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Table 20 (Continued)
Psychological
Wellbeing 05* 91 52
Dependent Variable:

Job Satisfaction (1)

Aspects of the Job .03* 40 52

Research question and hypothesis #3. Research Question #3 stated, “Does a
statistically significant difference exist between employee status (i.e., full-time versus
part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States
with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York
colleges?” The corresponding statement of null hypothesis #3 was Hy3: No statistically
significant difference exists between employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as
categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with respect
to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges. The
Alternative Hypothesis #3 was H,3: A statistically significant difference exists between
employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher
education institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of
workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges.

A statistically significant difference was found between employee status (i.e., full-
time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the
United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate

New York colleges. The null hypothesis was rejected.
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Part-time employees indicated significantly higher levels of stress in terms of
their job security while full-time employees indicated higher levels of stress due to work
overload, poor resources and communication and lower pay and benefits. There was a
suggestion in chapter 2 that job security can be approached from two primary
perspectives as they relate to occupational stress. One perspective relates to whether one
will have a job. The other relates to one’s job becoming obsolete because of changes
within the organization (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Tytherleigh et al., 2005).

The fluid nature of part-time positions for faculty or staff might explain the
heightened significance in terms of stress of the job security dimension (see Tables 10 &
11). The data further suggest that full-time employees are clearly more stressed than their
part-time counterparts in terms of overload (see Table 8), poor resources and
communications (see Table 12), pay and benefits (see Table 14), and psychological well-
being (see Table 16). These findings further support the multi-dimensional nature of the
levels of stress expressed by the participants in the study and in the normative sample
(Tytherleigh, et al., 2005).

Research question and hypothesis #4. Research Question #4 stated, “Does a
statistically significant difference exist between employee status (full-time versus part-
time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with
respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges?”
The corresponding statement of null hypothesis #4 was Ho4: No statistically significant
difference exists between employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as categories of
employees in higher education institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-

reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges. The Alternative



115

Hypothesis #4 was H,4: A statistically significant difference exists between employee
status (i.e., full-time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education
institutions) in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job
satisfaction at two upstate New York colleges.

A statistically significant difference was found between employee status (i.e., full-
time versus part-time as categories of employees in higher education institutions) in the
United States with respect to their self-reported levels of job satisfaction at two upstate
New York colleges. The null hypothesis was rejected.

The criteria for the measure of job satisfaction are indicated in the current
research by a significant difference observed in the Aspect of the Job ASSET subscale. A
finding of statistical significance for this subscale allowed for this specific null
hypothesis to be rejected. Full-time employees indicated that they were less satisfied
(more dissatisfied) with their jobs than part-time employees (see Table 18), though
slightly more satisfied, but not significantly more satisfied, with their jobs overall
compared to the normative higher education data. In particular, full-time staffs were less
satisfied than part-time faculty. This might be attributed to the inherent nature of a part-
time position where part-time employees have detached themselves from the organization
and are not subjected to the stressors of full-time employment (M. Tytherleigh, personal
communication, April 12, 2007). However, job satisfaction should not be viewed in
isolation. Though a significant difference was only observed between employee status of
full-time versus part-time, the other corresponding stressors identified (i.e., overload,
resources and communication, job security and pay and benefits, and psychological well-

being) indicate that human resource managers and higher education leaders should be
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concerned about increased workload. These findings parallel the multi-dimensional
nature of stress suggested by Tytherleigh et al. (2005):
A negative impact from ongoing changes in universities is now being reported in
relation to academics’ productivity, as well as their health, well-being, and levels
of stress and tension. Increased numbers and diversity of students, new teaching
modalities and unrealistic deadlines have left many staff feeling disconnected
from their institutions and unwilling to exert extra effort on their behalf. (p. 44)
Research question and hypothesis #5. Research Question #5 stated, “Does a
statistically significant interaction exist between employee position (i.e., faculty versus
staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time), as categories of employees in
higher education institutions in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels
of workplace stress at two upstate New York colleges?” The corresponding statement of
null hypothesis #5 was Hy5: No statistically significant interaction exists between
employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee status (i.e., full-time versus
part-time), as categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United
States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New
York colleges. The alternative hypothesis #5 was H,5: A statistically significant
interaction exists between employee position (i.e., faculty versus staff) and employee
status (i.e., full-time versus part-time), as categories of employees in higher education
institutions in the United States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace
stress at two upstate New York colleges.
A statistically significant interaction was found between employee position and

employee status as categories of employees in higher education institutions in the United
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States with respect to their self-reported levels of workplace stress at two upstate New
York colleges. The null hypothesis was rejected.

Though this research study only showed a statistically significant interaction in
the ASSET subscale of job security, differences are worthy of discussion in other
subscales measuring dimensions of stress. While part-time employees, and in particular
part-time faculty members, feel less secure in their jobs (see Table 10), full-time staff
also feels less secure than their full-time academic counterparts. Staff as a whole (full-
time and part-time) indicated higher levels of stress in regards to inadequate resources
and communication, pay and benefits, and overload.

