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KELLEY, BETTY CAROLINA, Ph.D. An Examination of a Mode! of Burnout in
Dual-Role Teacher-Coaches. (1990) Directed by Dr. Diane L. Gill. 236 pp.

This study developed and tested a model of stress and burnout in dual-
role teacher-coaches. Following Smith's (1986) cognitive-affective modet
of stress and burnout in athletics, this investigation examined: (a) the
contribution of the stress appraisal components of perceived stress,
coaching tssues (teacher-coach stress), and coaching problems (teacher-
coach role conflict) to the prediction of burnout (emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and personal accomplishment), (b) the contribution of
environmental/situational variables (social support, gender, and years of
experience) to the prediction of stress appraisal, and (c) the direct
contribution of the environmental/situational variables to the prediction of
burnout.

The sample of male (n = 99) and female (n = | 15) teacher-head basketball
coaches from NCAA Diviston {11 and NAA colleges completed established
measures of burnout, perceived stress, and soctal support, and a measure of
coaching stress developed for this study during the month of February.
Regression analyses supported the model, with stress appraisal predicting
burnout and environmental/situational variables predicting stress appraisal.
More, specifically, perceived stress predicted all components of burnout,
with coaching issues adding slightly to the prediction of emotional
exhaustion and coaching problems to the prediction of depersonalization.
Social support satisfaction predicted all three stress appraisal components,
with gender entering as a predictor for perceived stress and coaching
issues. Generally, greater perceived stress led to greater burnout, and



greater satisfaction with social support led to less perceived stress. Also,
females had slightly higher percelved stress than did males. Contrary to
previous studies, these teacher-coaches reported high levels of burnout.
Further exploratory analyses suggested that coaching issues fit into the
model better as an environmental/situational variable than as a sti‘ess
appraisal measure. Path analyses revealed that coaching issues, social
support, and gender predicted perceived stress, and perceived stress
predicted all components of burnout, having the greatest influence on
emotional exhaustion. The results supported the key components of the
model, although the modified model provided a better fit for the data.
Coaching issues, social support, and gender influenced the teacher-coaches'
perception of stress, which, in turn, influenced their levels of burnout.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

I've got the burnout blues, everything is tense,

Feel too many stressors beating on my sense.

watch my mind, its racing, back and forth it goes,

Damn its hard to tapdance minus haif your toes.

This endless flow of clients drowns me in their needs,
Hope, compassion, love are gone as ire wounds my deeds.
Nights are just not restful, days are nightmare bent,
Everything is dragging here as energy is pent.

Success has been relentless pushing past kin,

All those expectations have just done me in.

Policies, procedures weight my desk and life,

As bosses sit there screeching through me like a knife.
The people | do work with, friends once in the past,

Now ambush me in corners. How long can this last?
Heart 1t keeps on pounding, empty guts aflame,
Cigarettes, coffee, booze and pills must keep me in the game.
Once | knew my passage running with the light,

Today | creep in darkness, pausing, trapped in fright.
Most of life’'s a shambles, work is but a joke,

Constantly I'm pushing, time goes up in smoke.

Al home, a spouse is waiting, amazing they're still here,
One more crisis with this job and they'll be gone | fear.
Influenza stalks me, despair | seek and find,

Sick days spare my body, mental health days heal my mind.
Everything's a jumble, values are askew,

No one's got the answer, this empty soul is new.

Got the burnout blues, so | just sit and stare,

Feel too many stressors and no one seems to care.
(Paine, W., 1982, Prologue).



The preceding poem describes one form of burnout that results from job
stress. Burnout primarily afflicts individuals with careers in the helping
professions (e.g., counselors, social service workers, nurses, teachers,
coaches). These careers typically require prolonged, stressful, and often
emotionally charged interpersonal interactions as a basic component of the
occupation. Burnout is characterized by feelings of emotional exhaustion, a
need to psychologically distance oneself from those people seeking help, and
a sense of meaninglessness and lack of personal accomplishment about one's
work (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Burnout can result in a wide variety of
negative consequences for the helping professional (i.e., absenteeism,
substance abuse, psychosomatic illness, insomnia, fatigue, aggressive
feelings, passive feelings, negative self-concept, poor work performance).
Those consequences can then influence the quality and extent of service
provided. Regrettably, individuals most prone to burnout are those who are
among the most competent and committed, those who strongly value what
they are doing and strive for excellence, and those who give more of
themselves than they receive in return (Melendez & deGuzman, 1983; Pines,
Aronson, & Kafry, 1981). Burnout is a critical problem for individuals
pursuing careers in a helping profession.

The education literature reveals a growing and international concern
with the problems of job-related stress and the increasing incidence of
burnout among teachers. Although no data exist to confirm how many
teachers are afflicted, professionals commonly acknowledge that burnout
affects teachers from all subject areas, including physical education
(Bardo, 1979; Mancini, Wuest, Vantine, & Clark, 1984; McGuire, 1979;
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Needle, Griffin, Svendsen, & Berney, 1980); and thousands of teachers leave
the profession each year (Mancini, Wuest, Vantine, & Clark, 1984).
Thousands of others are burned-out but remain in their role, functioning at
less than optimal levels, depleted of the energy and enthusiasm they once
brought to their jobs (Dworkin, 1985).

Most of the research examining teacher burnout focuses on the
experiences of secondary teachers. Results reveal a high prevalence of
teacher burnout at that level (Kyriacou, 1987). Studies of burnout in higher
education are few in spite of the fact that academicians may be no less
susceptibie than their other teaching counterparts (Seller & Pearson, 1984-
1985). Studies that have examined faculty stress in higher education
consistently reveal that a large percentage of faculty perceive their work
environment as uniquely stressful, resuiting in a high probability of
burning-out (e.g., Margarrel, 1982; Melendez & deGuzman, 1983).

The belief that coaching is a highly stressful profession involving a
number of pressures is widely accepted (Lackey, 1986). Stressors unique to
the coaching role include: continuous and often emotionally volatile
interpersonal interactions with players; the pressure of producing a winning
team while at the same time handling defeat; long hours spent recruiting
key personnel; hassles with scholarships and eligibility of athletes;
pressure from media coverage; and stress in dealing with parental and
booster club expectations for the program (Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984,
Hunt, 1984; Lackey, 1986, Neal, 1977). Despite the high level of stress in
coaching, the limited empirical research indicates that coaches as a whole



are less burned out than other health and human service workers (Caccese,
1983, Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984; Hunt, 1984).

Teaching is a demanding occupation in and of itself, however, some
college educators also serve in the role of coach, another high stress
position. Teacher-coaches may be at a particularly high risk for becoming
burned-out. The dual-role of teacher and coach may compound stressors
that are common to both roles, and stressors that are unique to each role
(e.g., role conflict, role strain, and time contraints). Teacher-coaches are
usually hired as bonafida faculty members, however, their occupational
roles, job descriptions, and actual job responsibilies are often quite
different than those of other faculty members (Massengale, 1977). Teacher-
coaches are typically under similar tenure requirements as other faculty
members (e.g., quality teacmng, continuing education toward a terminal
degree, and committee assignments), however, they often have the added
expectation to build and maintain a quality athletic program and
consistently produce a winning team. This compounding of roles and
responsibilities may initiate the development of burnout, or exacerbate
existing levels of burnout. The role conflict and role ambiguity inherent in
the dual-role requirements of teacher-coach may be intensified. These
factors have been shown to consistently influence burnout in other helping
professionals (e.g., Maher, 1983; Schwab & Iwaniki, 1982). In spite of this,
research in sport psychology or related sport areas examining burnout in
teacher-coaches is virtually nonexistent. The literature that is available is
descriptive and speculative at best with no theoretical foundation (e.g.,
Massengale, 1977; Segrave, 1980).



Previous research on stress and burnout among teachers in higher
education and in coaches has been directed toward the following areas: (1)
recognizing stressors within the educational setting (e.g., workloads,
requirements of promotion and tenure, budget), (2) recognizing stressors
within the athletic setting (e.g., demogfaphlc variables, leadership style,
individual stressful situations), (3) identifying levels of burnout within the
professions, (4) designing intervention programs aimed at preventing
burnout. This approach provides a starting point for studying stress and
burnout, however, developing a theoretical model for how stressors lead to
bumout among teacher-coaches might provide a framework for a systematic
line of research examining these issues.

The health psychology area has theory driven research and theoretical
models that explain the relationship between stress and its consequences
for health. These theoretical models place central importance on the
cognitive appraisal process and the interaction between the person and his
or her environment. The major assumption of the models proposed is that
burnout results from repeated cognitive appraisals that there are
mismatches between the demands of a situation and the individual's
resources available to meet those demands (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984, 1986). Perceptions of this mismatch between demands and
resources can result in appraisals of threat or negative stress, which, in
turn, activate any number of coping responses to deal with the perceived
stress. If the copjng responses are adaptive, the stress is reduced or
eliminated. If the coping responses are maladaptive, then the stress and the
potential to develop burnout remain.



