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L85STRACT
The purosose of this study was o compare the teaching
menaviors of high-nurnou% and low=-burnout male elementary
pnysical =2ducation teachers. ;nitially 20 male elementary
physical education,teacherssfrom the .southern tier section of
New York Stata ssrved as subjectse. All subjects were
administerad the Maslach 3urnout Inventory (MBID (Maslaéh:&‘
Jackson, 1331). Teachers were classified as nigh-burnout or
low=burnout on the bhasis of their M3I score, by the median
split tachnique. Five high-burnout and five low-burnout
tsachaers ware randomly selected to represent e2ach group. Sach
taacher was videotapad thr2e times wnile teaching an eantire
physical aducation class. Cheffars”® Adaptation of Flandars”’
Iinteraction Analysis System (CAFIAS) (Cheffers, 1972) was usad
to measur2 the interaction and behavior pattérns between the
taachar and the students. The data from the codiﬁg of  CAFIAS
were analyzed using the computer. Per;antages yere computed
for the major CAFIAS paramaters, behaviors, and predominant
interactian patterns. Oascriptive statistics were calculated,
and visual comparisons ware made to determine the relative
standings of each group 2N aach CAFIAS variable. Results led
to the accaptance of the research hypothesis that the teaching
behaviors of male low—-burnout and male high=burnout elementary
physical aducation teachers would diffar significantly.
Rasults show;d that th2 low-burnout tzachers exhibited mora
praisa and accaptance of their students” ideas and actions and

gave more faedback to the students. The low=-burnout teachars




ware also mcre varied in their teaching behaviors and
interactad more with their studantse. The high-burnout
taacners %tandzd to jive mora2 directions than information to
their students and also ware more critical of their students”’

ideas and actionse. Students in the high—burnout‘teachers'

classes exhibited more nonverbal predictable reasponsesS.
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Chapter 1
INTRGCDUCTION

Burnout is a serious problem in professions concerned
with "people work" and is very agparent in the teaching
profession (Maslach & Jacksony 1581). Burnout has already
stricken thousands of sensitive, th?ughtfu}, and dedicated
teachers who are now leaving te;chin; (McGuirey 1979).
Additional ihousands may join their peers because they fear
for their physical and mentgl hezlth. The extent and
seriousness of this‘pfoblem is supported by the fact that some
authorities consider teacher burrout to be one of the most
critical problems in education tcday (McGuire, 16793 Truch,
1980).

Burnout can be defined as a condition that results from
stressy tension, and anxiety (McGuire, 1979). Maslach and
Jackson (1981) defined burnout as a syndrome of emotional
exhaustion and cynicism. Burned out individuals may feel
dissatisfied with their jcb perfocrmance and unhappy with their
personal accomplishments.

The major factor in job burnout is considered to he
stress. The New York State United Teachers Organization
("Stress," 1980) investigated the causes of teacher stress.
Three major causes of stress which were evident across all
situations of tqgching (i.e.y agey sexy grade level, and
school size) were managing ndisruptive" children, incompetent
administrators, and maintaining sglf-control when angry.

Additional sources of stress included student violence,




-

overcrowded classrooms, inadeguate szlariesy and racial issues
(Farber & Miller, 1981; McGuire, 19795 Ricken, 1880).

The potential consegquences c¢f burnout are very serious
‘for teachaers in terms of their personal health as well as
their attitude toward teaching. Burnout may lead to a
deterioration of physical well-being with symptoms such as
insomnia, allergies, and withdratal becoming prevalent.
However, Farber and Miller (1981) asserted that the greatest
impact of: teacher burnout wi}{ be on the delivery of
educ;tionbl’;érvices-Ginstrdzttoq. M;slach and Jackson (1981)
stated that burned out teachefs mray display impersonal or
negative attitudes as well as a detached image to their
students and also to their collezgues. Burned out teachers
may also display certain charactaeristics such as giving little
praise to their students -and beirg critical of tkem (Farber &
Miller, 1981). Veninga and.Spradley (1981) found that burned
out teachers have lower expectations for students and have a
distinct lack of classrocm interzcticn.

Déspite the apparent interest in burnout there are feuw
instruments available to measure burnout. G0One instrument is
the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) (Maslach & Jackson, 1981).
In developing the MBI, Mzslach and Jackson (1981)
conceptualized burnout as a continuous rather than dichotomous
variable. Thus, burnout is described in terms of louw,
moderates and high degrees. The MBI assesses burnout in terms
of three characteristics: emoticnal exhaustion,

depersonalization, and personal sccomplishment. The




dimensions are assessed by two subscales: the intensity of

-

the feeling and the frequancy of the feeling.

Systematic observation is :-a means by which teachers can
be observed and their actions described. The Flanders’
Interaction Analysis System (FIAS) (Flanders, 1960) haskﬁeen
the most widely used interaction analysis system in education.
Cheffers (1972) modified FIAS to describe behavier in physical
education classes more effectively. Cheffers (1572) developed 3
the Cheffers’ Adaptation of Flanders’ Interaction Analysis |
System (CAFIAS). This mcdification expanded FIAS to permit
~the coding of verbal and nonverbal behaviors, teaching
agenciesy and class structure. CAFIAS 1is theﬂmos$'wide1y used
instrument to describe interzcticns in the physical education
setting. To .date thére tas been little research conducted on
the teaching behaviors ard interzctions cf burned out teachers
utilizing both CAFIAS and the Mﬁ&. A study by Mencini, Wuest,
Clark, and Qiﬁosh-(1§%3) revezled™that low-burnout secondary
physieal educa}ors exhibited morexpékitive interactions with
their students. than the  high*burnout teachers. The
high-burnout teachers were more critical of their students”’

ideas and -actions. Alsoy students in the low-burnout

teachers’ classes exhibited more .interpretive behavior than
students in the high-burnout teachers® classes.

This study was undertaken tc compare the teaching
behaviors of male high-burnout ard male low-burnout elementary
physical education teachers. This study is a follow=up of the

study by Mancini et al. .(1983) whkich compared the teaching




.~} behaviors -of male elementary physical education teachers (N =

behaviors of low=-burnout and high-burnout secondary physical

education teacherse.

-

Scope ¢f Eroblen

This study was conducted to compare the teaching

+

" 20) who exhibited characteristice of low-burnout and

high-burnout. Twenty elementary physical education teachers
~ i .

from the southern tier seétion of New York Stzte served as

subjects for this study.

After being contacted and acreeing to participate in the
study, each teacher completed the Macslach Burnout Inventory
(MBI) (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). The median split technique
was utilized to classify ‘the teachers as either low-burnout or
high-burnout bhased on their MBI ccores. Five tezchers from
each group were then randomly selected fcr further
participation in the study.

The study required that ezchk tezcher he videotaped three
times ering the 1983-84 school year. Tre three tapes were
codad using Cheffers® Adzptation of Flanders® Interaction
Analysis System (CAFIAS) (Cheffers, Amidcn, & Rodgers, 1974).

Statement of Brgobler

This study was conducted to compare the teaching

behaviors of male high-burnout ard male low-burnout elementary

physical education teachers.
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Major Hypgihgsis

The teaching behavicrs of mele_high—burndut elementary
physical education teachers will differ significantly from the
teaching behaviors of male low-burnout elementary physical
education teachers.

Assugetions of Siudy
The following assumptions were mzde relative to this study:

1. The subJjects weore représentetive of elementary
physical eduUcation teachers "in the scuthern tier section of
New York State. ’ '

2. The coding, of three physical education classes using
CAFIAS was:adequate to yieid valid data cn the observed
teaching .behaviors for each teacher.:

3. The MBI yielded valid dzta on which to classify
teachers as low-burnout ¢r high-Lturnout.

4. The teachers were not auare of their classificatiodn
as low=-burnout or high-burnout as measured by the MBI.

Defipition ¢f Iecms

The following terms were operationally defined. for the
purpose of this study:

1. Intgracition apalysis is an observational techniqgue
that records the frequency of teecher—pupil interpersonal
behaviors (Amidon & Hough, 1967).

2. ElandersZ Inteczciicn Apalysis Sysiem C(FIAS) is a
system doétgnod’to objectively record the verbal interaction
between teachers and pupils as it occurs in the classroom

(Amidon & Flanders, 1971).

— et 'y ey ™
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3. Cheffers’ Adaptaticn of Elanders’ Inleraclion
Apnalysis System C(CAFIAS) is & validated extension of FIAS

developed to measure verbal and nonverbal behaviers found

predominantly in physical education classes (Cheffers et al.,

1974).

4. Elgmeptacy ohysical educatign igacher is a teacher
certified by the State of New York to teach physical education
in grade levels kindergarten thrcugh six.

5. Burnout is a syndrome of emotional exhaustion and
cynicism that occurs freguently zmong individuals who do
"people work"™ (Maslach & Jéckson, 1981).

6. Maslach Burngut Inxentory (MBI) is an instrument used
ko assess the ‘perceived level of burnout of an individual
(Maslach & Jackson, 1981). There are three subscales in this
inventory: depersonalizztion, emoticnal exhaustion, and
personal accomplishment. The three subscales are measured in

terms,of two dimensions: frequercy and intensity.