Measures for employee position refer to differences, if any, between faculty and
staff as an aggregate at both institution A and institution B. The measure for the
dependent variable of levels of workplace stress is comprised of an analysis of 11 of 12
separate subscales, each of which measures some dimension of stress. Though less
stressed overall as compared only to the higher education normative data collected in the
United Kingdom, the data suggest that in the current research study, staffs are
significantly more stressed than faculty in 3 of 4 subscales where significance was
achieved (overload, resources and communication, and pay and benefits).

The finding of overload as a significant stressor for faculty and staff (i.e.,
employee position) might add clarity to inconsistent literature in the United States
regarding this source of stress. Work overload in higher education institutions in the
United Kingdom and Australia “are among the most frequently reported stressors”
(Tytherleigh et al., 2005, p. 56). The findings of the current research study in the area of

overload confirm the similarity found in other literature and might encourage human
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resource managers and higher education leaders to devote particular attention to
mitigating this stressor. Only in job security were faculty more stressed than staff.
Though not significant, both faculty and staff indicated high levels of commitment to
their institutions and perceived high levels of commitment from their organizations to
them as employees. These data indicate that human resources managers and higher
education leaders should focus energies to mitigate these stressors for full-time staff.
Implications of the Findings to Educational Leadership

Chapters 1 and 2 of the dissertation form the foundation for the importance of
stress research in general and in particular the need for stress research in higher
education. It is a leaders’ role to mitigate stress in the workplace. Higher education
leaders should seek to proactively use the results of occupational stress research and
related studies to produce meaningful change for employees within their organizations
(Tytherleigh et al., 2005). Establishing appropriate occupational stress interventions in
higher education will not necessarily be done across most higher education organizations;
rather “each [higher education institution] must take on responsibility for ensuring a
healthy work environment” (p. 58). Ensuring a healthy work environment requires
leadership at all levels of an organization. Higher education leaders should use their
diverse skills to identify and predict occupational stressors, commit the necessary
resources, and clearly show their long-term support for these efforts (Kalimo et al., 2003;
Tytherleigh et al., 2005).
Implications for the Population

The results of the research study cannot be generalized to the full population of

higher education full-time and part-time faculty and staff in the United States. This was a
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limitation in terms of the stratified random sample and of the cross-sectional nature of the
research. According to the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics, 3,194,169 full- and part-time employees were working at both public and
private U.S. colleges and universities in the fall of 2003 (U.S. Department of Education,
2005). These employees were generally categorized as professional and non-professional
staff and further subdivided within each general category to more accurately reflect their
job responsibilities within the institution.

The characteristics exhibited by the stratified random sample in the present
research study are similar to those exhibited by full-time and part-time faculty and staff
members at institutions of higher education throughout the United States (U.S.
Department of Education, 2005). The selection of members with similar characteristics to
the sample described by the U.S. Department of Education permits future larger studies
of a similar nature to be conducted, replicating the methodology and research procedures
and instruments employed in the present research study (Su, 2006). The data collected
and analyzed in the present study might be a model for future research with similar
populations on the topic of occupational stress in higher education.

Full-time Versus Part-time and Leadership

The most significant outcome of the research study might be the differences
yielded in employee status (i.e., full-time versus part-time). Previous studies discussed in
the literature review did not examine the independent variable of employee status in the
context of higher education occupational stress. The data in the current study suggest that
both institutions that participated, the comprehensive 2-year community college and the

4-year institution, rely heavily on part-time employees, in particular part-time faculty
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members. Overall, 54% of the faculty at both institutions is part-time while 59% is part-
time faculty at institution B (comprehensive 4-year college).

The data further suggest significant differences in the six important areas of (a)
overload, (b) job security, (c) resources and communication, (d) pay and benefits, (e)
psychological well-being, and (f) job satisfaction. One could conclude from the data and
trends observed from this research study that any effort to mitigate stress at either
institution A or institution B should begin with part-time faculty members and focus on
the six ASSET subscales listed above. The finding is significant and might provide
human resource managers and higher education leaders with an immediately actionable
inventory of stressors to consider and further explore with the part-time faculty
population.

Additionally, 28% of the stratified random sample did not know whether
employee assistance programs (EAPs) were available through their institution and four
part-time faculty members offered comments that they did not believe EAP services were
offered to part-time employees. Institution A does not presently offer an EAP program.
Institution B offers an EAP program, and part-time employees are permitted to utilize the
services. One could conclude, however, that better resources and communication to all
populations, but in particular part-time faculty and staff, is another mitigating step that
human resource managers and higher education leaders could take.