Smith (1986) has developed a general model of stress and burnout that
applies to the sport environment. Examining this model and the variables
that seem most appropriate to teacher-coaches in particular, might provide
a better understanding of the causes, progression, and, ultimately, the
preventicon of burnout.within this vulnerable population

Given the assumption and critical link that burnout is a function of
peri:eived stress, it therefore makes sense to examine the variables that
might influence the perception of stress. Although a number of variables
influencing stress have been examined (e.g.,, hardiness, locus of control, type
A behavior patterns, coping responses), the one that appears to have the
strongest influence is social support. Numerous studies have provided
evidence of the positive relationship between social support and general
well-being among a variety of populations and contexts (e.g., Chisholm, Kasl,
& Mueller, 1986; Cooper, 1881; Goplerud, 1980; Sarason, Levine, Basham, &
Sarason, 1983). Social support is defined as the existence and/or
availability of people we can count on in time of need, and who let us know
that we are cared for, valued, and loved (Sarason, Levine, Basham, &
Sarason, 1983). Both the amount of social support available and the overall
satisfaction with that support function as important moderators of stress
appraisal and consequently burnout (Cohen & Wills, 1985).

Other factors that have limited empirical support, but are nonetheless
likely to influence perceived stress and burnout, are gender and the extent
of teacher-coach experience. Studies examining burnout in coaches found
females more susceptible to higher levels of burnout than males (Caccese &
Mayerberg, 1983; Hunt, 1984). Also, the overall percentage of females in



major sport coaching positions as compared to males, has dramatically
declined over the past decade (Acosta & Carpenter, 1987). Possible reasons
given for the decline include the changing philosophy of women's sports
after the dissolution of the A.L.AW,, inequities in budget allotments for
men's versus women's programs, and on-the-job discrimination (Hasbrook,
1988); all of which might heighten the stress and burnout levels of tie
teacher-coaches remaining in the profession. Teacher-coach experience
also influenced burnout with moderate experience (6-10 years) related to
greater emotional exhaustion (Caccese, 1983) and more experience related
to elevated feelings of personal accomplishment (Caccese, 1983; Capel,
Sisley, & Desertain, 1987).

Statement of the Problem
The focus of this study was to develop and test a model of stress and
“burnout in dual-role teacher-coaches. The first purpose is to examine the
contribution of stress appraisal to the prediction of burnout. The second
purpose Is to examine the relative contributions of social support, gender
and experience to the prediction of stress appraisal. Finally, the third
purpose is to examine the contribution of social support, gender, and
experience to the prediction of burnout relative to the contribution of
stress appraisal. Established measures of social support, perceived stress,
coaching problems, and burnout, and a measure of percelved stress within
the athletic environment developed for this study were used to investigate
the aforementioned relationships.



Significance of the Study

Limited research findings in the area of coach burnout are inconsistent
due to a number of factors. First, investigations of burnout in the athletic
environment have not been theory driven; therefore, examination of
variables has not been logical or systematic.” Second, global measures of
perceived stress used in previous investigations may not accurately
measure stress and burnout in the athletic environment. Third, measures of
burnout have not been taken at the same time in seasons across sports or
studies. Furthermore, burnout in dual-role teacher-coaches has not been
empirically addressed.

This study attempts to bridge the gap between isolated research efforts,
experiential observation, and intuition, by butlding a theoretical model of
stress and burnout in dual-role teacher-coaches. The proposed investigation
will further addréss shortcomings of previous research by collecting data
from head basketball coaches only, at the same specified period of time (the
month of February) in the season, and by using role-specific measures to
assess stress.

The general schematic representation, or path diagram, of the proposed
model of burnout in dual-role teacher-coaches Is presented in Figure 1. In
this model, social support, gender, and teacher-coach experience are
exogenous variables assumed to be determined by variables outside the
model. Stress appraisal and burnout are considered endogenous or caused by
variables that will be assessed in the model. The hypothesized model is
derived from Smith's (1986) theoretical model in the area of athletic
burnout which uses a stress buffering model (Cohen & Wills, 1985) as the



underlying theoretical framework. Within the hypothesized model,
perceived stress directly leads to burnout, and social support, gender, and
experience all influence stress appraisal and thus, indirectly, influence the
levels of burnout.

PART 11 PART |
Environmental/ Situational Stress Appraisal Burnout

variables Variables

Social Support : Perceived Stress Emotional

Exhaustion

Gender Coaching Issues Depersonalization

Teacher/Coach Coaching Problems Personal
Experience Accomplishment

Figure 1. The Hypothesized Model

Hypothesized Relationships
The proposed model focuses on the variables of social support, gender,
and experience which can influence the appraisal of stress and thus
influence the development of burnout. These three variables appear
particularly appropriate for influencing stress in dual-role teacher-coaches
and have yet to be investigated in relation to burnout in this population.
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Hypothesis One
It was hypothesized that stress appraisal directly predicts burnout; the

greater the appraisal of stress, the higher the level of burnout. The three
components of stress appraisal (percefved stress, coaching issues, and
coaching problems) are all assessing the construct, stress, and thus, were
not divided into individual hypotheses.

Research 1inking stressful life events, dafly hassles, and generalized
global stress to psychological distress and physical symptomology has
consistently focused on stress appraisal as an integral component in the
process (e.g., Gentry & Kobasa, 1985; Johnson & Sarason, 1979; Perlin et. al,
1981; Suls & Mullen, 1981). Investigators have argued that the causal or
stressful event is the cognitively mediated emotional response to the
objective event, not the objective event itself (e.g., Cohen, Karmarck, &
Mermelstein, 1983; Lazarus, 1977; Mason, 1971). In addition, Smith's
(1986) model of burnout in athletics ethphastzes the role of cognitive
appraisal or perceived stress in the development of burnout.

Hypothesis Two

It was hypothesized that social support directly predicts stress
appraisal and indirectly affects burnout. The larger the social network and
the greater perceived support from these relationships, the lower the
appraisal of stress and burnout.

Although resuits are mixed in relation to social support and the buffering
effect on stress, several investigations have demonstrated main effects for
support on perceived psychological and, to a limited extent, physical stress,
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and significant stress by support interactions (e.g., Cohen & Wills, 1985;
Schaefer, Coyne & Lazarus, 1981, Eaton, 1978, Gore, 1978 ). These findings
provide support for the social support-stress and the social support-burnout
relationships, in that individuals with higher levels of perceived social
support and satisfaction with that support are erly to be in better
physical and mental health (Thoits, 1982). Thus, social support may short
circuit the effects of stress within the appraisal stage and mitigate against
manifestation of high levels of burnout.

Hypothesis Three
It was hypothesized that gender directly predicts stress appraisal and

indirectly predicts burnout. Females wouid report higher appraised stress
than males and experience higher levels of burnout as a resuit.

Although several studies have led to somewhat equivocal results in
relation to gender differences and levels of burnout, 1t is believed that the
dual-role females in this study will experience higher levels of burnout.
Female coaches scored higher on both the intensity and frequency of
emotional exhaustion (Caccese, 1983; Hunt, 1984) and lower on personal
accomplishment than males (Caccese, 1983). The hypothesized model
assumes that it Is stress appraisal that leads to burnout and if females had
higher levels of burnout, they would have higher levels of stress appraisal.
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Hypothesis Four

It was hypothesized that coaching-teaching experience directly predicts
stress appraisal and indirectly predict burnout. The fewer the years of
teaching-coaching experience, the greater the percelved stress and the
higher the burnout.

Studles found teacher-coach experience influenced burnout with
moderate eicperience (6-10 years) related to increased feelings of emotional
exhaustion (Caccese, 1983) and greater experience related to a greater

sense of personal accomplishment (Caccese, 1983; Capel, Sisley, &
Desertain, 1987).

These hypotheses were generated from empirical evidence, theoretical
foundations, pilot interviews with duai-role teacher-coaches, and the
investigators’ logic and intuition. In addition to the hypothesized
relationships, other relationships not depicted in the model may occur. For
example, gender may relate to years of experience, but the literature is too
inconclusive to make a definite hypothests. The investigator attempted to
remain open to these possibilities throughout this research study.



13

CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This literature review focuses on relevant research in the specific area
of burnout. Burnout will be examined in relation to the: a) definition, b)
syndrome, and c) etiology. Stress and its relationship to burnout will be
discussed, and in addition, a model for understanding how the appraisal of
stress may lead to the development of burnout will be presented.

This study examines burnout in teacher-coaches employed at the
collegiate level. Therefore, the limited literature available on burnout in
higher education will be addressed, as well as the scarce findings related to
the profession of coaching and the dual-role of teacher-coaches. The model
of stress and burnout in sport that was used as the prototype for the
proposed model of burnout developed for this study will be reviewed and
explained. Finally, the review will summarize relevant information
pertaining to mediators of stress and burnout and, in particular, social
support as it relates to burnout. By the end of this review of literature, the
reader will have a better understanding of the definition of burnout, how
burnout differs from stress, how burnout has been researched in higher
education, coaching, and dual-role teacher-coaching, how social support
works as a mediator to stress and burnhout, and what models are most
appropriate to begin a systematic line of research to better understand the
burnout phenomenon in dual-role teacher-coaches at the college level.
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Burnout
Definition

Freudenberger (1974) is credited with first using the term burnout as it
is used in this study. Drawing on observations made while working
intensely n the free clinic movement, he described the burnout victim as
“someone in a state of fatigue or frustration brought about by devotion to a
cause, way of life, or a relationship that fafled to produce the expected
reward” (p. 13). Burnout begins siowly but is a chronic condition evidenced
by physical and behavioral signs, such as “a feeling of exhaustion and
fatigue; a feeling of pressure and being overburdened; rigid, stubborn and
inflexible thinking; depression; and working longer hours while
accomplishing less and less” (1974, p. 160-161). Individuals most prone to
burnout are those who are idealistic, committed, and seeking to respond to
the needs of people.