T. High=-burcogut taschar is an individual whose score on

the six sub3cales:of the MBI “placed him in the tcp 50th

percentile of the subjects who tcok the MBI,

8. Lou=-burnout teagcher is &n individual whose score on

the six subscales of the MBI placed him in the bcttom 50th
percentile of the subjects who took the MBI.

Deliritations of S3iudy

The following were the delimitations of this study:




1. The subjects were ma2le elementary physical education
teachers from the southern tier section of New York State..

2. Each subject was observed three times while
instructing an entire physical education class.

3. CAFIAS was the only instrument used to record the
actual teaching behaviors.

4. . The MBI was the only instrument used in this study to
classify teachers as low-burnout or high-burnout.

Lipitatiens of 3dludy
The following were the limitaticns of this study:
1. The findings may only be valid for male physical

education teachers in the southern tier section of New York

State.

2. The findings related. to teaching behaviors may only
be valid for comparison swhen CAFIAS is used as the observation

instrument.

3. Different tests to measure burnout cther than the MBI

may yield different results.




Chapter 2
REVIEA 0OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter is & réviem-of literature relatad to ths
study and is dividad into four main sactions: the usa of
s§ystamatic observation 1in pnysical education, teacher burnout,
the Maslach 3urnout Inventory, and a summary.

Ine Usz of Sysiematic QJbsecyvaliea
in 2hysical Sdugasiqgn

Faw observation systams wzre available to record
banaviors in physical education classes prior to 1970. Since

* that time ngg? researchers havaﬂproceéded to develop different
systematic obsarvation instruments "to record bshaviors 1in
physical a2ducation (Anderson, 1975: Johnsony 1975 Laubach,
1974; Siedantop & dughlay, 1975; Tobey, 1975).

Anderson (1975) initiated the Videotape Data 3ank Project
at the Teachers College at Columbia University. Under the
auspices of the projecty vidaotapes of 83 elemantary and
secondary physical education classas from 60 diffaerent schools
gera collected. To describe the behaviors that occurred
during physical education classesy descriptive-analytic
-instruments,wereudevelopgd and utilized. Anderson (i9755
utilized the Jdccurrence of Physical Activities System as 23
means of analyzing the videotanes. This system is designed to
classify the length and occurrance of observed ph&sical

aducation activitiase.




Previously Laubach (1374) had developed the 8ehavior of
Studants in Physical ESducation (5E5TPS0) System to monitor the
benavior 2f an individual student in 3 physical aducatian
class. This system sought to identify the actual length of
tine a studant was actively invelved performing movemant tasks
and the amount of time the student was inactive. Costello
C1977) employed tha 353TPED system to describe the bhehavior of
133 students in 20 different physical aducation classase.

The =low of Taacher Jperational Procedures (FJTOP) Sysienm
was developed by Johnson (1975) to describe the manner in
unich a. teachar utilized soecific catagories of the
ooerational procedures found in pghysical education classes.
The systém classified the freguency and recorded in
chronological order the teachars® use of the operational
crocadures necassary for the function of the class.

At The Ohio State University Siedentop'gnd'Hughley 1975)
developed the 2.S.U. Teacher 3ehavior Rating Scale. This uwas
an»aibhtécatagqny‘system—designed to gather data on the
teaching beh;vior of physical bducé{iéh t9'achers. A number of
resaarchars under the diraction of Siadentop 3t The Qhio State
University nave trained physical education taachers to modify
their behaviors using this instrument (Cramery 1977; Hutslar,
1375).

The hbehaviors that occur between the teacher and the
students can alsc be analyzed using the Flanders® Interaction
Analysis 3System (FIAS) which was developed by Flanders in

1350. FIAS was designed to analyze varbal behaviors in the




10
classfbom by placing  th2 classroom behaviors into any one of

1) catagories, with seven cata2gories concerned with teacher

talk, two sitn student talky and the remaining catszgory

dascribing confusion or silance. Flanders (1970) categorized

tsacner bzhavior as either dira2ct or indirsct. Utilizing FIAS

regquirsas numerically recording behaviors every 2 seconds on a

tally sheat. The behaviors are then transferra2d to a‘'loc x 10

natrix 3nd analyzed. Howevar, FILAS did not account for

nsnverhal hahaviofs betwaan t2acher and students only verbal
. 2 .

banaviors wer2 abla to be analyzed. A nuamber nf researchers

(Cnaffars, 15723 Dougharty, 1971 Mancuso, 1972) have modified

ZIAS 3o that aonverbal behaviors common to physical education

m3y be coda2d and analyzede.

The most -widely utilized interaction analysis system in
physical 2ducation is the adaptation by Cheffars (1972) of
ZIAS known as Cheffars”® Adaptation of. Flanders® Intaeraction
Analysis. System (CAFLAS). Cneffars cited three major
limitations of FIAS:

1. It was concerned with verbal behavior only.

2. It was concarned only with classes which_ were .

conducted with the class structure as a wnole.

3. It was concerned with the teacher as a sole tesaching

agant.

The use of CAFIKS-&floméd*fgr i more complete description

of the behaviors and interaction patterns which occur in

shysical 3dugation;cla§s§s by-pé?mitting the recording of baoth

th2 varbal and the nonverbal behaviors of the teacher and the
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student.

Cheffers and Wanc;ni (1979) used CAFIAS to describe the
interaction pattaras and taaching behaviors an tha 83
vidaotapss of the Videotape Data 8ank Project to provide rauw
data for descriptive-analytic researcnhe. Results indicated
mininal differencas between male and female teachers and
batuyeen alamentary and. secondary teachers in category usagjey
paramaters, and interaction pattarns. Teachers”’
direction-giving and taachars’ information-giving predominated
taaching. Little oraise and accgsptancea of students’ idaas and
efforts was found, and virtually no criticism and correction
of students’ bahaviors was recorded. Studaent initiated
activity was found,.to be minimal.

Numerous studies have utilized CAFIAS in investigations
ts comoar2 the effects of tuwo dacision-making ‘nodels (Lydon,
19783 Mancini, 197%; Martinek, 19763 Pirainoy 1977% Schemppy
1377, 1931; Viglione, 1977) and also to describe differences
in teachers’ interactions with low-skilled  and high=-skillad
studants (Reisenweaver, 19803 Streeter, 1980).

Recéntly, CAFIAS has been used to describe the effects of
burnout on the teaching bahaviors of physical educators and
the effects of recaiving suparvisory feedback as an
intarvention tachnigue with burned=-out physical educatorse.
Mancini et al. (1983) investigated the teaching behaviors of
los-burnout and high-burnout sacondary physical education
ta2achers. Ten teachers uwere gssfbpeqéto“the high=-burnout and

o , A :
19 to tha low=-burnout group according to the Maslach 3durnout

»
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Iaventory. All +eachers were vid2otaped three timese. Each

vidsaotaoz was analyzad using CAFIAS. Results showed that
low=-burnout taachers exhibited sisnificantly more prais2 and
accantanca of their students’ ideas and actions and had

gr2ater amnounts of interaction with their students than the
high-burnout tz2achers. The low=burnout tzachers exhibifed
ﬁore variad bahaviors than: the high-burnout teachers. The
high-burnout teachars wera2 more critical of their students”’
id2as and actions and less 2ncouraging of their students”’

sffortse. Students in the low-burnout tz2achers’ classes

axnibitad more interpretive behavior than the students in the

high-burnout teachars’® classes.

Using tée sama population fﬁomftﬁeipFevious study by
Mancini et al. (1983), Mancini, Wuest, Vaatine, and Clark
(1984) inVQstigat;a tha effbctswof instruction and supervision
in CASIAS on the-teaching behaviors of high=burnout secondary
physical aducation teachers. Six of the high—-burnout teachers
ware assignad randomly to tresatment (g = 3) and control (n =
3) groups. All teachers were videotaped nine times. The
control group recaived conventional supervisory fe;dback to
analyze tneir tzaching; the traatment group received
cqnventional supervisory faedback along with instruction,
suparvision, and f2edback in CAFIAS and an analysis in the
form of a comﬁuter printout for each class videotapede.

Rasults snowed that the treatment group taachers uwere
characterized by increasad teachar acceptanca and praise,

taachar use of questioning, and teacher empathetic behavior,
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along with increased stuaesnt-to-student interaction.
Treétment jrouo tzacners also rinorted a larger dacrease in
their lavel of burnout.
Iesaghar 2ucnoul

3urnout nas already stricken thousands of sensitive,
inoughtful, and dedicstad téachers who are now lzaving tha
phofessi;n. Additional thousands may Jjoin their peers because
they f2ar for their physical and mental n23lth (Mcluirey
1373). 3urnout nhas not anly hecome increasingly prevalent in
tne taaching srofassion but has also become common in
profassions with a high dagrea-of peodle contact or paople
oriantatisn, particularly in the nelping professions such as
nursing analsocial work (Maslach & Jacksony, 1931). 3urnout
nas caused teacherssy in many instances, to teach by simoly
"g0ing tnrough the motions" (Ricken, 1980).
22finitianss Ascacis: and Sypetems of Aucnoul

Surnout"caé be defined as 2 condition that results from
stress, tansion, and anxiaty (McGuire, 1979). A4ustin (1981)
defired burnout as a condition that occurs when constant
stress coupled with a lack of indapendence intaracts with a
feeiing of isolatiosn from fellow teachers and long wérk hours.
3urnout can also ba defined as chronit strass that accumulates
uithout compensatory r2laxation resulting in"somat;c,
psychological, and or behavioral problem§ (Maslach & Jackson,
1951).. Thuss an individual may exhibit a variety of

psychological and/or behavioral symptoms and may be affected

by burnout differently.. .