Recommendations for Future Research

Faragher et al. (2004) stated that the use of ASSET is the first stage of a possible

2-stage assessment process in which the second stage is a more in-depth analysis using

the first stage’s results as a foundation for further analysis. Ideally, stress evaluation
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should be undertaken in a longitudinal study (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002; Olsen, 1993).
The dynamics of organizations, in particular universities, are always changing. Those
same dynamics are also always changing for the employees within those organizations.
Faragher et al. (2004) described how the use of ASSET is the first stage of a possible
two-stage organizational stress screening process, in which the second stage should be a
more in-depth analysis using the first stage’s results as the foundation for further study.
The results of this study using ASSET have provided the first stage of the organizational
stress screening process, the second stage of which now needs to be addressed (M.
Tytherleigh, personal communication, June 21, 2007). For this reason, additional analysis
was not conducted where statistical or marginal significance was observed.
Recommendations

The current research might provide the first stage of analysis for higher education
institutions within the United States. The findings yield several recommendations.
Occupational stress is multi-dimensional (Tytherleigh, et al., 2005). The data suggest that
higher education human resource managers and leaders should seek to isolate crucial
dimensions of stress and implement efforts to mitigate their sources and provide a
balanced work environment in order to retain good employees. The data in the current
study support this conclusion, which is further supported in current and germinal
literature (Cooper & Cartwright, 2002, Olsen, 1993; Tytherleigh et al., 2005, 2007).

Higher education leaders and human resource managers might use the results of
the present research to take immediate action within their higher education organization.
Higher education leaders and human resource managers can make meaningful change

within their organizations, either through the future administration of ASSET within their



122

organization to yield institution level data or through the use of the findings of the present
research study and comparable studies.
Future Research

Additional research is needed in the field of occupational stress in higher
education in the United States. At the beginning of the research, the lack of studies on the
topic in the United States was identified and determined as a factor in the significance of
the problem. Each of the 12 ASSET subscales measures some dimension of stress. By
design, ASSET is the beginning of the process of organizational stress screening.

The ASSET instrument utilized in the study (see Appendix C) contains 105
questions, and each question has multiple data points of information that were not utilized
for the current research. The purpose of the research was to examine the potential
differences in the self-reported levels of stress and self-reported levels of job satisfaction
in the context of full-time and part-time faculty and staff only. Research conducted in the
United Kingdom using ASSET while this research was in progress in the United States
suggested future research that is needed in the area of gender differences in higher
education institutions (Tytherleigh et al., 2007). In Europe, Australia, and New Zealand,
the ASSET instrument had been established to have good convergent validity, (Faragher
et al., 2004, p. 198), high face validity, and strong reliability as evidenced through
predominantly high Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the various ASSET factors
(Faragher et al., 2004; Johnson & Cooper, 2003). Strong validity and high reliability
coefficients are further supported by a growing pool of normative data with “which
organizations [could] ‘benchmark’ their performance” (Faragher et al., 2004, p. 199).

Furthermore, Faragher et al. attributed high response rates to the short length of the
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survey instrument. The use of ASSET in the United States for this research might lead to
its use in additional comparative studies. Future studies might contribute to the
establishment of a worldwide standard to determine stress thresholds for use in higher
education organizational stress screening.

Further research is needed that might yield the development of a higher education
stress inventory predicated on the growing normative database of ASSET data that
continues to build on foundational research in the United States and around the world.
The current research might provide higher education institutions in the United States with
a benchmark from which they could begin to compare themselves, though each
institution is culturally different from the next. The cross-sectional nature of the ASSET
instrument is limited compared to the preferred longitudinal approach to organizational
stress, yet the rapidly evolving nature of higher education delivery systems (e.g., ground
campuses, online education, other emerging technologies) requires further research and
expansion of the ASSET supplemental questions to more effectively measure these
emerging technologies and higher education delivery systems.

Summary

The lack of stress related scientific research in the United States and perhaps
around the world might be due to a false belief that higher education employees,
specifically faculty members, are not in a stressful environment and that work overload is
not an issue of concern or worthy of scholarly research (Collins & Parry-Jones, 2000).
The current study might have contributed to demonstrating that higher education
employees not only experience significant levels of stress in at least the five dimensions

identified in the study but also that there are significant differences in stress levels
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between full-time and part-time faculty and staff members as well. Collins and Parry-
Jones stated,
In the past and to some extent the present, academic life may have been perceived
as involving considerable privileges, with conditions of employment and hours of
work allowing opportunity for flexibility. The lecturer [faculty member] may be
viewed as a fortunate person who does not “get their hands dirty,” plays with
theory, reads, writes, enjoys long lunch hours, late starts, early finishes and long
holidays. This stereotype of academic life, however, is likely to be false. For
around twenty years universities have experienced substantial cuts in their
resources, whilst student numbers have expanded. From the mid-1980’s to the
mid-1990s the number of university students increased by 64 percent while the
number of teaching staff only increased by 11 per cent. (p. 771)
Del Favero (2005) further suggested, “Academic and administrative cultures are two
separate and, in many aspects, competing domains. Put differently, faculty and
administrators are known to hold different implicit models of their work environment.
Faculty value scholarship while administrators value organizational efficiency and
accountability” (p. 71). The research study examined a stratified random sample of 227
higher education full-time and part-time faculty and staff members through the
administration of a statistically sound survey instrument, ASSET, a shortened
organizational stress screening tool.
The data show significant differences in the area of employee status (i.e., full-time
versus part-time) in 6 of 12 dimensions of stress that are (a) overload, (b) resources and

communication, (c) job security, (d) pay and benefits, (¢) psychological well-being, and
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(f) job satisfaction (aspects of the job in the ASSET instrument). The present research
was the first study in the United States to use the ASSET shortened stress evaluation
instrument for the purpose of collecting data about employee status and employee
position in higher education institutions. Higher education leaders and human resource
managers might use the findings to isolate the full-time and part-time groups and
dimensions of stress in order to immediately engage in efforts to create a less stressed,

more satisfying, and well-balanced higher education work environment.
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Emadl -
Jamuary 8, 2007