Freudenberger's original definition and conceptualization was the
impetus for tremendous volumes of research and writing about burnout,
partlculafly during the period from 1974 to 1982. Interest and research
into the burnout phenomenon has continued to Increase. Nevertheless, little
additional progress has been made in advancing beyond the formulations
provided in the literature produced during that early time period.

Early studies on burnout were primarily descriptive or narrative, relying
on single or multiple case studies, interview methodologies, or the author's
personal experiences. Numerous categories of helping professionals were
examined, including: social service workers (Armstrong, 1977); pastoral
counselors (Collins, 1977); public sector professionals (Cherniss, 1980);
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free clinic workers, alternative institution staffs, child-care workers
(Freudenberger, 1974, 1975, 1977); heaith professionals, human service
providers, helpings professionals, human services providers in institutions
(Maslach, 1976, 1977, 1978a, 1978b, 1979); legal services attorneys and
policemen (Maslach & Jackson, 1978, 1979); mental-health professionals
(Pines & Maslach, 1978) ; and teachers (McGuire, 1979) (Periman & Hartman;
1979).

Studies by the Berkeley Planning Associates (1977), which examined
burnout in child abuse workers, and the work of Maslach and Jackson (1981)
in their development of the Maslach Burnout Inventory, were the first to
empirically explore the underlying dimensions of burnout and to provide data
beyond the descriptive level (Periman & Hzartman, 1982). Although different
methodological perspectives were used in those early and more recent
studies of burnout, the findings were "mutually corroborative and provided a
wealth of data and insights into the phenomenon of burnout” (Farber, 1983,
p. 3).

In spite of the attention burnout has received, there is no current
consensual definition. Proposed definitions of burnout have been based on
symptoms (e.g., Freudenberger, 1974; Hendrickson, 1979; Maslach, 1976;
Watkins, 1983), stress (e.g,, Daley, 1979; Kamis, 1980; Periman & Hartman,
1982), and both symptoms and stress (Cherniss, 1980; Maslach, 1976b).
Maslach (1982b), one of the premier researchers in the area, has lamented
that

not only do the definitions of burnout vary from each other to greater or
lesser degrees but different terms are sometimes used for similar
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concepts; some definitions are limited, while others are wide ranging;
some are precise, while others are global; some refer to purely
psychological conditions, while others are actually behaviors; some

describe a state or syndrome, while others talk about a process; and
some make references to causes, others to effects (p. 31).

For example, wWelch, Medeiros, and Tate (1982) proposed a complex process
that affects at least five major areas of functioning : (a) physical, the
energy one brings to whatever one needs or wants to do; (b) intellectual, the
sharpness with which one thinks and solves problems; (c) emotionai, the
general positiveness or negativeness of one’'s emotional life; (d) social,
feelings of isolation versus feelings of involvement; and (e) spiritual, the
degree of meaning one feels in one's Iife. '

Meanwhile, Pines and colleagues (Pines & Aronson, 1981; Pines, Aronson
& Kafry, 1981) describe burnout as a state of mind that frequently affects
individuals who work with other people, especially in the helping
professions, who give much more to their clients, supervisors, and
colleagues than they receive, and who were at one time among the most
idealistic and enthusiastic. Physical depletion, feelings of helplessness and
hopelessness, emotional drain, psychelogical fatigue, negative self-concept,
and little enthusiasm about work and life in general are all characteristics
of burnout. In a similar vein, Edelwich and Brodsky (1980) describe burnout
as a "progressive 10ss of idealism, energy, purpose, and concern as a result
of conditions of work" (p. 14). .

A systematic line of research by Maslach (1976, 1978a, 1978b, ,1982,
1982a, 1982b) and colleagues (Jackson & Maslach, 1982a, 1982b; Maslach &
Pines, 1977; Maslach & Jackson, 1979, 1981, 1982; Pines & Maslach, 1978,
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1980) has greatly facilitated the understanding of burnout. Their extensive
body of work has provided not only a more fully developed conceptualization
of burnout, but aiso a psychometrically sound instrument to measure
burnout. The Maslach Burnout inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1986) is
the most widely used research instrument for m'easuring burnout. Its
development has tremendously advanced empirical study of the phenomenon
in addition to providing an operational definition of burnout.

Maslach and colleagues, drawing on common core elements from their
work and the work of others, define burnout as a

syndrome of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced
personal accomplishment that can occur among individuals who do people
work of some kind. 1t is a response to the chronic emotional strain of
dealing extensively with other human beings, particularly when they are
troubled or having problems. Thus, it can be considered one type of job
stress. Although it has some of the same deleterious effects as other
stress responses, what 1s unique about burnout is that the stress arises
from the social interaction between helper and recipient

(Maslach, 1982, p. 3).

The three components of burnout described in the preceding definition
are emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment.
Emotional exhaustion is characterized by feeling exhausted by one's work,
feeling as if one’s emotional resources are depleted, feeling overwhelmed by
the emotional demands imposed by other people and feeling helpless,
hopeless, and trapped (Masiach, 1982; Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1986; Pines
& Aronson, 1988). Features of depersonalization include a negative shift in
responses to others, development of dehumanizing attitudes toward the
recipients of one's services, and a psychological and sometimes physical
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distancing of oneself from those being served (Masiach, 1982; Pines &
Aronson, 1988). Reduced personal accomplishment refers to “the tendency
to evaluate oneself negatively, particularly with regard to one's work with
clients. Workers may feel unhappy about themselves and dissatisfied with
their accomplishments on the job (Maslach & Jackson, 1986, pg. 1).

Stress experienced within and/or as a result of one’s occupation is
commonly referred to as job stress. Job stress and burnout are terms which
have meanings with considerable overlap; however, the terms are not
synonymous, nor are they the same conceptually. Burnout is a unique form
of job stress that results from extended periods of work involving often
emotionally charged interpersonal interactions. Individuals within the
helping and human service professions are most prone to burnout because
their jobs are often characterized by such interactions.

Although there is still a lack of consensus about the exact definition of
burnout, the definition proposed by Maslach (1976, 1978a, 1978b,
1981,1986) and colleagues (Jackson & Maslach, 1982; Maslach & Pines,
1977, Maslach & Jackson, 1979, 1981, 1982; Pines & Maslach, 1978, 1980),
is the operational definition that will be used for the present investigation.

Symptoms of byrnout

Symptoms and negative consequences of burnout have received
considerable attention. Maher (1983) provides a comprehensive, composlte
description of the symptoms of burnout derived from a review of fourteen
sources. Those symptoms include: exhaustion, fatigue, psychosomatic
iliness, insomnia, negative attitudes toward clients, negative attitudes
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toward work, poor work performance, absenteeism, increased dependence
and use of chemical agents (alcohol, tobacco, drugs, coffee), 10ss of appetite
or overeating, negative self-concept; aggressive feelings (irritability,
restlessness, tension, anger, paranoia), passive feelings (cynicism,
pessimism, hopelessness, apathy, depression, boredom, meaninglessness),
and guilt. Interestingly, the distribution of the symptoms across studies
indicates that "no single symptom was mentioned by all authors, even when
similar symptoms were grouped to allow for differences in terminology.
The largest common area, negative attitudes toward work, is found in only
six of the sources” (p. 390). The diversity of symptoms suggests that a
detinitive set of burnout symptoms has not yet been identified, that burnout
needs to be examined on a population by population basis, and that
considerable variability likely exists. '

Etiology

Much of the empirical research has attempted to identify factors related
to the development of burnout (e.g., Berkeley Planning Associates, 1977,
Gann, 1979; Metz,1979; Maslach, 1981a,1981b, 1982, 1982b; Westerhouse,
1979). Periman and Hartman (1982) extensively reviewed 48 articles,
dissertations, and/or books on burnout and summarized the variables

discovered to be significantly related to the development of burnout.
Figure 2 represents that summary.



20

Organization Perceptions of Perceptions of individuel
characteristics organization role characteristics Outcome
Caseload Leadership Autonomy Family/ Satisfaction
Friends

Formalization Communication Job involvement Sex Turnover
Turnover rate StefY support Being supervised Age
StafY size Peers Wwork pressure Tenure

Clarity Feedback ’ Ego level

innovation Meaningfulness

Administrative

support

Figure 2. Variables Significantly Related to Burnout
(Periman & Hartman, 1982, p. 294).

Simflarly, Maher (1983) identified and classified factors that were
reported to cause burnout. Those factors included: an excessively large or
difficult client load (with "client” referring generically to all the various
recipients of service-students, patients, soctal service cases, legal
clients,etc.); long hours, overall long perfod of time without adequate time-
off; ambiguous role demands and/or expansion of the role to include too
many secondary duties, espectfally administrative duties; lack of felt
control over outcomes; monotony; isolation or poor relationships with
colleagues, superiors, or clients; lack of preparation for dealing with job
stress; and personality changes, especially unrealistic expectations and
quilt (p. 391). Role difficulties were the dominant conditions in the
production of burnout (Maher, 1983). Greater role ambiguity and additional
secondary role responsibilities influenced role satisfaction, which, in turn,
influenced burnout. A lack of control over outcomes and the accompanying
feeling of powerlessness were also common factors leading to burnout.
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Stress

One area that does not appear under dispute is the underlying precursor
of burnout. Burnout is a syndrome that resuits from prolonged exposure to
experiences perceived as stressful. Simply stated, stress, over time can
lead to burnout.