There ara numarous causes of burnout. 0One of the major
causas is str2ss. The New York State United Teachars
Jrganization conductsd a survey in 1979 ("Stress," 1380) to
datermine the causes of teacher strass. The respondents
idantified three major caus2s of stress which uwers evident
across all situations of tezaching (i.e.y age, grade level,
school sizey and sex). The major strassors cited were
managing "disructivae" children, incompeta2nt administrators,
and maintaining self-control when angry. Stress alss occurs
unen taachers feel that insufficient resources have bean
allocated to meet performance expactations or when curriculum
or instructional directives conflict with what teachars
oelieve i5 best for their students (Iwanicki, 1983). Stress
is also caused\by future-shock; .t2achers are not able to cope
uith the "new bresd" of students or changing educational
methods and pnilosophies. These stressors as well as
additional stressors such as student violence, overcrouded
classrooms, inadequate salaries, énd racial issuas contribute
t0 teacher stréss andy subsequently, t2acher burnout (Farber &
Miller, 1331; McGuira, 1979 icken, 1980).

The three major aspects of burnout,. as defined by Maslach
and Jackson (1381), are amotional exhaustiony negative
attitudes towards clients (i.e.y students) or
depersonalization, and a loss of accomplishment. feelings of
emotional exhaustion are a key aspect of the burnout syndrome.
Teachars after intansive interactions find their emotional

anargies drained. A taachar statady "y feel emotionally

oy




drained and fatigued at the end of the week. It°s to the
point wners I can®t get up anymore" (Schwab, 1983, pe 22).
4aslach and Jackson (13E81) charascterized emotional exhaustion
as the depletion of a taacher ‘s emotional resources and the
feeling that the tsacher has nothing left to 3ive to others at
the psychological level.

The depersonalization ohase consists of develoning
nagative, cyniczl, and sometimes callous 3attitudes toward
studentsy colleagues, and carents. As one teacher :statad, "It
is extremely stressful to try and remain calm, pleasant, and
ever 2ncouraging and supportive of children® (Schuwab, 1983,

Pe 22).

if&ditioﬁally,-bdrnea d?t ;ehéher§}feel that <they have
nothing leftblo offer. to the prof@ssion and experience a
fealing of; reduced sense of accomplishment. 3urned out
ta2achers perceive‘themselves as no longer making a meaningful
contributian in working with students and in fulfilling other
school raspcnsibilities. The feeling of loss of
accomplisnment is extremely detrimental and stressful to
taachers 3as they enter the rrofession not for financial gain
but becausa they fael tney can help students (Schwab, 1983).

The level of burnout experienced by a teacher is a
function of the fregquency and iAtansity of one’s feeling of
the three aspacts of the burnout syndrome. An individual,
however, may exparience Fne aspect of burnout to.a greate} or

lessar daegrae than othar aspects (Maslach & Jackson, 1981).

3urnout sa2ams to occur to nales to a greater extent than to




1s

femnalas, and teacners 1n middle schools are more suscaptible

t5 burnout than tzachers in elementary or secondary schools

Caaszauzngas ¢f’ cucogul

Tha nsotential conseguances of burnout ar2 very serious
fapr taacners in terms of tneir personal health as uwell as
their attitudas toward %eaching. 3urnout may lead to a
datarioration of ohysicsl w2ll-being with symptdms such as
insomnia, headacnes,  deprassion, impotence) allergies, and
uithdrawal becoming prsvalent. Teachars who feel ﬁhysically
i1l soon find themselves depressed by their symoctoms.
Yandrickson (citad in Truch, 13580Q) stated that "It'sldifficult
to olaf kickball witn the kids when you are tired and slightly
dizzy" (p. 4). Tha personal heal{h consagquences to teachers
can be vary savere. When feelings of burnout: persist, the:
faacher may develop physical and eﬁotional illnesses
(Iwanicki, 1933). Potential personal conseguences of burnout
includa alcoholism, drus addiction, eaxcessive smoking, family
conflict, divorce, and even suicide. If a teacher suffers
from chronic stressy ¢cnly nervous exhaustion or breakdouwn,
neart attack, depilitating headachasy-alccholism or
stress-related illnesses will brzak the cycle CAustiny 1931).

Teacher burnout may orecipitate a detarioration in job

gcarformanca and significantly affact the nature and quality of

instructisd. Farbér and,Milleﬁzﬁi?Bix asserted that the most
eritical impact of burnout will be on the déelivery of

a A . - o

aducational servicés,‘espacféflx instruction. Within physical
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educationy burnout can signifi:antly affect the physical
aducator’s job performancea, reasulting in behavioral
inflexibility, inefficiencys and infreguent or careless
olanning of classes. “aslach and Jackson (1991) statad that
burnad-out. t2zachers may display impersonal or negative
attitudes as well as a detached image to their studants and
also to their collzagues. They may be critical of their
students and provide them uith minimum- feedback (Sparks &
Hanmond, 1981; Veninga £ Saradley, 1981). Lack of involvement
and infraguant student intaraction as well as lowered
expactations for students are also common (Farber & Miller,
1381; Maslach ¢ Jackson, 19813 Vaninga & Sprédley, 1981).

Recant rasearch into teacher burnout has utilized the
daslach 2urnout Inventory (MBID.- TQe MBI was constructad by
Maslach and.Jackson (1981) and measuras emotional exhaustion,
dapersonalization, and personal accomplishment. The inventory
conceptualized burnout as a continuous variabley, and various
aspacts of the burnout syndroma can ba dascribad as ranging
from low to moderate to high dagrees of the experienced
feelinge.

Mancini at al. (1983) utilized the M3I in the study of
burnout in secondary physical aducators. The researchers
utilized CAFIAS to examine the nonverbal and varbal behaviors
of both high-burnout and lsw-burnout teachers with their
students. Th=2 results showed-signifi:ant differances in the
'intaractionﬂpatterns of the 10u-bur&out'and high=burnout

taacharse. 3urnout c¢aused teachers to be more critical of




. and orovided mora ‘féedback” to &be students. ,
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tnaeir studants, to providz then with a minimum of faedbacky
and ta nold lower expazctations for students’ performance.
Teacners with a low degree of burnoul uere more varied in

their teacning behaviors, were more supportive of students,
* ~a * A

-
»

8llayiazian of Zurcaeul

Nume;ous sJ;gestfons-havb'béad advanced as *to how
taachers can cope with or alleviate burnout. Farber and
Miller (1381) advocated additional taacher tra2ining would be
nelaful to more adeguately prapare teachers. to cope with
violanca and strass. Houever, teschers experiencing stress
nust first idantify strategies ‘for alieviating or coping with
stress éffectively (Iwanicki, 1383). Jtherwisesy tne symptoms
of burnout will become chronic and lead to more depbilitating
circumstances. Schwab (1983) adds that burnout cannot be
alleviated until strategias'ara developed that confront the
issuas on the institutional as well as on the individual
laval.

Maslach (1376) suggested the establishment of support.
groups as a means of alleviating burnout. Professionals uwho
had soma2 sort of sacial-professional suoport systenm showed
lower instances of burnout than those who had no support
groupse. Teacher ca2nters can aro;ide teacners with the
opportunity to meet and discués concerns; these canters may

offer programs designed to reduce stress and burfAout and to

nelp tgachers learn effactive cooing skills and stategies

(Sparksy 137S).
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Rickan (1380) parceivad ‘admihistrative supervision as
having a crucial role in preventing burnout. He emphasizead
that supervisory faedback stiﬁblat?s continued teacher grouwth
and maintains teacher effectiveness. Mancini et al. (198¢4)
uiilized the M3I and CAFIAS to investigate the effects of
supervisoryvfeedback on burned out teachers’ behaviors and
laval of burnout. 8urned out teachers were given either
conventional supervisory feedback or systematiz sunervisory
faedback using CAFIAS %o analyze their teaching behaviors
after being videotaped. The rasults revealed that teachers
uith a high dagrese of burnout were able to changa their
taaching behaviors as a result of systamatic supervisory
feedback. Tha post-feedback classes were characterized by
increasad teacher acceptance and praise, further use of

questioningsy and incrasased student-to-student interaction.

The teachars also reportad a descrease in their level of

burnout.