James C. Brown
» New York

Stress in our lives can yield cither positive or negative results. Good stress can drive better
performance and greater efficiency at work and at home, while bad stress can cause job
dissstisfaction and poor work performance. Meanzring the sources and outoomes of stress in the
workplace is important for college leaders so that they can work to mitigate bad strexsors and

In the coming days you may be asked to perticipete in a very important doctoral resesrch study
that could beip your ooliege identify the sources and outcomes of stress in the work place. By
egreeing 10 serve as one of two higher education host sites in upstate New York for this research
study, your college is commitied to using the results of this research study in hopes of identifying
sny areas of concem and working to mitigate the sources of stress within the organization®s
control. You ere receiving this letier in advance of the stady because you are ¢ither g full time or
peart time faculty or staff member at the college.

The research study questionnaire you may receive is voluntary and will take you only
approximately 15 minkstes to complete. You will be provided with a self-addressed stanzped
return envelope to return your questioanaire. You cant be assured that if you respond to this
rescarch stody that your response will remain confidential and anonymous. There is no place on
the questiogmnaire for your name or other datz to personally link you to the questionnaire you

return. The only identifying information in the study will be which institution you work for and
your classification at the college (full-time or pert-time faculty or staff member) a0 that datx as a
whole can be provided to the leadership of your college in order to allow for analysis of each
college's specific aggregate data. While personal nemes are not associsted with survey”’s
returned, the small size of the sampie of full-time and part-time faculty and staff members (< 500
between both schools) could altow your particular “strata” (full-time or part-time faculty or staff
member) to stand out in the results. Again, there is no way to link a perticular survey result with
you as an individual.
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Though some questions are of & persons] nature dealing with your hesith and lifestyle, your
pame cannot be associated with your returned questiannaire and the results and the final report
will only refer to the two colleges under study as instittion A and institution B, located in
upstate New York.

Final participarss in this research study will be rendomly selected, so you may pot receive a
Instinstional Review Board , and the University of Phoenix
Institutional Review Board ( ).

I would be pleased to answer any questions that you may bave at this time regarding the research
study. Please feel free to coniact me at sny timeat( ) - or via email st

ediz. Thank you in advance for your support of this important
research study. All the best!

Sincerely,

Jamses C. Browa
E4A.D. Dectoral Student - University of Phoemix
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139

+ New York.
Phome-{ ) -

Jamroary §, 2007

James C. Brown
, New York

Approximately three to foir days 8go you received a letter introducing you to my dJoctoral
research. For your additional reference I have included another copy of that letter with this
peacket. | xm a student a1 the Undversity of Phoenix working on a doctor of education in
educational leadership. | am conducting a research study extitled A Quantitative Analysis of
Higher Education Occupational Stress Characteristics at Two Upstate New York Colieges. The
purpose of the research study is to examine the differences between higher education
occupational stressors in the workplace and Levels of stress and the self-reported perceptions of
job safisfaction among full-time and part-time faculty and staff members at two upstate New
York colleges,

Your participation will only frrvolve the completion of the enclosed survey. Your participstion in
this study is volurgary. I you choose not to perticipate or to withdraw from the study st eny time,
you can do so without penalty or loss of bepefit to yourself and can do so by simply not retming
the questionnaire, The resutts of the rescarch study may be published but your name will not be
used and your results will be maintained in confidence.

In this research, there are no foreseesbie risks to you except the smiall size of the sample of full-
time and part-time faculty and staff members (< 500 betwoen both schools) could allow your
particular “strata” (full-time or part-time faculty or staff member) to stand out in the results.
Again, there is 0o way to link & particalar survey result with yon as an individual.

Although there may be no direct benefit to you, the possible benefit of your participation is
hoped that idexstifled stressors for specific members of a stratum will provide valuable
information to the college’s educational leaders. This will hopefuily aliow for corrective,
mitigating, and preventative meesures to be implementsd that may reduce occupstional stress for
those affected both within the sample and organization-wide.

BOTE — MIVe — MOre. -~ More
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By retumning your survey you acknowledge that you understand the nature of the stody, the
potential risks to you a9 & participant, and the means by which your identity will be kept
confidential. By returning your survey you also ackmowledge that you are 18 years oid or older
and that you give your penmission 0 voluntarily serve as a participant in the study described in
this letter,

1 would be pleased to answer any questions that you may have regarding the research study.
Please foel free tocomact me at eny timeat ( ) - or via email at

(@emadl, phoenix.edu.
Once you have completed the survey please re-check all that you have answered all of the
questions. Once you have checked all of your responses simply place your survey in the enclosed
seif-addressed stamped envelope and drop it in the mail. Thank you in advance for your support
of this important research study.
All the best!