However, stress, 1ike burnout, is a term that lacks clarity and a single
accepted definition. The definition of stress has moved from being thought
of as something within the environment, to a more interactional view in
which events within the environment are neutral, and the individual's
interpretation or perception of those events determine whether it is or is
not stress.

Selye (1956), the ploneer of stress research, examined stress in relation
to biological and disease processes within the body.and defined stress as
“the rate of wear and tear on the body"* (Selye, 1976, p. 1), and "the
nonspecific response of the body to any demand" (Selye, 1979, p. 12).
Selye’s (1956) investigations of the effects of unpleasant or noxfous
stimuli on animals revealed that a relatively consistent set of physiological
responses were emitted in the presence of unpleasant situations. Selye
referred to these unpleasant situations as stressors. He labeled the entire
nonspecific response the “general adaptation syndrome” and proposed that
the syndrome evolves over time through three stages: alarm reaction,
resistance, and exhaustion (1976). Selye (1976) suggested that individuals
are born with a certaln amount of adaptation energy with which to meet the
demands placed upon the body by stressors and that once depleted, the
body's ability to cope and react will be inhibited.
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More recently, researchers have attempted to transiate Selye's stress
response paradigm into social psychological terms, reinforcing the notion
that stress has both psychological and physiological dimensions
(Dohrenwend, 1986). Spielberger (1981) noted that “stress refers to both
the situations and circumstances that place physical or psychological
demands upon the individual and the emotional reactions that are
experienced in these situations” (p. 65).

Conceptualization of stress in the social sciences has increasingly
moved toward the position that stress is multivariate in nature, and cannot
be viewed as a unidimensional variable or event that interacts with the
individual. Lazarus (1966) viewed stress as a transaction between a person
and his or her environment. More recently, Lazarus and Folkman (1986)
suggested that |

stress is just a handy term to refer to the operation of many variables
and processes where demands tax or exceed the person's resources and
the person appraises the encounter as relevant to well-being, engages in
coping processes, and responds cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally
to feedback about what is happening (p. 51).

Despite how stress Is approached, the important role of interpreting and
appraising events in defining stress is supported (King, Stanley, Burrows,
1987; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Meichenbaum, 1986; Ray, Lindop, & Gibson,
1982; Spielberger, 1986). The stress process can be summarized in the
following manner:

Stress transactions are initiated by any situation or stimulus that {s
perceived as potentially harmful, dangerous, or frustrating (stressor)..If



23

the stressor is interpreted as threatening, an emotional reaction will be
evoked. Thus, threat refers to an individual's perception or appraisal of
particular circumstances as potentially dangerous or frustrating.
whenever a situation is seen as threatening, irrespective of whether the
danger is real or imagined, the sense of threat will lead to an unpleasant
emotional reaction. Thus, stress may be defrined as a process that
involves the following temporal sequence of events:

. Stressor =---~-- Perception of threat------- Emotional reaction
(Spielberger, 1986, p. 67, italics added).

It is important to note that stress, in and of itself, is neither inherently
bad nor good. Katkin (1986) advances, "there are no inherently stressful
stimuli® (p. 47) and suggests that

the essential ingredient of the psychological stress response is distress.
This distress may be expressed behaviorally, as in the disruption or
degradation of a task performance. It 11ay be expressed
phenomenologically, as in the subjective experience of anxiety or
dysphoria. And finally, the distress may be expressed physiologically, as
distressing autonomic activity (p. 46).

Important to this position is the view that stress is assessed in terms of
its relevance to the demands of the situation, and thus generates a response
which may be either maladaptive, in which case the stress would not be
eliminated, or reduced, or adaptive and facilitative, resulting in the
reduction or elimination of stress. |

The symptoms of stress are many and far too numerous to mention, but
some general physiological and psychological reactions have been
forwarded. Common psychological symptoms of stress include "a general
feeling of uneasiness, irritability, inability to have a good laugh, a sense of
despair, feelings of isolation, and lowered concentration” (Griffin, 1989).
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Common physiological symptoms of stress include: “increased blood
pressure, sudden weight gain or loss, inability to sleep, feeling of constant
fatigue, headaches, muscle spasms, shortness of breath, and, nervous
energy” (Griffin, 1989). There are considerable similarities between the
symptoms of stress and burnout. However, it should be noted that the
symptoms of stress are precursors to the burnout syndrome, in that
prolonged perceived negative stress leads to the development of burnout.

Although it appears that stress has many negative consequences, Griffin
(1989) notes that stress is a natural part of living and can be conceived as
anything that requires us to adapt. Without some stress, the opportunity to
cope successfully and gain strength from experience as well as find
challenge and meaning in life, might not be available (Katkin, 1986). Thus
stress may not always have negative consequences and it is vital that
stress be examined from the vantage point of whether or not the stress is
distressing and producing a negative adaptation response within the
individual.

Stress can thus be understood as a discrepancy between the perceived
demands of a situation and the perceived abilities to cope with and adapt to
those demands. The greater the discrepancy between the situational
demands and individual’s resources, the greater the distress and résultlng
psychological, physiological, or emotional response. Once the available
adaptation energy is depleted, negative consequences and maladaptive
coping responses may occur, producing some of the psychological and/or
physfological symptoms mentioned previously.
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A model from health psychology, that parallels stress theory, may be
helpful in understanding the role of the perception of stress and the
resulting consequences. One such model is the stress buffering model
proposed by Cohen and Wills (1985).

PERSONAL PERSONAL
RESOURCE RESOURCE
May prevent May result in
stress appraisal reappraisal,
inhibition of

malajustive
responses, or
factlitation of
adjustive counter
responses

Potential Event(s) _J Emotionally INiness
Stressful Appraised—>) Linked —2 And/or
Event(s) As Physiological iliness
Stressful | | Response or Behavior
Behavioral
Adaptation

Figure 3. Stress Buffering Model (adapted from Cohen & Wills, 1985,
in Cohen & Edwards, 1989, p. 238).

According to this model (see Figure 3), the negative consequences of illness
and/or illness behavior are influenced at two major points by personai
resources (moderator variables). First, moderator variables can intervene
between stressful events (or event expectations) and a stress reaction
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through mediation in the appraisal process, thus preventing an attribution of
stress. The perception that personal resources are adequate to meet the
demands of the stressful events would lead to an appraisal that could
increase coping efficacy, thereby redefining the events as nonthreatening.
An opposite perception would lead to an appraisal of the events as highly
stressful.

Second, personal resources can intervene between the stress reaction
and development of {1iness and/or behavior by influencing coping ability and
affect. This influence can result in a reappraisal of the situation, inhibition
of maladjusted responses, or facilitation of adjustive or appropriate
counter responses. In summary, personal resources may intervene to
pljevent the appraisal of threat or to facilitate coping.

The transactions within the model are dynamic, in that many common
stressful events are chronic and repetitious. Thus, over the course of the
stressful event or series of events, it is likely that the stress buffering
effects of some resources may vary and that different coping resources may
be more or less appropriate at different phases of the stressful event or
series of events. Furthermore, the probability of stress buffering effects is
increased when there is a reasonable match between the demands of the
stressful events and the available resources. The model is unidirectional
and depicts the process whereby potential stressful events are related to
stress-induced pathology via the appraisal mechanism, which is mediated by
personal resources at two separate stages.
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Summary

In summary, burnout is viewed as the result of prolonged stress. Stress is
viewed as an ongoing interactive process in which the person interacts with
the environment and must determine whether he or she perceives a
mismatch between the demands of the task and the resources that are
available in that situation. Moderator variables (e.g., personal resources)
can intervene between stressful events and the appraisal of stress or
between the stress reaction and the development of negative responses to
stress (e.g.,, 1liness). A major focus of this study was to further explore the
| relationship between the appraisal of stress and burnout among individuals
employed as dual-role teacher coaches at the collegiate level.

Burnout in Education

As with other helping professions, studies of teacher stress and burnout
came into prominence in the decade following the original work done by
Freudenberger in 1974. international concern over this issue is evidenced
by the proliferation of research and commentary in this country and around
the world (1.e., UK, Kyriacou & Pratt,. 1985S; Israel, Kremer & Hoffman, 1985;
Australia, Laughlin, 1984; Sweden, Tellenback, 1982; in Kyriacou, 1987).
However, this research effort has been focused primarily at the elementary
and secondary level. Educators in higher education have been virtually
ignored in the search to identify and remediate dysfunctional stress that
can later manifest itself as burnout. |
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It 1s unlikely that the sources of teacher stress for the university
faculty member are equivalent to those of the primary or secondary school
teacher. There is, of course, some overiap in the precursors of stress at all
levels of teaching, but there aiso is likely to be considerable dispérity in
the demands and resources inherent in these two different environments.
This review focuses on stress and burnout research in the realm of higher
education.

The precursors of burnout in higher education have been identified as
increased job demands, confiicting and/or overloaded roles, and a general
feeling that one is losing control over one's life (Melendez & deGuzman,
1983). The educators most at risk are those who are most competent and
committed, those who strongly value what they are doing and strive for
excellence, and those who give more of themselves than they receive in
return (Melendez & deGuzman, 1983; Pines et al., 1981).