Maslach 3urcnoul Inyenigcy

Maslach and Jackson (1981) constructed tha M8I to measurz2
three aspacts of the burnout syndrome: amotional exhaustion,
desersonalization, and personal accomplishment. Utilizing
interviews and gquestionnaire data from burned out workers and
raviewing numarous established scales on burnout and related
conceptss such as stress, Maslach and Jackson (1981
coanstructad the M8I. The MBI ‘consists of three subscalas
ancompassing a total of 22 itenms which are rated in terms of

the dimansions of frequency and intensity. Nine 1tems are
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cantainad in the enotional exhaustion subscale, five itams in
the depersonali:ation subscalay and eight items in the
parsonal accomplisnmant subscale.

Maslach and Jackson (1931) obtained adequate reliability
csafficieants for intarnal consistancy (ranging from .71 to
.30) and test-retest raliability C(ranging from e53 to «32).-
Canvergesnt validity of the MB8I was srovided for by substantial
avidancea. Rasasarchars found that the MSI significantiy
discriminatad burnout from othar psychological constructs
wnich may be confounded with Jjob burnout, such as Job
dissatisfaction.

Zew researchars have utilizead the MRI in their
investigation 6f ¢+sacher burnout becausa this instrument uas
only reacently developed. Sevaral raesearchers (Andersony,

1331 Iwanicki & Schwab, 19813 Mancini et al., 1983; Mancini
at al.s, 1384; Schwab, 1981) have used the MBI to assess
teachars’ sercsiveéd-lavel of burnout. Anderson (1981)
investigated the ralationship -among taacher burnouty perceived
nead deficiencies, and selacted background variablese. Results
showad that emotional gxhaustion was axperiencad with greater
fraquency and intensity +han depersonalization. The graup
means on the intensity dimension of the three MBI subscales
ware highar than on the frecuency¢4imension. The relationship
anong rola-coﬁfri;t. role ambigdlty. and teacher burnout was
investigatad by Schwab (1981). He found significant

ralationships betwaen role conflict and role ambiguity and the

various subscales of the MB81l. The relianility of the M3I when
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usad to assess burnout among teachers was investigated by
Iwvanicki and Szhwan (1331). When employed with teachers,
factor analysis ravealad that-the M3I assesses the same three

‘factors--emotronal‘exhaustion,.depersana}izatian,,and personal

L N PRI

atcompli'snment--as were revealed in studies wsing individuals
in otherfgelpﬁnp_pro{essions.
Summﬂéz,

Systamatic ohservaticn analysis tachnigques have become an
inportant tool in the measuremant of teacher and studant
bahavior in the classroom. In 1940 Flanders develooed FIAS
which dascriba2d only the varbal bahaviors between teacheérs and
studants. Mor2 racently FIAS has been modified by)rgsear:hers
(sheffers, 1972; Dougharty, 1971, ﬂanCUso, 1972). CAFIAS
(Zheffersy 1372) dascribes the verbal bahaviors and nonverbal
bahaviors exhibited by~tea¢h§rs and students in a dhysiéal
aducation setting.

GASIAS is one of the most fraguently used interaction
analysis-instruments to describe behavior in ohysical
aducation settings. Numerous -studies have utilized CAFIAS in
invastigations to compare the effects of two dacision-making
madels (Lydon, 1973; "Mancini, 13743 Martinek, 1976; Pirainoy
1377; Schempp, 1977, 13817 Vigliona, 1977) and also to
dascribe diffarencas in teachers” intaractions with
lsw-skillad -and high=-skillad students (Raisenweavery

1980;: Streseter, 1980).




Z3urnout has already strigken thousands of sensitive,
thoughtful, and dedicated teacners who are nouw leaving the
prafession in increasin:~numﬁers (McGuirey, 1373). Authoritias
naw considar burnout to be one of the most crucial problams 1in
aducation today (Truch, 1330). Burnout is a condition that
rasults from stress, tension, and anxiaty (Mc5uire, 1373).

The potential consa2quences of burnout are very serious in
tarms of the tz2acnar’s personal health and also attitude
toward teaching. The most critical impact of burnout will be
on the delivery of aducational services, especially
instruction (Farber & Millar, 1981). Teacher burnout may be
raflactsd in physical educators® behavior.and interactions
with their students (Maslach & Jackson,y 13811).

Maslach and Jackson (1981), in an attempt to measure
burnout davisad the M3I. The M3I1 measures thrae aspaects of
burnout: emotional exhaustion, deosersonalization, and
parsonal accomplisament. Thesa aspects are measured in terms
of two dimansions: fraquency and intensity. Maslach and
Jackson obtainad adeguate reliahility coefficiants for
internal consistency (ranging fronm .7i to .90) and test-ratest
raliability (ranging from .53 tq .82) for the MBI.
Substantial aQiden:e was osrovided for the ‘convergent validity
of the MB8I.

Recent research has used the M8I to assess teachers”’
serceived lavals of burnout (Anderson, 1981; Schwab, 1981).
More raecently Mancini a2t al. (1983) utilizad both ‘the M3I and

CAEIAS to compare the behaviors of low=burnout aﬁd
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nigh-burnout secondary pnysical education tesacherse. Qesults
snowad that high-burnout teachers were mdre critical of their
studants, provided tnem with 2 minimum of feadback, and held
lower exp2ctations for studasnts’ oérformaﬁces. In contrasty
tha low=-burnout teacners werae more varied in their %teaching
bahaviors, wer2 more sugportive of students, and: provided thenm

yith more fzedhacke.
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Chapter 3
META00S AND PRICEDURES
Tnis cnaptar describa2s the selaction of subjects and the
populatioh from which <they were drawn, the procedures

administared to* the low=burnout anq‘high—burnout groupsy and
P ~ B ¢ :

‘tHa tasting instrudents usad. to maasure the level of burnout

and t?e interaction patterns. Thea establishment of the
coder’s reliability, me thods of Jata collaction, and
statistical orocedures apolied to the data are axplainéd. The
final section summarizes the methods and procedures used 1in
this invastigation.
Selzction of 3ubjegis

Thne subjects for thié study were 20 male shysical
aducation teachers from four school districts ancompassing
ipproximately a 50-mile radius in *the southern tier section of
New York State. All district’s were similar across’racial;and
socio-econemic factors. An infarmad consent form was used by
tne'investigator to recaive 2aczh taacher”’s permission to
particisate in the study (see ippendix A). Tha Maslach
3urnout Inventory (M3I) (Maslach & Jackson, 1981) was then
administer2d to determine the teacher’s degra2e af burnout (see
Aopaendix 3). The MBI waé manually scored. Using the- median
solit tachnigua the teachars were assigned to either the
loy-burnout (g = 10) or high=-burnout (g = 10) group basaed upon
their degree of burnout. Zjve teachers were randomly selected

from aach of the g3roups: these teachars represanted the

low-burnout and tha high-burnout grouos. 3oth the low-burnout

241
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and: high=burnout groups coﬁsi%ted:of'all1males. The mean age
was 35 yaars for tne l&&-bdrnoué'taacners and 42 years for the
nigh-burnout teaéhe?s.‘ Th2 mean years of taaching a2xperiancae
was 14 yaars for the low-burnout group and 19 years for tha
high-burnout groudp.

| I2sting lasicumenis

Tha two instruments used in "this study were Cheffers”
Adaptation of Flanders® Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS)
(Zhneffars, 1972) and th2 Maslach 3urnout Inventory (M31)
(Maslach & Jackson, 1931).

The 451, developed by Maslach and Jackson in 1981, uwas
deasigned to maasurz2 burnout among peoola in the halping
orofessions. The M3I1 is comprised of three separate subscales
dasigned to assess key aspeéts of the burnout syndrome:
amotional axhaustian (EE), depersonalizaticn (DP), and
personal accomplisnment (PA). The EE subscale measuress the
Aperson's faeling of being emotionally axhausted and
overextaendad by work. Negative and impersonal responses
toward on2”s clients (i.ees students) is measured by the 3P
subscale. Tha PA subscazle idantifies tne person’s faaling of
competanca2 and perceptions of achievement in the person’s job
(i.2.s teaching). £facn subscale consists of tuwo dimensions:
frequency (F) and intensity (I)s For 2ach subjecty six scores

:I, OP:F, OP:I, PA:F, and PA:I. A high

m

are computed: EEIFy E
lavel of “Yurnout is indicated by high scores on four
subscales~--ES:F, EE:I, DP:E, and OP!I--and low scores on two

subscales--PA:F and PA:I. A low level of burnout is indicated
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by low scores on four of the subscaleas--E3:F, SE:I, DP:F, and
DP:I--and high scores onNn tso_of tha subscalas--PA:F and PA:I.
Tha M3I contains 22 itams ragquiring 20 to 30 minutes to
complete.

Maslach and Jackson (1931) obtained adeguate reliability
coefficiants for internal consistency (ranging from .71 to
.30) and test-retest raliability C(ranging from «53 to .82).
Suhbstantial evidenca uwas orovidad for the validity of the M8I.
Maslach and Jackson also demonstrated that the MBI
significantly discriminated burnout from any other
psychological constructs that may be confounded with Jjob
burnout such as Jjob dissatisfaction.