Sincerely,

James C. Browa
Ed.D. Dectoral Student - University of Phoenix
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Higher Education Occupational Stress
ASSET

| An Organizational Stress Screening Tool

Background

This ASSET questionnaire has beon desigried fo help organizations assess the risk o ' 5 e, It
maasures poteritial exposure to siress in respect of a rangs of common workplace streess 8 consoquarlly can
represont an organtzation's first step fowards effectively marmaging stress in the : g

-'- rntoruurdm,d-umnc Brown,
Elaym box you acknowiedge that you understand the nature of the stixty, the potentiat risks
mmmmmuammmmmwmmmﬂlmmm
Bymmmmem&dmmenwmmmMpung
permission to voluntarily serve as a participant in the stixly described in the cover lstter enclosed in

this packet.

Corfidentiality and Anonymily

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003 1
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BIOGRAPHICAL QUESTIONNAIRE
YOUR CURRENT JOB

Q1 How would you categorize your main job at the College? (f your main job Is not shown, please specify)

O Acadernic {facufly ill-time) 0O Acadernic ffacully parttime) 0O Securly/Safely - fuft-ime
QO Clarical staff - fuih-time O Ciencal siaff- part-ima O Sscunty/Safety - part-time
O Administative - full-time QO Adminisirative - part-bme i - fuk-time

O Contract employes — fuiltime O Contract empioyes — part-time - part-time

a

Other, pleass specdy

Q2 For staff who manage/supervise peopie {e.g., Dean, Vice President, Diractor,
Howrmanystsff [OQ Upbés o 1120

rotpoaibefor? 0 610 Q 2%

Areyouabudget [ VYes O ke
manager?

ly activities or the

11-15 yoars
18-20 years
O 27ormore years

YOU AND YOUR FAMILY
O Femake
O 31-40ysars O &71-&years
Q 41-Syeas O Overé0yearsy

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003 2
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Q8 Marital Status
O #Mamad QO sngis O Divorced

Q  Living with partnar O Separaisd 0 widowad

Q8a ¥ you are married/ living with a partner, does he/she work?
o vYes a M

Q8b NYes Is it ful-ime or part-time?
O Futtne QO Fattime

Q8 Number of chiliran aged 18 years or under?
O Nre OO ¢ o2 o3 a More

GSa Number of children aged over 18 years?

O None i Q 2 o 3 m ] Mare
then 5
YOUR EDUCATION 8
Q10 What ts the highest level of formal education yg
O Ao ramelgualification w o, N Masiers Degres
o Gep O Doclorats
O High Schoot Dipiaema
Giher, please specify inthe box berow.
Q11 Do you take planned exerCise
O Abways QO Notusualy
Q Ysuaty QO Never
Q12 Do you manage g 15-30 mimutes vigorous exercise 3 imes a week)
a
Q13
Qi3ak
Q 37-40perday

QO Mo than 40 psrday

0O Less then usmf?

Q14 Do you drink alcoholic beverages?

Q Yss a
mulYn.;owmufygmdoyoudﬂmenkonw7(1um-aouncuofbnronm
glass of wine)
O 1-Sgeseas O #-20gessos O 31-40glsses
O §&-10giasses O 21-30glasses QO #ore then 40 glassas

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003 3
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Q14dbin the last 3 months, have you been drinking:
O Mo than vsuel? O Semeasusual? QO Lessthan usuel?

DISABIUTY

Q18 Do you have a disabliRy?
o Yes o M

Q182K yes, donrgrlsyrdaato: physical health?
(1]

Q1K yes, does this relats to: mental health?
O VYes o ~»
SUPPLEMENTARY INF ON

Q18 Do you find time to relax and wind down?
0O Aways 0 Usualy O uscaly

Q17 Do you have any interexts or hobbles?
O Yes

Q18 Ia there any provision for sirass managa
Q VYes

QO Dontinow
Q18 Is there any provision for siaff counselling R ¥ tthutio: empioyes assistance programs, #c.)
O Yes 3 O Don'f know
Q20 ¥ avaliisble, have you eve
Q Yes O ot applicabie
Q21 X not avallable, woulkd you use a W thay were avatiable?
O Yes O Mot sppicale
Q22 How many other s have you worksd In apart from this one?
Qo 2 O 3oamoe
Q23 leave {vacation, personal leave, etc.}?

0 Notappscabls

§

of how long it takes to travel to and from your place of work on an average

15 minudes Q 3145 minwies O 67-90 mindes
Q #4660 minutes O Mo than 80 n¥nites
Q25 Have you in any ather public or private sector businesses befare working in higher
education?
O Yes
o M
H YES, please specdly i the box below

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003 4
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Cross one of the six categories from Strongly disagraa to Strongiy agree for each statemant as & applies to

YOu

~N e W N

o

10 My

1

12
13

14

18

1 am troubled that

| work kenger hours then | choase or
want fo

| work unsociable hours e.g. waekends,
shift work etn

! ibmhdbo much time traveliing in my.