Burnout in education s an enigma that remains misunderstood and
misinterpreted. It can eastly and somewhat mistakenly be viewed as a
common condition in which job dissatisfaction influences job performance
(Armour, Caffarella, Fuhrmann, & wergin, 1987). Teacher burnout, however,
is a syndrome arising from prolonged teacher stress, primarily
characterized by physical, emotional, and attitudinal exhaustion, Which can
be viewed on a continuum moving from lesser to greater levels of perceived

and experienced burnout (Kyriacou, 1987; Melendez & deGuzman, 1983).
 Work-related stress that leads to burnout is present among college
faculty. Melendez and deGuzman (1983) surveyed 1,957 faculty members
and administrators at 17 two- and four- year colleges. Approximately 19%
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or one fifth of those surveyed were experiencing severe stress in their work
positions while an additional 438 indicated they experienced moderate
levels of stress. Conversely, only 11® reported never feeling stress from
their work.

Sources of faculty stress were categorized as those related to
colleagues, students, and administration. Overall, facuity apathy, student
apathy, and excessive work loads were identified as the primary stressors.
Teamwork and lack of respect for colleagues were additional significant
sources of stress. Student related stressors, over and above apathy,
included students’ expectation for high grades and a general decline in
academic skill among entry-level students. Workload was followed closely
by budget constraints and lack of faculty participation in decision-making
involving administrative concerns (Melendez & deGuzman, 1983). Taken
together, these job-related situations cover a broad spectrum of stressors
that bombard faculty and administrators on a daily basis and place them at
risk for experiencing burnout.

Similar results are reported by other researchers (Armour, Caffarella,
Fuhrmann, & Wergin, 1987; Johnson, 1987; Margarrel, 1982; Peters &
Maytield, 1982) who also found faculty percefving high levels of stress.

Seldin (1987) proposed the following reasons for the attenuated stress
levels present on college campuses today:

1. Requirements for promotion and tenure are so stringent
today as to be unrealizable for many in academics.

2. Academic retrenchment, jobless faculty, inflation, and the
changing composition of student bodies are altering the
academic environment.



30

3. Professors are more aware today of the wide discrepancy
between their hopes and expectations and the actual
rewards offered by their profession.

4. Fewer job-change opportunities are available, and many
facuity members see themselves as imprisoned in their
jobs with little chance to ascend the academic 1atter.

5. Many full-time faculty members perceive part-time faculty
members, who are growing in numbers, as a potential job
threat (p. 14).

Johnson (1987) investigated burnout and morale at Evergreen Community
College. 105 faculty completed the MBI to assess frequency and intensity of
experienced burnout. Results indicated that as a whole, the EVC faculty was
experiencing moderate levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization
and low levels of personal accomplishment, indfcating the presence of
burnout. The analysis confirmed that burnout was a significant problem
among faculty members at this community college, with approximately one-
fifth of the faculty experiencing some phase of burnout.

Claggett (1980) examined burnout in a sample of community college
teachers in an attempt to identify the sources of stress for this population
and the strategles underlying the reduction of such stress. Sixteen facuity
small groups were formed to discuss the issue of burnout and stress and to
formulate action plans for coping. The six primary stressors that were
collectively identified by the vast majority of the discussion groups were:
administrative-related (e.g., lack of participation in decision-making,
emphasis on the quantity of students rather than the quality, the large
number of nonteaching assignments); student-related (e.g., decline in
student preparedness, lack of student moti\)atlon); peer-related (e.g,, apathy
among fellow faculty members, lack of faculty interaction); financial-
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related (e.g., salaries fail to keep up with inflation, pay cetlings); working
conditions (e.g., too many classes taught with multiple preparations, lack of

privacy to concentrate); and personal (e.g., striving to satisfy needs for both
professional and private lives, lack of intellectual outlets).

An interesting contrast can be made between the concerns of the
community college faculty members, where teaching is the focus, and those
of four-year doctoral degree granting institutions, where an emphasis ¢n
research for tenure is prevalent. Gmelch (1987) administered the Faculty
Stress Index (FSI) to 1,920 faculty members from 40 public and 40 private
doctoral granting universities in the U.S. and discovered that 60% of the
total stress in the facuity members' lives was attributed to factors at
work. The 10 most prominent stressors were: excessively high expectations
for oneself; obtaining financial backing for research; not having enough time
to remain current in one's field; low pay; pressure to perform research and
produce pubtications; demands of work interfering with private lives;
stagnation in one’s career; too many interruptions during the day; and
required attendance at a number of meetings. Of the three areas of
teaching, research, and service, teaching was perceived to be most
stressful, irrespective of discipline. This may result from the knowledge
that faculty are “supposed” to devote time and energy toward being a quality
teacher, and yet they are rewarded primarily for their research
accomplishments.

The 40-item FSI was examined by use of a principal components, varimax
solutfon factor analysis. Five factors were generated and interpreted as:
faculty reward and recognition; time constraints; building and maintaining a
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professional identity; interactions with students; and departmental
influence (particularly in relation to the chair) (Gmeich, 1987). Faculty
perceived significant amounts of stress in a work situation in which there
was a lack of rewards and recognition, insufficient time for responsiblities,
ambiguous goals, confrontational interactions with students, and a lack of
involvement in departmental decision making. The preceding factors led the
faculty to a sense of low accomplishment and lack of control.

In a similar attempt to identify those factors that promote faculty
stress, Seller and Pearson (1984-85) measured four sets of variables in a
sample of 336 professors. Following conceptualizations of burnout
proposed by Maslach (1976, 1978a; Pines & Maslach, 1980) and
F rehdenberger and Richardson (1980), levels of work environment
satisfaction, personality characteristics, and coping techniques were
treated as independent variables while level of stress as evidenced by
changes in attitude was the dependent variable.

Factor analyses followed by discriminant analyses yielded a final
function which correctly identified high stress versus low stress groups at
a level of 91®. The factors that entered into the final function included:
environmental factors of overall teaching load and summer financial
support; personality factors of goal-oriented, high achiever, and self-
confident; and the coping techniques of developing camaraderie and taking
time for recreational activities (Seller & Pearson, 1984-85). The
composite teacher experiencing lower stress levels had a lower overall
teaching load, received summer funding, was seif-confident and high in goal



33

and achievement orientation, received social support through camaraderie
with others, and took time out for recreational pursuits.

In summary, there is a potential for the development of burnout among
faculty in higher education. However, current writings may not accurately
reflect the problem of burnout among college faculty because of the paucity
of empirical investigations. The work that has been done indicates that
environmental variables (e.g., lack of decision making by faculty, excessive
workloads, budget constraints, the pressure experienced by tenure and
promotion process, and student apathy) lead faculty to feel a lack of
control; the most pervasive precursor to burnout.

Coaching Burnout

Coaching is a highly stressful profession. There appears to be no dispute
over that fact in the literature, among administrators or, most importantly,
among the coaches themselves. In spite of this fact, research into the area
of stress and burnout among coaches is rather limited. The majority of
work that is available is anecdotal and descriptive rather than empirically
based.

Early evidence of the stress involved in coaching comes from examining
heartrates of coaches prior to, during, and following competition. Results
revealed significant increases in stress levels (indicated by elevated HR)
after the start of competition which persisted throughout the contest
(Gazes, Sovell, & Dellastatious, 1969; McCaffert, Gliner, & Horvath, 1978),
individual coach differences and situational factors (e.g.,importance of the
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contest, type of sport, specific actions within the contest) appeared to
interact in determining the stress levels experienced by coaches. However,
several researchers (Gazes, Sovell, & Dellastatious, 1969, McCaffert,
Gliner, & Horvath, 1978).believed these stress reactions are often
unexpressed externally and the coach may appear relaxed, calm, and in
complete control from an observers point of view. It is probable that tris
facade may add additional stress to an already tense situation.

The pressure dimension of coaching was examined by Lackey in 1975,
1982, and again in1986. He surveyed private and public high school
principals in Nebraska. Principals were asked to identify the origin of
pressure on coaches, in what sports the pressure was most salient, and
what the consequences of such pressure might be. Findings were quite
consistent across all t.hree studies, with the exception of the emphasis
placed on winning and losing. A distinct shift in the emphasis placed on
winning and losing was 6bserved between the two data collections. The
focal reasons for dismissal changed from poor relations with players and
students in 1975 to wining and losing in 1982. This shift serves to
highlight the societal view of athletics in all spheres, from low
organizational, semi-competitive to highly competitive professional
athletics; society wants a winner (Lackey, 1986). Coaches also realize this
desire, which may compound the pressure they experience.

The principals surveyed felt the coaches experienced at least moderate
degrees of bressure to meet some externally imposed standard of
excellence. Boosters, patrons, and fans were identified as the most
significant source of pressure for the coaches. This source was closely
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followed by pressure exerted by parents and the pressure coaches place on
themselves. Sports that carried the greatest pressure were baskctball and
football for boys and basketball and volleybail for girls {(Lackey, 1986). In
other words, the high visibility team sports produced the most pressure.

Lackey (1986) found the consequences of pressure can be felt in a number
of areas of coach functioning. Approximately half (47%) of the principals
believed this pressure was severe enough to lead to dismissal and, in fact,
approximately one-fourth of the coaches were removed from their positions
over a two-year period. Reasons provided for the dismissals fell under five

categories: poor human relations, inadequate win-10ss percentage, poor
| coaching performance due to a lack of organizational and technicat skills
and knowledge, inappropriate personal contuct on the part of the coach, and
various miscellaneous reasons (e.g., inability to be an effective teacher,
breaking a player confidence).