CAFIAS was usad to measure the interaction and behavior
patterns betuween the taachef and the students. CAFIAS is a
system developed primarily for use during physical activity
classas ta objactively record both varbal and nonverbal
bahaviors axhibitea by a taachar and students in a class
satting. I+ identifies structura, spa2cific teaching agencies,
percantagas of behaviors exhibited, and illustrates student
rasponsa behavior. 3anaviors uwere recorded every 3 sacaonds or
any time a change in behaviors occurred. Using videotapes tha
data collacted wera coded by an observer trained in the use of
CaFIAS. CAFIAS mas'reoorfad to have concurrant validity with
the Flanders’ Interaction AnélysfsESysi%m, following a

blind-live interpr2tation method (g < .05 (Cheffers,y 1972).
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Codar 2a2kiabilizy

The raliability of tha coder was det2rmined by randomly
salacting one vidz2otape from the low—-burnout t2achears- and one
froam th2 high-burnout t2acnars. Zach tape was coded during
tquindepaaﬁentuobservaxi5n~sessions Ky Dr. Victor H. Mancini,
an axpert coder. The top 10 c2lls Qere ranked and the
Spearman-r3ahk orddr correlation was applied to the rankings.

2ceceducs

Tyenty male 2lementary (N = 20D physical education
taachers participated in tnis study after initial contact by
+he investigatsr. All teachers were given a camplete
descriptiosn of the study. Upon censenting to participate,
eacn subj2ct was asked to complete tne M3I. Tha M8I was then
manually scorad by the invastigator. '

Thne tsachaers were assignad on the basis of their M3I
scoras to 2itner the low-burnout (g = 10) or high=burnout (n =
19) group using th2 median split technique. Five teachers
gyara then randomly sslected to repres2nt-each group, but they
sere not aware of their designation as low=-burnout or
high-burnout. All 10 teachers wera videotaped three times
gniia te2aching an entire physical education class. Ouring the
videotaping 211 teachers wore a wirelass microphone. A total
of 30 class2s were videotaped, 15 from each group.

Matheods 2f Q2axa Gellagiign

Thres videotapes of gach subject provided data for the

analysise. The videotapes wera coded by an axpart coder using

CAFIAS. Scoras were obtained on the M3I prior to the
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vidzotaping. i

[}

Scoring ¢f 221:
. Tha data coilacted from 'the coding of CAFIAS uwere2
analyzad using a computar. The matrices, tabulated ratios,
and tha2 p2rcantages of bahavicr exhibited were indicated on
the computar printouts. -Tha M3I tests were manually scorad,
yialding fraquzncy and intensity scores on the three
subscales.
223137e01 2f ihe 2a32
Jescristive statistics were calculated. visual
comparison of the data was used to detarmine the diffarances
in t2aching behaviors ba2twaan the high-burnout.and low=-burnout
taachars. Tha mean parcentages of benaviors for the major
CAFIAS parametars, CAFIAS cétegorres, and predominant
interactisn patterns wera visually compared to aid in
dacision-makinge.
Sumaacy
The subjects for tnis study -ware 20 male physical
aducation teachers from the southern tier section of New York
State. Zach subject completed the MBI, Using tha median
split technigue, teachers were placad 1in low-burnout or
nigh=burnout 3roups depending upon their scores on the Y8I.
Five taachers wera %then randomly selected from the two groupse.
S3ch subject was videotaced on three separata occasions wnilé
tsaching an antire class. A videotape recorder and a uwireless
microphona were usa2d for data collection purposes. Quring the

’

recording sesssions the tesachars wer2 not awara of their
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scores on tha MS8I nor their designation as high or low
purnoute.

The three vidootapas of each t2acher pravided data for
analysise. CAFIAS was used *to describe verbal and nonverbal
benaviors and to illustrate teachers’ and students”® bshaviors.
The data collaected from tha coding of CAFIAS were computer
analyzed. The MBI was manually scorad, yielding frequency and
intansity scdres on the three subscales to determine louw- or

nigh=-burnout traits of the teachers.
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Chaoter &
ANALYéIS QF DATA
In tnis chsptar are the results of the Maslach 3urnout
Invantory (M3I) whicnh measured eacn t2acher’s degree of

burnout. R2sults of - tne comparison of the taaching bBehaviors

- P £

A o . e e :.
and intaraction patterns oT lodﬁpugnout‘and nigh-burnout

[ - -

t2achars ara 2lso described in this chaptere. Maasurament of
’ . S
ths bznaviors of th2 teadchérs and the studants was by the use

4

of Chaffers’ Adaptstion of Flanders Interaction Analysis

Systam (TAFIAS). Assescsment of code? raliability for this

investigation is also includad. A summary 1is includade.
woder zlianilily

In arder to daetermine the reliablity of the coder for
this investigation one videotape from the high-burnout
t2achars and one videotape from the low-burnout teachers uwere
randomly salacted. =Sach tape was coded during tuo indeocendent
obsarvation sassions. The ton 10 ¢alls were rankad and the
Sa32arman rank-order corfelation was applied to the rankings
stability reliability for the CAFIAS coding was established at

.37, indicating that tne coder, Or. Victor H. Mancini, uwas

Analysis of Iz2aghecs’ Level of Zuraoul

Table 1 shows tnhe means and standard deviations for both
the low-burnout and high—burnout groups. In the low-burnout
group the teachers’ mean scores on each of the six subscalas
classifiad tham as low on that aspect of the burnout syndromé

(Maslach & Jackssny 1921>. The high=-burnout t2achers’® mean

30
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: - “Table 1
‘Ma2ans -and Standard Deaviations for the MBI Subscales
for Low- and High-2urnout Teachers
T T T i hurneut | ign-burnout
M3I Subscale M SO M SO
Triiieil emiwmtions 7is i1 asa el
Freguency (EZ:F)
Znotisnal Sxhaustion: 11.3 1.58 ©30.0 4.63
Intensity (22:ID |
Deaersonalizatiané 4.0 .70 12.2 1.78
€r23uency (SP:IF)
Jeparsonalization: 5.0 1.82 18.4 2.07
| Intansity (JQPIID
‘ Parsonal Accomplisnhment: A 2.58 32.8 A i §
Freguency (PAIF)
Personal Accomplisnment? 45.5 1.14 35.2 2428

Intansity (PASI
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scoras were high enough to catargorize *hem as experiencing a
nigh dagr22 of burnout on four of tha subscales--.DP:F, DP:I,

9P4:F, and 2A:I-- and as 2axpariencing 2 moderats degrae of

[~

burnout on two subscalas --ZE5:F and iIl. Th2 mean scoras 1in

-
-

m

thasa cata2gorias, howevar, approached the nec2ssary scores to
h2 categorized as high-burnout. Scores of 2 30 on EEIF and 2

21l were neadad to hbe categorizad as high-burnout.

m

4J on
8aalysis 3f Izach2rs’ and 3iudsois’ dehaviecs
Tabl2 2 indicatas the parcantsgas of the major CAFIAS
paramaters for both the lou-burnout and high-burnout teachers.
Tha low=-burnout teachers 2xhibited more total tzacher
contribution (TTC) than the high-burnout tzachers. The
lou—-burnout teachers exhibited more guestioning to the
students (TTQR), using questions 16.43% of the time as opposed
to 7.31% by ‘the high-burnout teachers. A significant
difference, 52.43%, between the two groups was the amount of
accagtanca and praiss (TTAPR) exhibitad by the taachers. The
low=dDurnout teacheés exhibited a graater amount”of_oraise and
acceptance of their studsnts’ efforts and ideas (TTAPR)D.
Students in the low-burnout tzachers’ classes also exhibitad
more studant-initiated behaviory, both teacher—-suggestead
(TSITSR) and student-suggested (TSISSR). One of the most
significant differences between the groups was content
efphasis-geacher'inputi(C@TI) which occurrad 41.75% of the
time for the Low;burnoutfteaéhéré and only -21.29% of the time

for the high-burnout tzachers. Students in the high=burnout

+ o
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Tzble’2
Use of Majcr CAFIAS Parameters by the
High= and Low burnout Teachers

High- burnout Low-burnout

CAFIAS P;rameters Teacher's Teachers
Totil Tesiher omirimatien <1TC> | 3s.00 | st
Total Student Contribution (TSC) 46.05. 39.98
Total Silence and/or Confusion (SC) 15.95 8.33
Total Teacher Use of Questions (TTQR) 7.81 16.49

Total Teacher Use of Acceptance and

Praise (TTAPR)D ‘ 12.50 66.98
Total Student Initiation, Teacher

Suggested (TSITSR) 5§5.55 60.49
Total Student Initiation, Student

Suggested CTSISSR) ’ 7.73 11.59

Content Emphasisy Teacher Input

CCETID | 21.29 41.75
Teacher as Teacher (TT) 98.71 | 97.88
Other Student as Teacher (ST) 1.13 .12
Environment as Teacher (ET) .16 2.00
Verbal Emphasis (VE) 62.90 66+42
-Nénverbal Emphasis” (NVE) 37.10 33.58
Class Structure .as Gne (W) 82.38 53.68
Class Structure as Part (P) 17.92 46.32

Teacher Empathy to Students’

Emotions (TE) 216 «03




taachers” classes 2xhibited a greater .amount, 35.07%2 mora,s of
tstal student contribution (TSC) and sileance/confusion or
student-to-student intaradtion (SC).