]
| harve |ittie control over many espects
of my job

My work irterferes with my home and
parsonsd |ife

I may be doing the same obfor the
next5to 10 years
My physkal working conditions are-
unpleasant {9.g. oy, dirty, poorly

dosigried).

My Job Invoives the risk of sotusd
physical viclerce

My boss behaves In an intimigating and
bitying way towerds me

| do not recevs the suppart from others
(bassicolieagues) that | would like

-----

16 Mg

1T A

18

18

BRBA

24

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003

| am set Lnrealistic deadines

| mm given unmanageabie workioads
My boss is forever finding fauk with
what | do

Dihers take the oradit for what | have
achieved

| herve to deel with difficult
customersiciiens

{

0od DDEIL‘IUEIEI;

0O0OOocogocOooO0g 4o o

Disagroe

oOOoo0O0oogao

0O 0oooc 00 OooooOo 0O

o

Q
Q
Q

O

0O 0DODDO0OOCO DO od

Skt Sty Agive
Disagren

0oodd

0o oo

Shghtly  Sightly Agree
Désagrie

0Do0ooo 00 Oo B D O

Agree
i
o

o

oo oo0oo0o

0 0ooo00d0 0o oo Di

o0 0 0goao Uﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ%g

0000000 00QC ﬂ€§
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| am troubled that.........
A
Strongly Disagres Sighty  Sighty Agree groe ‘ﬂw
28 My retationships with oolleagues are m] ] (] Q m g
14 mmwlmﬁmwm m] a a (] m 0
Is.going on in this organization
28 | am never toid B 1 am doing a good job a ] a (] Q O
= lm}or‘;ofmdhmma a a a O ] a
my
30 | am mot adequately trained to do many Q ] a [ a a
aspects of my pb
31 | do not have the prOper equipment or m] (] Q o g
resources to do my b
32 | do not have enough fime to do my job m] ] a 2
a8 well &S | woulkd ke
33 My Jab is Lkaly to change In the future a ] (] Q a a
34 My job skits may become redumnant in a Q [ | 0
the neer future
35 My deas or supgesions about my job m| g m a
2 not taken Into acsount
36 | harve [ittte of no infuence over my a Q [ a
37 1go netenjey my b a O a O
ATTITUDES TO RGANI ION
Croas one of the six categories from Str. agree for aach statement as [t
applies to you.
Spitysgree  Agree m&
1 {feelvalued and trusted by the a a a
2 Emhﬁml prepared to put
am
Mﬁmryﬁofmimnbon‘ ag d d = 5
working long hours gnd/ or unsociable
3 a (] Q a a
4 a Q a a (W
& a Q Q [ a i
L a a a Q ' a
7 0 a a g g O
8 a Q Q [ a a
9 a d a Q a a

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003 6
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YOUR HEALTH

Over the last 3 months, have you experienced any of the foliowing symptoms or changes in behaviour?
Never Rarely Sometinee Ofier;

Lack of appetite or over eating
Indigestion or heartburn

insomnia - sleep logs

Headsches

Panic or anxiety sitacks

Muscalar ension / aches and paing
Fealing naussous or boing sick
Constant |ritabiity

Difficutty in making decisions
Loss of senss of humour

Fealing or becoming angry with others
o0 easily
Constant Hradness

Foaling unabls to cope

Avoiding contact with othar pecpie
Mood swings

Unable to lisien 1 other people
Having difficulty concentrating

Ooo0o
(MENENENENE R N

Q
Q
O
]
a
0
a
Q
Q
=]

oo od

NOOOODO 0oo0oDogogoooco

oaooon o

D

how many working days have you been off work through iliness or infury?
a7 Q 25 O 6Gomore

How many times have you been to your doctor over tha last 3 months?
oo [ a 29 O $eemae

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003 7
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Is there anything else you would Hke to add that has not come up already on the questionnalre? K yes,

pleass state below.
When you have finished, please questionnaire to ensure you have
answered all the itgms. in the seif-addressed stamped envelope

and return to the.re , by Monday, February 28, 2007, You may call

© ABSET s copyright of Robertson Cooper Limited, 2003 8
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APPENDIX D: APPROVAL TO USE ASSET FOR THIS RESEARCH STUDY AND
INCLUDE SAMPLE INSTRUMENT IN DISSERTATION APPENDIX; FROM

ROBERTSON COOPER LIMITED
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robertson cooper limited

Ben Moss, Froduct Development & Markeling Manager
Robartson Coopar Lid. Wilams House Manchaster Schence Park, Uy St Norh, Monchester, UK
Tel. D870 3333 691 emak: benmos&robersoncooper com

25082008

James C, Brown

, New York
USA

Dear James

Thank you for your request for perrission to ues ASSET in your doctorsd research study st the University of
Phoanix tted; A Quanditative Anslysis of Higher Education Occupational Stress Characterislics at Two
Upsiates New York Colleges.