In a related study, Kroll and Gundersheim (1982-83) investigated stress
among 93 male high school coaches in a wide range of sports. Survey and
interview procedures were employed to examine the circumstances that
caused “concern, apprehension, worry, and emotional turmoil for these
coaches” (p. 47). The study focused.on day-to-day stressors involved in
coaching rather than stress during competition. All 93 coaches believed
that coaching was a stressful profession and that the degree of emotional
stress experienced was largely a result of the many diverse situations
encountered. Furthermore, all coaches said they experienced anxiety to
varying degrees prior to the start of competitive contests, Lack of respect
from players was the most often cited source of stress, followed closely by
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feeling unappreciated by players, administrators, and the public in general.
in addition, concerns relevant to not being able to reach players, use of
incorrect strategies, and being out-coached all produced heightened stress
(Kroll & Gundersheim, 1982-83).

In summary, early investigations examining stress and pressure in
coaching support the position that coaching is a highly stressful and
pressure-filled career. Coaching is stressful on both physiological and
psychological levels. The pressure placed upon coaches comes from within
their own programs with additional pressure to perform well and win
coming from the community.

The previously discussed studies, although informative, are limited.
They are limited primarily because they are purely descriptive in nature, are
only about high school coaches, and offer little generalizable evidence as to
the relationships between stress, the factors that exacerbate the stress,
and the pressure experienced by both male and female coaches. Caccese
(1983), Caccese and Mayerberg (1984), Hunt (1984) and Dale and Weinberg
(1989) conducted investigations that went beyond these methodologies to
research prolonged stress in the form of burnout among college coaches.

Caccese (1983) investigated burnout in coaching with 231 N.C.A A, and
A.l.AW. head coaches who completed the MBI (Maslach & Jackson, 1981) and
a demographic information questionnaire. The six burnout factors of
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment (both
frequency and intensity) were treated as dependent variables. The
emotional exhaustion subscale characterizes feeling emotionally depleted.
The depersonalization subscale characterizes the need to distance oneself
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from those one works with and personal accomplishment is characterized by
feeling one's job has little meaning (Masiach & Jackson, 1981). Seven
demographic variables of age, sex, marital status, total years coaching,
years in present coaching position, coaching success, and type of sport
coached, were considered independent variables.
Results of the MANOVA analyses indicated the following:
1. Coaches 30-34 years old exhibited higher levels of burnout th: »
coaches of all other ages.
2. Female coaches scored consistently higher than maies in both the
frequency and intensity of perceived emotional exhaustion.
3. Single coaches reported stronger feelings of emotional exhaustion
than either married or divorced coaches. Additionally, single and
divorced coaches perceived reduced personal accomplishments as
compared to married coaches.
4, Coaches with 6-10 years of experience perceived greater
emotional exhaustion and reduced personal accomplishment than more
or less experienced coaches. Furthermore, more experienced coaches
(7-15 yrs.) felt stronger and more numerous feelings of personal
accomplishment than the less experienced coaches.
S. Those coaches with a winning percentage of 41 to 60 ®
reported the greatest feelings of emotional exhaustion.
6. Individual sport coaches reported more emotional exhaustion and
less personal accomplishment than did team sport coaches.
7. Years in present position had no relationship to scores on
the MBI,
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8. The overall burnout levels of the coaches were relatively low in
comparison with established norms for the MBI (Caccese, 1983).
Although differences appeared to exist in relation to gender, marital status,

experience and win-10ss record, these coaches were not overly burned out.

In a follow-up study (Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984), the gender differences
found within the previous sample were elaborated. Female coaches repc ted
more burnout than male coaches; but neither group was excessively burned
out when compared to the norms of other human service professionals.
However, the gender difference was noted on the frequency dimension of the
personal accomplishment subscale of the MBI. The mean for the norm group
on this subscale was 1.48, whereas the mean for the female coaches was
2.74, suggesting that female coaches experience feelings of personal
accomplishment less often than do females in other health and service
professions.

Closer comparison of the demographic characteristics of males and
females coaches in this sample also revealed differences, but the
significance of these findings is questionable. The female coaches were
much younger (M=33.33) than the male coaches (M=41.61), had considerably
less coaching experience (M=9.59) versus (M=17.33), had been in their
present position fewer years (M=5.33) versus (M=6.84), were more often
single (65% versus 83%), and viewed their success rate to be greater than
60% less often (S9%) versus (80%). Although demographic discrepancies
between male and female coaches were evident, these differences did not
seem to affect percefved burnout (Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984),
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Differential burnout levels reported by male and female coaches may be a
result of a number of possible factors. Relevant factors that may promote
higher burnout levels in female coaches include: trying harder out of a need
to prove themseives and their teams, being less well prepared for the
profession than male coaches, being less ready to face the rigors of
competition, and being more willing to admit burnout, frustration, and
fatigue than their male counterparts (Caccese & Mayerberg, 1984). Another
possibility not mentioned by these researchers is that during this time of
this study, the A.LLAW. was in a transition phase in its movement toward
merger with the NC.A.A. Thus, a far greater number of females than males
in the sample were required to be full-time teachers in addition to coaching
duties. This added professional dimension would iikely add to the already
stressful situation presented by the coaching environment.

Hunt (1984) set out to measure the frequency and intensity of perceived
burnout among basketball and tennis coaches in Division | and 1| athletic
programs. Additionally, she examined the relationship between individual
stressful situations and burnout rates.

Her findings indicated that the coaches (N=915) were lower in perceived
burnout than the established norms for the MBI. Contrary to Caccese (1983),
there were no significant differences in burnout between profit and
nonprofit sport coaches. Division | basketball coaches were higher than
Division 111 coaches on frequency of depersonalization, and on intensity of
both emotional exhaustion and depersonalization. Basketball and tennis
coaches in general, were not significantly different in frequency of burnout,
but basketball coaches experienced burnout more intensely. Once again,



40

female coaches experienced greater burnout than the male coaches, with
increased frequency of emotional exhaustion being the most noticeable
difference. In addition, full-time coaches scored higher on the intensity
dimension of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization subscales of the
MBI, while part-time coaches experienced lower levels of personal
accomplishment (Hunt, 1984).

Hunt (1984) employed a 60-item sport-specific assessment instrument
designed to tap Into 14 different stressor categories: interpersonal
relations, psychological pregame pressure, pressure to win originating from
outside the college/university, pressure to win originating from
administration of the college/university, internal pressure to win, career
development, game management, rewards, locus of control, factors
affecting the game, intra-role conf lict, budget, recruiting, and support.
Informatfon gathered by this instrument was not factor analyzed, thus, the
only indication of the valldfty of these factors lies in the face validity
established during pilot work. In spite of this, correlations between
burnout scores and all 1abeled categories were positive. Correlations were
highest for the categories of intra-role conflict, interpersonal relations,
career development, team management, and reward (Hunt, 1984). The
findings suggest that stressors within the athletic environment, in addition
to self-imposed stress by the coaches in this study, were related to the
development of varying degrees of burnout.

Once again, vin a study that examined a personal style variable, the
relationship between leadership style and burnout among high school and
college coaches, it was found that coaches were not excessively burned out
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(Dale & Weinberg, 1989). The sample of 302 high school coaches from Texas
and Division | coaches from the southeast and southwest conferences
completed the MBI (using both the frequency and intensity dimensions), the
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire, and the Crowne-Marlowe
Social Desirability Scale. |

Oneway ANOVA results indicated significant gender, marital status, and
leadership differences. Male coaches scored higher in both the frequency
and intensity of depersonalization. Married coaches were higher in personal
accompliishment than were single coaches. Finally, those coaches employing
~ a"consideration style” of leadership behavior scored higher in emotional
exhaustion and depersonalization than did coaches using an “initiating-
structure leadership style" (Dale & Weinberg, 1989).

The researchers (Dale & Weinberg, 1989) suggested that a consideration
style of leadership is comparable to an “other oriented” approach. This
approach might make these coaches more vuinerable to burnout because they
may give more of themselves to others and are concerned with the overail
well being and feelings of others.

in summary, these empirical investigations add considerably to our
understanding of burnout in the coaching profession. The most striking
finding Is that the coaches in these studies were below average for helping
professionals in their levels of burnout. Although females tended to score
higher than males in emotional exhaustion and lower in personal
accomplishment, they were still not excessively burned out. It may not be
surprising that at the time of the Caccese and Hunt studies, females were

lower in personal accomplishment because women's athletics were going
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through dramatic changes and, in addition, the role of the female coach was
being redefined and changed. Dale and Weinberg advanced the study of
burnout by looking beyond demographic and situational variables to examine
the personal variable of leadership style. Burnout was evident in coaches
aged 30-34, coaches with 6-10 years of experience, and coaches with
winning percentages of 41-60 percent. Burnout appeared to strike Division |
coaches more intensely than Division il coaches, with basketball coaches
experiencing burnout more intensely than tennis coaches. Hunt (1984) found
tentative evidence that stressful situational variables within the coaching
environment and role may facilitate the develcpment of burnout.