The nigh-burnout t2achers favorad teaching their classes
in one unit (A). The low-burnout teachers organized tneir
classas in small groups and for individual work (P) almost as
fraquantly as thay worked Uith their classes as one unit (W)

Figure 1 graphically nhighlights the differences betuwaen
tha two groups for each CAFIAS catagorye. The five low-burnout
ta2acners exhibited a total of 23,514 behaviors, and the five
nigh-burnout taachers exhibitad a total of 21,278 behaviors.
Tha low=-burnout teachers were mnore supportive and encouraging
of their students’ efforts as evidencad by their amount of
varbal and nonverbal praiSemand accaptance. The low=-burnout
ta2achers also askad more iuestions of their students both
verbally and nonverballye. The lowu-~burnout teachers gave mora
varbal and nonverbal.information to their students than the
nigh-burnout teacherse. The high=burnout teachers gave mora
directions than information to their students. Criticism of
students”’ afforts and actians was exhibited more by the
high=burnout tdachers.than the low-bhurnout teachers.

Within the nhigh-burnout teachers’ classes *there was nore
student nanverbal predictabls responsas. Small differencas
betueen the two groups wera2 found in student interoretive
responses and studant initiated behaviors. The students in
the high-bSurnout tz2achers’® classes also exhibitad a graater

anount of confusion/silence and/or student-to-student
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interaction.

Tabl2 2 shows the credominant interaction patterns for

-

.

both tne nr;h-gurnout and Lq&-burnbut groupse. This shows the
most predominant saguences in which behaviors occurred
throughout the*classes. Zxtendad student-to-studant
interpretive raesponse and game-olaying (3\-10-8\) was high in
botn the high=burnout (29.06%) and the low-burnout group
C13.61%). The predominant interaction pattern for the
low-burnout group was extended information-giving by the
tzacher followed by teacher direction and oredictable student
rasponse (5=-5-6-3). Also oredominant to the low-burnout
teacnars was teacher information-giving followed by student
intsarpretative rasponses followed by taacher
information-giving (3-8\=53). .Anqther fregquent pattern
axhibitad by the low-burnout:teachers was student interorative
rasponse followed by teacher acceptance followed by student
interpretive response followed by teacher praise (3\-2-3\-3).
Infarm;tion-giving by the teacher followed by teacher
diraction and student oredictable response (5-5-8) and
extended informnation-giving by the teacher (5-5) were also
fraquant pattarns exhibitad Dby the low=-burnout tzachers.

Th2 second highest pattern exhibited by the high-burnout
ta3cners 4as ta2achar direction followed by student predictable
rasponsa followed by teacher direction (6-8-6). Extended
information-giving (5-5) and extended predictable student
rasponses (8-8) waere also frequent pattérns exhibited in the

hign=vurnout taachers’ classes.
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Table 3
Most Frequent Intaraction Pattarns Among
7

Lew-burnout and High-burnout .Groups

pburnout High-burnout
Parcent of Interaction Percent of
Qccurrance Patterns JQcecurrence

11.76 g\-10-8\ 29.056
10.81 6-3-5 17.03
10.51 5-5 8.01
3.10' '3-38 7.62
7.26 ( 5-6-3 5.87
5.98

Extendad information-giving by the
teoacher folldowed by teacher direction
and studant predictable response. s

Student-to-student interpretive:
drills and scrimmage-.

Teacher direction followed by student
oradictable responsa

followed by teacher direction.

Teacher information-giving followed
by studant-interpretive response
followed by teacher information-giving.

nformation—-giving by the teacher

ollowead byf;e;bhgr direction

nd student predictable response.
e R




3\=3-8\=2

Tabla 2(continued)

Student interpretive rasponse followed
by teacher acceptance followad

hy studant interoretive response
followed by teacher oraise.

txtended information giving by the
teachere.

gExtandad stJdent,predictable response.

s

+

%0
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In summary, the low=burnout t2achers interacted more
positively with thair students with feedback in the form of
praisa (2), aczeptance (3), aHH.infornation (5) in responsa to
their students’ qngdictable (8) and interpretive (3\)
pahaviors. The high-burnoLt teachers tended to give
directions (86) as feedback in respoonse to the students”
oredictabla (3) benaviorse. The predominant interaction
pattarn for tha nigh-burnout tzachers uas extended
student-to~-student intarpretive response and game=-playing
(3\-10-3\) with little faedback. This lad to the acceptance
of the resaarch hypothasis that the t2aching bahaviors of
high-burnout alementary physical education teachers will
‘diffar significantly from the teaching behavidrs 2f
low-burnout elamentary physical education teachers.

Symaacy

Coder reliability for the study usas determnined by
randomly selecting one videotased class of a randomly sef;cteﬂ
teacher from both the high-purnout and low-burnout Qroups and
subjecting them to indapendant codings. Stability for the
CAFIAS codings was established at <97, which was sufficient to
indicate 'that the coder was reliable.

Analysis of the use of major CAFIAS parameters by the two
groups (sae Table 2) identified total taaéhe; contribution
(TTC), teacher questioning (TTQIRIs teacher accebfance and
praise (TTAPR), and content emphasis—-teacher input (CETI) as

"tha major parameters exhibited by the low-burnout teachers.

Also pradominant to the lou=-burnout téachers was
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teachar-suggasted student-initiated behavior (TSITSR) and
student-suggested student-initiatad behavior (TSISSR).

Studant contribution (T3C) and silenca/confusion and/or
studant-to-student interaction ($C) was more predominant in
the nigh-burnout taachazrs’ classes. Tha high=-burnout ta2achers
favored ushola unit teaching (W), while the low=hurnout
taachers usad both whole unit (W) and part unit (P) taaching
structuras almost 24qually.

Analysis of the individual CAFIAS zarametars (see Table
2) showed that the low-hburnout teschers exhibited more praise
and accaptanca to their students and gave more fasdback to the
students in tarms of informatiosn. Tha low-burnout teachers
also asked mora questions of their students. The nigh-burnout
teachers tendad ‘to give more directioﬁs to their students and-
also tendad to criticize their students”® ideas and actions:
more. Th2re was more stuqent-to;student interaction in the
high-burnout teachers’® classes.

The most frequent interaction pattern (see Table 3) of
tha low-bufrnout teschers-was extendad information-giving by
tha teach2r followad by teacher-direction and predictabie
student ra2sponse (5-5-5-8). Also predominant was teacher
araise and acceptance after a student”s intarpretive response
(3\=3-8\=-2). The predominant pattern for the hidh—burnou&
t2achers was extanded studant-to-student interoretive
rasponses and game-glaying .(8\-10-8\). Thefresqlts and
subseguent analysis of the CAFIAS data led to the acceptance

of the resaarch hypothesis which stated. that the teaching

&
-~ S >
. b
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behaviars of mala nigh=burnout 2lementary physical education
taachers will diffar significantly from the teaching behaviors

of male low-burnout elementary physical education teachers.




Chapoter 5
DISCUSSIJIN CF RESULTS

This study was undartaken “to comsare the teaching
bahaviors of mnale elementary physi&at'eﬁucation teachers sho
axhibited characteristics of low-burnout and high-burnout.
There has hean little ;esearch into the affects of teacher
burnout utilizing systematic observation. An overview of the
rasults cf this study and a comparison of these rasults with
tn2 findings of otner researchers relative to the effects of
teacher burnout and subsaquent jobiperformance will be
presanted in this chapter. A summary of results is also
provided.

Analysis of tne use of CAFIAS parameters (see Tabla 2)
for both the low-burnout and high-burnout teachers showed
significant diffarences between ~the groups. The low=-burnout
t2achers exhibited more total teacher céntrihution (TTC)
t2achar guastioning (TTJR), teacher acceptanc2 and praise
(TTAPR), and content emphasis-teacher input (CETI) than <the
nigh=-burnout t2achers. The low-burnout t2achers also
ancouragad student-initiated bahavior as evidanced by the high
incidance of student-initiated behavior, teacher suggested
(TSITSR) and student-initiated behavior, student suggestad
{TSISSR).

The high-burnout teachers tended to contribute l2ss %o
thair classes. More student input as indicated by the total

student contribution (TSC) and silenca/confusion and/or

student-to-student intaraction (SC) was evident in the
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nAign-burnout tzachers” classes. Thera was little differance
betwaen the two groups 1in the remaining CAF}AS snarameterse. Iw
tarns of zlass structure %*the high-burncu* ta2achers
oradominantly tauzht their classes 3s cne unit (W), whareas
thna low-burnout teachers structured their classes almost
aqually as both one unit (Q) and as a part (P) where th2
studants workzad individually and 1in small groups.