We hereby grant you permission fo use ASSET in your docioral research study. We sre wilkng fo sliow you to
reproduce the inslrument consistent with ths per invitad participant fee structure that we have discussed via o
rroét and will sofididy once you have cbisined finsl approvis 10 procesd with your stiidy, Ve wifl iwolce you
when you inform us of the Intended numbers of invited participents for your study. Wa have sisady aporoved
your modied rstrument and are preperad (o procesd with Snalizing our agreement.

As the Erst ressarcher in the Uniled Stajes of America 1o use ASSET we are sapecially sxcited fo collaborete
in this endewvor, Best wishes with your study,

Yours sincerely,

Ban Moss, Product Development and blarketing Manager
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robertson cooper limited

Een Moss, Product Development & Markefing Manager
foberkon Cooper Lid., Willorms House Monchestar Science Park, Uoyd st Nordh, Manchester; UK
Texk, 087073333 §71 emdlt DOn OSs@oDerSonCeOperEom

20682007

James C. Brown

, New York
USA

Dear Jamas

Thank you fof your request for permission to use ASSET in the appendix of your doctoral fesearch siudy &t
the Untversity of Phoenix titled; Fu and Past Time Empicyes Strass and Job Satistaction st Twa Upsiote New
York Cofleges.

We hersby grani you psimission to Incliuds your specific ASSET instrument in the appendix of your
dissertation. Each page shall heve the word SAMPLE clesrty prinded In the watermark. This grant of
permission exiends only o the appendix of yoir dissertation angd dose nof extand to joumal articies, books or
other non-disssrtation refated publications without further permission of Robettson Cooprer Limitad.

Best wishes with your study.

Yours sincarsly,

Ben Moss, Product Development and Marketing Manager
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APPENDIX E: SIGNED INFORMED CONSENT: PERMISSION TO USE PREMISES



UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX

INFORMED CONSENT: PERMISSION TO USE PREMISES, NAME,
AND/OR SUBJECTS

(Facllity, Organization, University, institution, or Assoclation)

|y
Signature Date
President
Tide
Community College. | NY
Name of Facility
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UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX

INFORMED CONSENT: PERMISSION TO USE PREMISES, NAME,
ANDVOR SUBJECTS

(Faclilty, Organization, University, institution, or Association)

=imifiution B
Name of Faciiity, Organization, University, Institution, or Association

| hereby authorize James C. Beown, student of University of Phoentx, to use the
premises, name endior subjects requested to conduct a study entiled A

proposes i uliize a mailid survey to a stratified random sampie of full-time and
part-time facuity and staff st . | grant Mr. Brown permission to use the
full-time and part-time facuity and staff at as participants in

only be identiied by general characieristics (two-year, four-ysar) and by general
location within New York State (upstate). | understand that final results
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APPENDIX F: REMINDER POSTCARD MAILED TWO WEEKS AFTER MAIN

SURVEY TO ENTIRE STRATIFIED RANDOM SAMPLE
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Have you returned your
questionnaire yet to this
doctoral student?

Hame Here

Ackdress Hern

Oty, State, Zip Code

Approcresately Two weeks 5o you received my doctors] Fesesnch
questioonaine, ASSEE An Siress Saeeving Teol,

The response to dele has been good, but | still newd your heip
strengthen tvy dats pool in orler to fimish my dectond

¥ you've alresdy compieted the questionnaire and seni & in,
umi you gready. i you haven't hed the chance to complets the
questionnaine, plese conside taking a2 fewr moments & do so
and mal & back 2 me in the self addrecsed stampad eswelope
by Mondey, March 3. Plesse rernember thst | hime no way of
krewing ¥ you've completed the questionmaire, 25 af retumed
questionneies sFe SRonymcils and there i mo wey to individually
maich: your retum © you Everyone in the andom sampling i
recedving this servinxdes post casd. Should you have any questions,
plesse feel free o ol me 3t (OO0 JOOIOOEK or e-mall me 2t
00T Ygamall D000 adu. Thank you again.

Ni the best

Marne Hewe
ELD. Dectorl Stucest

Univenity of Phoeniz
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APPENDIX G: INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL FROM THE

UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX AND INSTITUTION B
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On behalf of Dr. Bill Pepicello, Chair of the Institutional Review
Board, your doctoral research proposal has been reviewed and
deemed “exempt.”

Your progress report for this study is due one year from the date
identified below.

A QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF HEIGER EDUCATION OCCUPATIONAL
STRESS CHARACTERISTICS AT TWO UPSTATE NEW YORK COLLEGES

By
Jaues Brown
Bifl Pepicello
Provost of Academic Affairs
University of Phoent
Universify of Fhoeaix

Henmnry 13, 2097)
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COLLEGE
Institutional Review Board

ApOroval MeTOrBOdUm

TO:

Approval Date: 112612007

Student Brown, J.