Several limitations are evident in all of these research efforts. Common
methodological constraints of these studies include: (1) the inconsistency in
both the type and level of coaches sampled, the variability with respect to
time in the season each coach completed the survey, (2) the lack of
information available relevant to additional responsibilities of the coaches
beyond coaching (e.g., teaching, advising students), (3) the continued use of
the original MBI (with both the frequency and intensity dimensions) when a
more valid version (Iwanicki & Schwab, 1981) of the instrument exists that
is geared to the educational setting of which all of these coaches are a part,
(4) examining differences between groups rather than trying to establish
predictive ability through the use of regression designs, and (5) the lack of
an underlying theoretical framework from which to generate hypotheses and
speculation about the appropriate variables which may interact to promote
or impede burnout. |
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Teacher-Coach Burnout

Many of the coaches in the previously cited burnout studies also filled
the role of teacher. The dual-role of teacher-coach may create role conflict
and role ambiguity for the individuals involved. Role conflict is a general
term used to describe problem situations resulting from multiple role
obiigations or, in this case, incompatibility in attempting to fulfill the two
roles of teacher and coach (Massengale, 1981). Inter-role conflicts can
occur when a person occupies multiple roles that demand incompatible
behaviors, whereas intra-role conflicts occur when a person occupies one
role for which different incompatible behaviors are expected (Locke &
Massengale, 1978). Role conflict and role ambiguity have consistently been
related to and have been identified as significant predictors of burnout for
teachers (Schwab & Iwanicki, 1982), athletic trainers (Capel, 1986), and
coaches (Hunt, 1984). The issues raised by simultaneously occupying both
the role of teacher and coach are a concern at both the secondary level (e.q.,
Chu, 1980, Davis, 1981, Massengale, 1977; Templin, 1980) and in higher
education (e.g., Felshin, 1980; Massengale, 1980;. Segrave, 1980).

Concern over the conflict inherent in the dual role of physical education
teacher and coach has been widely discussed and, to a much more limited
extent, addressed in the literature. Unfortunately, the work in this area has
been anecdotal, experiential, and descriptive in nature. To date, only one
published empirical investigation was located that has examined the
relationship between role conflict and ambiguity resuiting from the
teacher-coach combination and burnout. The teacher-coach role conflict is
of particular interest in the examination of burnout because of the
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additional stress that may be engendered as a result of this combination.
The underlying assumption is that role conflicts experienced by teacher-
coaches cause considerable stress (Davis, 1981; Earls, 1981; Hunderford,
1981, Kohimater, 1981;.Litty, 1981; Sisley, Capel, & Desertrain, 1987;
Templin & Washburn, 1981); this stress, and that over time, this stress can
lead to the manifestation of the burnout syndrome.

Locke and Massengale (1978) provided the impetus for examining role
conflict in dual-role teacher-coaches with the development of the Coaching
Problems Survey. This instrument is designed to assess perceived and
experienced role conflict in the areas of workload, values, teacher-coach,
self and others, and status conflict among coaches working at the secondary
and college/university level. In this study, 201 teacher-coaches completed
the inventory twice, once in terms of conflicts perceived to be present in
the coaching profession in general and once in terms of actually experienced
role conflicts.

Several interesting results emerged from this study. These teacher-
coaches, who most often were working without the compensatfon of
appropriate release time and additional pay, scored high in both perceived
and experienced workload. Those with high levels of career aspirations
experienced and perceived higher workloads than those with low _
aspirations. A large number of respondents scored high in both perceived
and experienced teacher-coach conflicts, pointing particularly to the fssue
of inadequate abilities and interests to be effective teachers even though
possessing adequate competencies in coaching. Female teacher/coaches
percelved occupational role conflict as a serious problem for their male
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counterparts but not necessarily for themselves, and yet both male and
female scores were equivalent for experienced conflict. Female
teacher/coaches who were also classroom teachers perceived greater total
conflict while males experienced greater conflict in relation to values.
Surprisingly, college coaches scored significantly lower than other levels of
coaching in experienced conflict, indicating role conflict is most pronounced
among junior and senior high school teacher-coaches. Finally, physical
education teacher-coaches scored higher than academic teacher-coaches in
teacher-coach conflict and femaies did not perceive the noncoaching aspect
of their assignment to be an issue related to role conflict (Locke &
Massengale. 1978). These findings support the conclusion that the teacher-
coach role combination is both perceived and experienced as creating
conflict for the individuals who occupy these positions at the secondary
educational level, but the implications for college and university teacher-
coaches are less clear. This lack of clarity may in part be a function of
having only 29 teacher-coaches at the college/university level included in
this sample.

Only one investigation has examined role conflict and ambiguity and their
relationship to burnout, and that used a high school sample (Capel, Sisley, &
Desertrain, 1987). Because the concerns of the teacher-coach at the high
school level may overlap and exemplify those of the teacher-coach at the
college/university level, to some extent, it seems appropriate to include
this study in this review.

The relationship of role conflict and role ambiguity to burnout in male
and female high school basketball coaches was recently investigated (Capel,
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Sisley, & Desertrain, 1987). The respondents (N=235) completed the MBI
(both frequency and intensity, Maslach & Jackson, 1981), a Role
Questionnaire, which assesses role conflict and role ambiguity, and a
demographic Ihformation sheet. Although the sample was not restricted to
teacher-coaches, 98% were certified teachers and 95% were currently
teacher-coaches.

Descriptive analyses revealed moderate levels of role conflict and role
ambiguity overall. The majority of coaches reported experiencing low to
medium levels of burnout with the majority of scores for total burnout,
emotional exhaustion, and personal accomplishment falling in the medium
range but within the low range for depersonalization (Capel, Sisley, &
Desertrain, 1987).

Multiple regression analyses demonstrated that role conflict was the
only variable that significantly predicted total burnout (R=.33, £<.001).
Elevated levels of role conflict were associated with greater frequency and
intensity of burnout. Role conflict was also the strongest predictor of
emotional exhaustion, with greater role conflict associated with higher
feelings of being emotionally depleted or worn out. Role ambiguity was the
best predictor of depersonalization, whereas years of head coach experience
best predicted personal accomplishment. Increased role ambiguity was
related to greater detachment and more head coaching experience related to
elevated feelings of personal accomplishment. Although these variables

“were significant predictors of burnout, it s important to note that even the
strongest predictor (role conflict) accounted for only 14% of the variability
in perceived burnout scores (Capel, Sisley, & Desertrain, 1987). These
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findings lead to the speculation that role i1ssues are one of a host of
potential factors that influence levels of burnout among dual-role teacher-
coaches.

In summary, role conflict and role ambiguity are part of the working life
of the dual-role teacher-coach. However, the practical signiticance of
these role Issues are questionable. Role conflict and role ambiguity
predicted certain components of burnout but accounted for little variability
in burnout scores. Once again, as a population, teacher-coaches did not
appear to be burned out, scoring in the low and moderate ranges on the MBI.
The dual-role of teacher-coach needs to be examined in greater depth at the
college level to see whether parallels between the perceived and
experienced role conflict that have been fuund at the secondary levels are
present at the college level.

Model of Burnout In Athletics

A theoretical approach must be undertaken to establish a systematic
Hr.|\e of inquiry into burnout among teacher-coaches. Smith (1986) has
provided a conceptual model of stress and burnout within the athletic
environment (Figure 4) that shows the hypothesized relationships among
situational, cognitive, physiological, and behavioral components. in turn,
each of these components is influenced by motivational and personality
variables. The central importance of cognl‘ttve appraisal, which is the
individual’s interpretation of an event or situation, follows the social
cognitive approach exemplified in the theoretical work of other areas of
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psychology, such as in studies of attributions (Kelly,1973), personality
(Cantor, 1990), social learning (Mischel, 1973), and, most importantly for
this study, psychological stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, 1986). Smith's
model is most directly derived from the stress buffering model (Cohen &
Wills, 1985) presented earlier and attempts to illustrate how the stress and
burnout processes interact.
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Figure 4. Smith's (1986, p. 40) Cognitive-Affective Model for Stress and
Burnout in Sport
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The first component in the model, the situation, involves the interaction
between the environmental demands and personal and environmental
resources. It is proposed that stress results when the demands of a
situation exceed the available resources. If this imbalance is minimal, the
situation may be perceived as challenging rather than stressful. If, on the
other hand, the resources greatly exceed the demands, then boredom and
stagnation are the likely result. Demands can be generated externally or can
have internal oﬂgins. Smith (1986) identified a number of situational
factors that may influence the development of burnout coaches, such as :
"high or conflicting demands; overload, low social support; low autonomy;
low rewards; low demands; and boredom " (p. 40).

The coaches' perception of stress is mediated by the second component in
the model, the cognitive appraisal process, which focuses on the demands,
resources, consequences, and meaning of the consequences in any given
situation. In the case of burnout, the appraisal may be one of perceived
overload, lack of perceived control and predictability (helplessness),
perception of reduced number of meaningful accomplishments, and/or a lack
of meaning and devaluation of self and/or activity. These appraisals then
interact with physiological responses or third model component, to possibly
increase or create tension, anger, or depression; produce insomnia and
fatigue; and increase susceptibility to {liness. The physiological reactions
can, in turn, feed back and accentuate and reaffirm the appraisal of stress
in the situation. The fourth component comprises the resulting
consequences that exhibit themselves as cbping and task behaviors. These
coping attempts might include rigid and inappropriate behavior, decreased
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Jjob performance, development of interpersonal difficulties, and, at the
extreme, withdrawal from the activity or job (Smith, 1986).