These results are similar to those of Mancini, Wuest,
Clark, and Ridosh (1383) who found that teacher use of
acceptancg and*praiss (TTAP@), teacher use of gquastioning
(TTQP), and student-suggcested pupil initiation (SSPVI) were:
axnibited mora by the low—burnou{ teachers than by the
high-burnout teachers.

figurs 1 shouws clear differences in the teaching
behaviors and interactions of the lowu=burnout and high-=burnout
tz3achers with their students. All benaviors occurred in the
classes of both groups. The low=burnout teachers’ classes
exhibited a total of 23,514 behaviors. In comparison, 2 total
of 21,273 behaviors were exhibitad in the classes of the
high=burnout teachers. The low-burnout teachers exhibited
more variad behaviors--qpestioning, craise, acceptance, and
information--and interactaed more with their students than did
th2 hign-burnout teachers. The lOWfburnout teachers, throQQH
praise and acceptance, were more supportive of their students”’
afforts. The low-bufnout teachers also asked more gquestions
of their studants and provided feedback by giving the students

information. The nigh=-burnout teachers, although utilizing

4 y -
=
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all tha categories, were lass varied in their bshaviorse. The
nigh-burnout t2achars tended to sive mcra directions than
information to their students and were also more ¢critical of
thair students’ efforts and actions. In the high-burnout
tsachers’ classesxthere was significéﬁtly more student
nonvernbal predictable response; and a greater percentage of
confusion/silance ar studant=to-student intaraction. Verbal
and nonQerbal student ini*iated-responses were not freguent in
aither 3roup.

The findings of this study are in accecrdance with the
findings of Mancini 2t al. (1983) who found that high-burnout

taachers ware less varied in +their behaviors and tended to

‘restrict student behavior by the use of directions and

criticism, while low=burnout- teachers exhibited more varied

benaviors including praisay acceptance, questioning, and
information. The behavior§ in this study of the high-burnout
t2acners also resemble those found by Mancini and Cheffars
(1978). They found that the predominant behaviors of the
teachers in the Data fank.-Project uwere information-giving and
student pradictabla responsas, with students fraquently
3ngagipg in extended skill practice or game play.

The findings cf this study are congruent with those of
Vaninga and Spradley (1981) who stated that burned-out
t2achaers nay be critical of their studants ;nd provide them
with minimum fa2edbacke This is cartainly true of the
high=burnout teachefs in this study. They were more critical

of their students and silently observad studant game play
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rather than §ive them feedback. The actions of the.
nigh-burnout tzachars alsoAinJicated'a detachment from thair
studants. This 1is in agreemént with the findings of Maslach
and Jackson (1381) who stated that burned-out teachers mnay
display impersonal or negativa attitudes as well as a datached
inage to their students-. Thesa behaviors are displayed in
this study by the high-burnout teachers who showed a lack of
acceptance and-praise of +their students® actions and also
axhibitad a high degrae of criticism toward their students.

Tha most freguent interaction patterns of the low=burnout
and high=burnout teéchers (see Table 3) yielded .information as
to tha occurrence of babavior patterns.and their frequancy.
=xtended student-ta-student interprative responses and
game-playing (3\-10-8\) was apparent in-both groupss nore so
ia t;e high=burnout teachers”’ (29.062) than tha low-burnout
teachars” (10.61%) classes. Findings of this ‘investigation
are also in agreement with Mancini et al. C1933) who found
that high-burnout te#cners wera lass involved than low-burnout
teachers 3nd spent more time observing students” efforts
rather than giving them praise or faadback. QOther researchars
found the same rdsﬁlts relative to tha effects of teacher
burnout on the teachars’ interactions and béhaviors (Maslach &
Jackson, 1981; Sparks & Hammond, 1981: Truch, 1980J.

The interaction pattarns for the high-bUrnout teachers in
this study are similar to those found by Cheffers and Mancini
C1978) in the Data 8ank Study. They found that the most

frequent intaraction pattern exhibited by teachers was
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2xtended studanf-td-studenf interpretive behavior or game play-
followed %y extended information-giving followad by teachar
directions followed by 2 osredictables student response followed
with- further directions (5\-10-83\=-5-5=-6-3~6). However, the
study by Mancini et al. (1983) shoued student-to-student
interpretive behavior as also occurring frequently in the
Jow-burhout teachers’® classes, whereas in this study extended
information-giving followed by teachar direction and 3 student
predictable response (5-6-8) was.morz pradominant to |
low-Burnout tzacherse. The interaction patterns exhibitad by
tha low-burnout teachers in this study raflected the use of
praisa, a;ceptanqs,-and informaxion-givipg as a means of
feedback. wshil2 the high*burnOuE teachers rglied on direction
r3tndr than positive feedback to ‘influence tne students”
laarninge. This means the high-burnout students did not
recaive faedback from the teachers-=the teachers watched them
olay gamés without interjecting information. The oredomihank
patterns for the low-burnout tezachers were reflacted in the
use of praise, acceptanca, and 1nformation-qiving by the
teaacher as a means of feedback foilcying the students”’
sredictable and interpretive responséds. The high-burnout
teachers orovided their students with little feedback in terms
af information-giving but provided the "students with
directions fdllowing their predictable responses. The
high-burnout teachaers observed in this study typified this
benavior by tanding to lean on a wall shouting directions to

the studants while they were involved. in extended game play.
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Also, tha high-burnout teachars wer? content to merely refarae
student games for nuch of +their class time and stand in the
middla of the gymnasium giving directions to the studantse.

The low~-burnout teachers were more concarned with their

#

‘$tudants’ afforts and;actﬁﬁéﬁxa;dxéreéteg them as individuals
rather than a whola group. They tanded to walk around the
gy;nasium giving praise and information to their students
wnile tﬁey were activé. They: were also more aware of their
studants” efforts.and were appreciative of thair students’
actions as a result.

Lack of personal intaraction with students may affact
ralationships betwesen the teacher and the studants: this uwas
evidant in the intaraction patterns of the high-burnout
teachers. Many researchers (Farber & Miller, 19813 Rickaeny
1380) hava portrayad the burned-out teacher as being
unsupportive of studants, datached. This lack of involvement,
giving little- feedback, and being cynical lends credance to
tne belief that..burned-out. teachers-are simply teaching by
Il‘gc:ting;ﬂ through the motions" (Ricken) 1980).

In summary, this study highlighted the potential
consaquencas that burnout can have upon alemantary physical
aducation teaphers. Thera are obvibus differences in the
tsachars’ behaviors and interactions, as evidenced by this
studyy, between the low=-burnout and high-=burnout groupse.
3urnout is of great interest in education, and authorities nou
considar burnout to be one of the most critical problams in

education today. (McGuire, 19795 Truch, 1980). The syndrome of
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burnout will undoubtedly have an increasing detrimental effect

uosn aducation if alleviatién iechniques ‘are not eamployasd both

hy aducation authorities and individual teachers. This.study

gill hopafully enlighten t2achers and authorities as to the

affects of burnout on '‘shysical education teachers® hehaviors.
sumpacy

This study showed that high-burnout teachers contributad
little to their classes and student input was highji in
contrasty the low-burnout teachers uwer2 mors involvaed with
their students as avidaenced Dby tha teacher use of praise,
accaptance, questisning, and informaticn. Teacher-suggestad
studant-initiated behavior was more predominant in the classes
of the low-burnout teachers.

In tarms of the individual CAFIAS categories. the
high-burnout teachers displayed impersonal and. negative
attitudes as well as a detached image to their studaents
(Maslach & Jackson, 1981),s as avidencad hy their lack of
support and encouragement of their students’ efforts and
actions. The high<burnout classes in this study were
characterized by the taacher’leaning‘against a wall silently
observing the students® game play. This is in accordanca with
tha study .by Mancini et al. €1933) who found simildr traits in
high-burnout. secondary physical education teachers. The lack
of feaedback to the studants has an obvious adversa effect upon
the education of the student. The fact that the high=burnout

taacher tanded to give feedback in <the form of direction or

criticism rather than positive information supoorts the
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statament by Sarbar and Miller (19321) that burnout will have
the most =ritical impact on the educational sarvicasy
aspecially instructiosn. The lou-burnout t2achers wera more
varied in'theiq ts2acnhing and gave their students more feedback
and encouragement througn information, praise, acceptance, and
questioning.

The interaction. patterns of the.high-burnout teachers
wara characterized by a lack of feedback. The predominant
interaction pattern for the high-burnout teachers uas extanded
student-to-student intarpretive responses or game play. The
tsachar was content to obsarve this extended game. play and

offer no faedback or praise to tha students. This uwas similar

-
EY

to the findirgs in tna study by Mancidi et al. (1983). The
researcﬂgrs found thaj high=burnout teachers wers? Ies;
involved sith' their studen%S"ahdfspent more time observing
students’® afforts rathar than giving them praise or feedbacke.
Also aevident in tha low=-burnout t2achars® interactions uas
praisa and -acceptance after students® interpretive and
predictable responses. This showed that the low-bufnout
teachars reinforced their students”’ learning through
information-givingy praisey. acceptancea, and questioning. This
was not apparent in the high-burnout teachers.

The ra2sults indicated that thé low-burnout and
high-burnout teachers werse different in their taaching
behaviors and teaching patterns. The differences in this
study are congruent with those of other researchers relative

to tha imoact of burnout on teacher behavior and job
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%Chapier 3
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND+RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR FURTHER STUDY
2YTDALY

It was the purpose of this study to determine if
low-burnout elementary pkysical education teachers uwerse
different from high-burnout physical education teachers when
interacting with their students. The subjects involved in the
study were 20 male physical education teachers from the
southern tier section of New York State.