THie: A Quarditative Analysis of Higher Education Ocoupational Siress

Charactaristics at Two Upsiate New York colleges

Approval Status: Exsmpt. other
Anticipated End Colection: 3/1&2007

Your proposal has been reviewed and carmies the approval stalus indicated above. You must
comply with any conditions noted below. Na&oh&twumayoriybe&datacoﬁecﬁmﬂ'wu
have been given approval stelis. Plesse contact (e-mad a0y} when

mmmmuﬂmmmdmmnmmm
nobdﬂxwe If thera are any concems or guestions that participants have about thelr rights as
ressarch participants, piease have them contact me (phone: x ; e-mall; .edu).
Baest wishes for suoccessiul completion of your projact!

Acceptancs CondiBons:

Lettars from colleges giving parmission, IRB approval form from University of Phoenix, and

cover istier to sublects are needed. 5/28/06 - Plaase submit IRB approval letter from the

University of Phoenix before proceading. 10/10/06 - Cover letier should Inciude irformation

that & has recelved [RB approval and add the IRE chair as & contact ( - -
va«mmuwhmmmmmmmwwuﬁmu

apprwalaﬁﬁﬂcontadp«sm(msdﬂ')

Chair IRB
2008-2007 Acaderni: Yeer

D; 23
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APPENDIX H: TABLE OF MEANS AND ANOVA RESULTS OF NON

SIGNIFICANT ASSET SUBSCALE FINDINGS



Table 21

Table of Means — Work Relationships
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Position Faculty Staff Total
Status
Full-time 17.07 18.86 18.36
Part-time 16.06 15.63 15.95
Total 16.53 18.46 17.65
Table 22
ANOVA Results — Work Relationships
Source daf F p
Status 1 3.06 .08
Position 1 31 58
Status*Position 1 .84 .36
Error 215
Total 218

The effect of status, p = .08, position, p = .51, and the interaction between status

and position, p = .94, was not statistically significant for the ASSET subscale of work

relationships. Though statistical significance was not observed, marginal significance was

observed for employee status, p = .08. Though not interpreted, this effect almost reached

the established criterion.



Table 23

Table of Means — Work-Life Balance
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Position Faculty Staff Total
Status
Full-time 11.16 10.66 10.80
Part-time 9.29 9.75 9.40
Total 10.16 10.55 10.38
Table 24
ANOVA Results — Work-Life Balance
Source daf F p
Status 1 3.55 .06
Position 1 .001 98
Status* Position 1 42 52
Error 220
Total 223

The effect of status, p = .06, position, p = .98, and the interaction between status

and position, p = .52, was not statistically significant for the ASSET subscale of work-life

balance. Though statistical significance was not observed, marginal significance was

observed for employee status, p = .06. Though not interpreted, this effect almost reached

the established criterion.



Table 25

Table of Means — Control
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Position Faculty Staff Total
Status
Full-time 10.98 11.81 11.58
Part-time 10.92 9.56 10.58
Total 10.95 11.53 11.29
Table 26
ANOVA Results — Control
Source daf F p
Status 1 1.91 A7
Position 1 10 .76
Status*Position 1 1.72 19
Error 217
Total 220

The effect of status, p = .17, position, p = .76, and the interaction between status

and position, p = .19, was not statistically significant for the ASSET subscale of control.



Table 27

Table of Means — Perceived Commitment to Employee
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Position Faculty Staff Total

Status

Full-time 21.91 22.96 22.67

Part-time 21.69 23.31 22.09

Total 21.80 23.01 22.50
Table 28

ANOVA Results — Perceived Commitment to Employee

Source daf F p
Status 1 .006 .94
Position 1 249 A2
Status*Position 1 A1 74
Error 218
Total 221

The effect of status, p = .94, position, p = .12, and the interaction between status

and position, p = .74, was not statistically significant for the ASSET subscale of

perceived commitment to employee.
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Table 29

Table of Means — Commitment to Organization

Position Faculty Staff Total

Status

Full-time 17.59 18.98 18.59

Part-time 17.94 19.00 18.19

Total 17.78 18.98 18.48
Table 30

ANOVA Results — Commitment to Organization

Source df F )4
Status 1 07 .80
Position 1 3.01 08
Status*Position 1 .06 81
Error 221
Total 224

The effect of status, p = .80, position, p = .08, and the interaction between status
and position, p = .81, was not statistically significant for the ASSET subscale of
commitment to organization. Though statistical significance was not observed, marginal
significance was observed for employee position, p = .08. Though not interpreted, this

effect almost reached the established criterion.



Table 31

Table of Means — Physical Health
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Position Faculty Staff Total
Status
Full-time 12.68 13.54 13.29
Part-time 11.41 12.94 11.78
Total 12.00 13.46 12.83
Table 32
ANOVA Results — Physical Health
Source df F )4
Status 1 2.04 .16
Position 1 3.31 07
Status*Position 1 26 .61
Error 217
Total 220

The effect of status, p = .16, position, p = .07, and the interaction between status

and position, p = .61, was not statistically significant for the ASSET subscale of physical

health. Though statistical significance was not observed, marginal significance was

observed for employee position, p = .07. Though not interpreted, this effect almost

reached the established criterion.