Following completion and scoering of the MBI the median
split technique was used to assign the teachers to the
low=-burnout or high-burnout grougs based on their level of
burnout. Five subjects were rancdomly .selected from each of
the groups: these teachers represented the low-burnout and
high-burnout groupse.

Data for analysis were collected from three videotapes
made of each teachaer as they taucht for &an entire class
period. Using Cheffers” Adaptation of Flanders’ Interaction
Analysis (CAFIAS) the videotapes were then coded to describe
the teacher-student interactions and behaviors occurring in
each*ciass. .

Percentages were computed ‘f¢cr the major CAFIAS parameters
and predominant interaction patterns. Descriptive statistics
were calculated and visual comparisons made to determine the

relative standings of both grcups on each CAFIAS variable.
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Andlysis of.the major use 6f the CAFIAS parameters
ravealed that total teacher contribution (TTC), teacher
questioning (TTGR)D, teabhir usa of accerctancas and prais?
(TTAPR), 3and.content emphasis-teacher input (CEZTI) occurrsd to
a gr2ater a2xtant in the low-burnout teachers® classes.
Students in the low-burnout teachers”™ classes axhibited more
student initiated behaviors, both teacher-suggestad (TSITSR)

and student-suggested (TSISSR).

Analysis of. the individual CAFIAS categories revzaled

that low=-burnout tzachars gav? more feedback to the studénts,

asked more questions of the students, were mors supportive and
ancaouraging of_studgnfs' ideas and effortsy and were more
2

varied’fn»fﬁair,t%aching,BFhayiors.J The.hi&h-burnout teachers
wero morefcritical of their students® ideas and efforts and
gave nore ‘directions ‘to tne students as opposad to
information. Ther2 was more stud;ntbto—student'interattion in-
the classaes of the high-burncut teachers.

The predominant interaction pattarn fof the low=burnout
teachers was axtended information-giving followed by teacher
direction followed by a pradictable student response

(5-5=-6-3); ghereas, axtendad student-to-student interpretive

rasponse or game playing (3\-10-8\) was predominant for the

high-burnout teachzars.

Low=-burnout’ taachers interacted more with their students
than did the high-burnout teachers. The low=-burnout teacher

exprassed 23,514 bahaviors while the high=-burnout teachers

expressad only 21,278 behaviorse.




Cenglusiens
The results of this study led to the following
conclusions r2g3rding leow=-burnout and high=burnout male
2lementary physical a2ducation teachers’ benaviors.
1. The ta2acning behaviors of:male low-burnout and male

-

hish-burnout alementary physical education teachers differed
significantly. . -

2. Th2 low-burnout teachars exhibited more varied
Sehaviors amd interacted more witn their students than the
high=-burnout ta2acherse.

3. The low-burnout teachers gave more praise,
acceptanc2, and informational feedback to theair students ‘than
thé high-burnout teachers. The low~burnout teachers asked
more questions of their students than did the high=-burnout
tsacherse.

4. The low-burnout teachers were more involved wizth
their classes than the high=burnout tzachers.

5. The high=-burnout teachers were m3re critical of their
students than the louw-burnout teachers.

e The nigh=-burnout teachers gave more directions than
information to their students.

Reconmendatigns for Euciherc 3ludy

Tha following recommendations were made for further
study:

1. Conduct a similar study of physical education

teachers who teach adapted physical education.
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2. Conduzt a similar study of famale alementary physical

aducation teachars. : =,

3. Conduct a study on tha affects of coaching aftar
scnool and its affect on ta2acher burnout.

4. Conduct a similar study at different times of thsa
academic year.

5. Jndertake intervention studies in which

descriptive-analytical technigues are used as 23 feedback tool.




Appendix A

INFORMED CONSENT FIRM

Purposa

The study whizh you arwe beiné asked to participate in
consists of two partse. The study is being conducted to
dascribe and compara taaching behaviors of elementary physical
aducators who scorz high and thos2 who score low on the
Maslach 3urnout Inventory. ‘The involvemant of the‘studepts in
the classes is also being investigated. fhe resulting
information ‘may prove usaeful in lessening or aliminating

teacher burnoute. This may cause a change in the interaction

-

1

e

b

patterns .in ,the gymnasium.

Procadurs

h

As.a subject, you will be asked to participéta:in the
following n;nner: ‘

1. Fill out thae Maslach 3urnout Inventory. This
inventory attampts to measurae "burnout," a syndroma of
amotional axhaustion and cynicism that occurs frequently among

members of tha helping profession. (20-30 min.)

2. Paermit the researcher to videotape thrae of your
pnysical aducation classes. During this time, the only thing

you will be asked to do is to wear a small wireless

microphone. ~
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Appendix A (continuad)

The physizal and osychological risks throughout the
complet2 study are minimal. A code nuaber will be usad rather
than your name for the racording of the data. The school
administration will not have knowladge of the results.

Participation in“this é%udygis‘Voluntary, and your
initial agreement to participate does not stop you from
discontinuing participation at any time. If you have any
questions pertaining to this study, please feel frae to
cantact John Craven. If you wish to xnow information abocut
the findings of this research, you can contact John Craven at
Ithaca College, Ithaca, New Yorke.

Pleasa indicate. your decision belouw. Thank you.

__ Yas, I voluntarily chosse to participate in this

study. I have read the above, and I understand its contentse.

No, I do not wish to participate 1in this study.

Signature

Date
Thank you.

John Craven




in your uworke

Appendix 3
WASLACH 3URNOUT INVENTORY
HUMAN SERVICES SURVEY!

Christina Maslach and Susan £. Jackson

The purpdse of this survey is to discover how various
sarsons in the human servicas or heloing profassions
view their jabs and the peocple with wnom they work

zlosaly. B8ecause persons in 3 wide variety of occupations

4ill answer this survey, 1t uses the tarm recipients

‘to raefar to the people for whom you srovide your service,

caraes traatment, or instruction. When answering this
survey please think of thase people as reqipients of the
sarvice you provide, even though you may use another ternm

i ES I P

R O i
Jn the followihg page theretare 22 statefients of

jop}r?haiaa feaiings;z Plagse;read each statement carefully
and éacida if you ever fealf{hi; way about your. job.

If you have never.had-this feeling, write-a "0" (zero)

in- both the "HOW JFTEN"™ and "“HOW STRONG" columns. befora

the statament. If you have. had this feeling, indicate

how often you feel it by writing the number (from 1 to &)
that best describes how freguantly you feel that way. '’

Then decide how strong tha‘faeling‘is when you experienca

it by writing the number Cfrom 1 to 7) that best

indicates hou strongly you, feel ite., An- example is shoun

belowe.
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Appandix 3 (continuad)

Zxample?

H0W OFTEN O 1 2 R 4 5 5
Nevar A feuw Tncd a A' feuw Once A faw Svery
times a month times a a times *a° day
y2ar or or less month week waek
lass
404 STRAONG:O 1 2 3 A 5 E) 7
Naever Very mild, Modarate Maior,
barely very strong

noticaable

HOW JFTEN H3W STRONG
0-6 0-7 Statemaent:
I feal depressed at work.

If you never fael deprassed at work, you would write the
Aumber "G" (zero) on both lines. If you rarely feel depressed
at work (a fau times a year or less), you would write the
Aumber "1" on the line under the heading, "HOW OFTEN." If
your feelings of-depression are2 fairly strong, but not as
strong as you can imagine, you would mrife a "s" under

the heading “HOH.STRONG.P If your feelings of depression

ara very mild you would write a wi.n
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Appendix 3 (continued)

HUMAN SERVICES SURVEY

434 JETEN: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Nevar A feuw Jdnce A fow Gnce A& faw Every
times a times a times day
] a nonth-. 2 week A
i year or less month ye ek
40W STRONG: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Moderate Major
mild very
barely strong

4JW JFTEN
d-5

HOW STRONG
0-7

Statements:

I fael emotionally drained from my

WOork e

I feoel used up at the end of the
workday.

I feel fatigued when I gat up in the
morning and have to face anothar day
on the .job. .

I can easily understand how my
recipients feel about things.

I fsel .I treat some students as if
they were impersonal objects.

Wworking with paople all day is
really a strain for me.

I deal very effectively with :the

problams of my recipients.

I feel burned sut from ny worke.
I feel I“m positively influencing
other peopla’s lives through my worke.

I°va become more callous- toward
peopla since I took this Jjob.

I worry that this job is hardening
me emotionally.




Annendix 3 (continued)

I feal very anargetic.
I feel frustrated by my jobe

I feel I°m working *oo hard on my
jobe

I don”¢t Qeally care what happoens to

some fracinients.

Working with.paople'dinectly puts
to00 much strass on me.

I can-2asily-create a r2laxed
atmosphere-with my students.

I fael exhilarated- after working.
closely with-my studaentse.

I. have accomplished worthwhileé.
things in this jobe.

‘T feel like I"m at the end of my

ropae 4

In m%fwork I deal with -emotional
probléms: very calmly.

I feael recipients blame me for
some-of tneir problems.

Cited from Maslach and Jackson (1981);
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