Motivational and personality variables are considered to have their
greatest influence at the level of cognitive appraisal. These variables
include predispositions of the individual to "seek out certain situations and
goals and to perceive, think, and respond emotionally and behaviorally in
certain ways"(p. 42). Such factors as self-concept, locus of control, and
repression-sensitization (Smith, 1986) may mediate the appraisal process
and the perception of stress, which could ultimately lead to burnout.

The preceding mode! has yet to be tested or even drawn upon in the
examination of burnout in coaching. This study attempted to test Smith's
model in abbreviated form in that the situation component was restricted to
those variables that appeared most salient to the teacher-coach population.
In the hypothesized model, the situation component was restricted to three
variables (social support, gender, and experience), the cognitive appraisal
component consisted of three measures of stress appraisal, and the only end
result was burnout, measured using an adapted version of the MBI. Smith's
model, grounded in theoretical research emphasizing the role of cognitive
appraisal and the person-environment interaction, provides a framework
from which to design a systematic line of inquiry into the precursors,
moderators, and consequences of burnout within the teacher-coach
profession.
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Mediators of Stress and Burnout

The study of psychological stress and its effects on psychological and
physical well-being and functioning has mushroomed over the past 20 years
(Neufeld, 1989). Considerable evidence 1inks stressful life events with
various psychological and physical disorders such as depression, cancer, and
infectious diseases. However, research in this area has consistently found
only moderate correlations between recent stressful life event scores and
measures of health or well-being, with life events accounting for a
maximum of 9% of the variability in reported illness (Cohen & Edwards,
1989).

Recently, investigators have proposed that the relationship between
stress and negative health consequences may be mediated, moderated, or
buffered by a variety of personal and social resources. Examples of personal
resources or personality characteristics that have been examined include:
hardiness (e.g., Kobasa, 1979; Kobasa, Maddi, & Kahn, 1982); type A behavior
patterns (e.g., Caplan & Jones, 1975; Suls, Gastorf, & Witenberg, 1979);
locus of control and perceived control (e.g., Johnson & Sarason, 1978,
LeCourt, Miller, Ware, & Sherk, 1981; Litt, 1988); coping style (Cronkite &
Moos, 1984, Pearlin, Lieberman, Menagan, & Mullan, 1981); and sensation
seeking (Smith, Johnson, & Sarason, 1978). Examples of social resources
include: social support (e.g., Sarason, Levine, Basham, & Sarason, 1983,
Schaefer, Coyne, & Lazarus, 1981); social skills (e.g., Cohen, Sherrod &
Clark, 1986); and social interests (Crandall, 1975). Studies have also
examined the interaction and additive effects of various mediators, such as:
social support and social skills (Sarason, Sarason, Hacker, & Basham, 1985);
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hardiness and social support (Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983); coping responses
and social support (Billings & Moos, 1981); hardiness and coping style
(Nowack, 1988); and, hardiness and exercise (coping strateqgy) (Kobasa,
Maddi & Puccetti, 1982).

in spite of the interest in examining the relationship of these variables
to stress and its consequences, the same approach has not been applied to
better understand burnout. Thus, for the most part, the link between these
variables and burnout must be inferred from the general stress literature.
Social support has received the most attention and has the greatest support
as an influence on the development of negative health consequences and
burnout. Therefore, this limited review focuses on social support.

Social Support

Recently, interest has shifted away from viewing the social environment
as a source of stress toward a view of the social environment as a resource
with the potential to mediate the relationship between stress and health
(Schaefer, Coyne, & Lazarus, 1981). Researchers have consistently
discovered that persons who have high levels of social support have better
physical and mental health (Thoits, 1982). |

However, in spite of extensive research efforts involving social support,
a lack of conceptual consensus still prevails, Weiss (1974) conceived social
support as comprising six dimensions of intimacy, social integration,
nurturance, worth, alliance, and guidance. Howeve;, Cohen and Wills (1985)
proposed that social support be conceptualized in relation to its four '
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functions: emotional support, informational support, social companionship,
and instrumental support. Tardy (1983) suggested clarification of issues
surrounding the concept of social support be directed toward an integration
of several aspects of support, including direction, disposition, description
and evaluation, content, and network.

Irrespective of how social support is ultimately conceptualized, there
appear £o be two basic elements involved (Sarason, Levine, Basham, &
Sarason, 1983): (a) the perception that there are sufficient numbers of
people available one can turn to in time of need, and (b) the degree of
satisfaction with the available support. Social support can be defined as
the "existence and/or availability of people on whom we can rely, people
who let us know that they care about, value, and love us" (Sarason, Levine,
Basham, & Sarason, 1983, p. 127).

Numerous studies have provided evidence of the positive relationship
between social support and general well-being within a variety of
populations including: survivors of the Three Mile Island Accident (Chisholm,
Stanislav, & Mueller, 1986), administrative workers (Cooper, 1981),
graduate students (Goplerud, 1980), police officers (Graf, 1986), Navy
enlisted personnel (LaRocco & Jones, 1978), family practice residents
(Mazie, 1985), and smoking cessation program participants (Westman, Eden,
& Shirom, 1985). Research findings such as these have led to the
hypotheses that social support can contribute to the positive adjustment
and personal development of the person as well as provide a buffer against
the effects of stress (Sarason, Levine, Basham, & Sarason, 1983). In short,
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soctal support 1s a “main effect” for positive adjustment and personal
development and a "stress buffer® when necessary (Cohen & Wills, 1985).

Two models of the relationship between social support and well-being
are posed by Cohen and Wills (1985). The buffering model (refer back to
Figure 3) posits that social support is only or primarily related to well-
being for individuals under stress; the buffering of stfess protects these
individuals from the negative influences of stressful events. Support may
influence the causal link between stress and illness by attenuating or
preventing a stress appraisal response, or by reducing or eliminating a
stress reaction either psychologically or physically.

The main effect model proposes that social support can have a beneficial
effect on individuals regardless of whether they are under stress. Existence
of adequate social networks potentially provide persons with positive
affect, a sense of predictability and stability in one's life situation, and a
recognition of self worth through regular positive experiences and an
established, socially rewarded role in the community (Cohen and Wills,
1985).

Research examining the relationship of social support as a main effect is
limited, and examinations of the buffering effects on burnout are almost
nonexistent. Only the results relevant to burnout and the role of social
support are reported in this section. It is noted that of the following eight
studies presented, seven support the positive relationship between social
support and lower levels of burnout.

The majority of the studies investigating burnout and social support
were conducted with nursing or nursing-related populations. Constable and
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Russell (1986) examined the effects of various aspects of a hospital work
environment and social support on burnout among nurses. One of the major

determinants of increased burnout was a lack of supervisor social support.
Cronin-Stubbs and Rooks (1985) explored burnout and social support among

critical care, psychiatric, operating room, and medical nurses. Social
support in the form of affirmation, affect, and aid was negatively
associated with burnout; nurses with stronger social support scored lower
on indices of burnout. Fong (1984) studied the effects of role overload and
social support on burnout among nursing educators. Findings indicated
support from the chairperson or peers had the positive effect of pi‘eventing
the development of burnout, but no buffer effects against job overload could
be demonstrated. Kimmel (1981) investigeted the effects of a combination
of social and psychological variables on dimensions of burnout among
nursing personnel. No effects for social support were evident.

Female child welfare workers employed in a state department of social
services were the focus in a study examining the effects of social support
from fellow workers and spouses (Davis-Sacks, 1985). Social support,
particularly that from supervisors and spouses, was associated with low
levels of burnout resulting from job. stress.

Dignam, Barrera, and West (1986) tested three models of the role of
workplace social support in improving the effect of occupational stress on
burnout symptoms with correctional officers. Path analysis showed no
support for either the direct or the buffering models of social support. The

data, however, were consistent with the indirect model of social support in
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the workplace, implying that social support works with other factors to
influence burnout.

Eitzion (1984) discovered that the relationship between work stress and
burnout was moderated by social support in life for women and by suppor;t in
work for men. However, the relationship of 1ife stress and burnout was not
moderated by any source of social support for either men or women.
Interestingly, men and women attached different meanings to social
support, with women identifying more strongly in life situations and men
identifying more strongly in the work environment.

Psychologists with varying amounts of experience constituted the
sample for Kahill's (1986) investigation of professional expectations, social
support, and burnout. Burnout did not relate to experience in the profession,
to any other demographic variables, or to professional social support.
Burnout was, however,significantly related to social support from family
and friends. |

Finally, experienced job stress and soctal support among doctoral-level
staff in a counseling center was examined (Ross, Altmaler, & Russeil, 1989).
Social support provided was assessed by the network members themselves
as well as by the staff member. After controlling for the effects of
counselor and setting characteristics on burnout, analyses indicated social
support from network members explained from 3.5% to 11.4% of the variance
in burnout scores. Counselors who received social support from their
supervisors reported lower levels of emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization and high levels of personal accomplishment.
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It would appear that social support has a strong potential to affect
experienced burnout in a wide range of populations. The resuilts
demonstrate a consistent relationship between social support and lower
burnout levels. More research is needed to examine the buffering effects of

social support on stress and its eventual influence on burnout.

Summary

This review of literature revealed several important factors. First,
although there is a lack of consensus, burnout is a multidimensional
syndrome which is the result of prdlonged stress that affects those working
in the helping professions. Burnout is manifested in feelings of emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and a lowered sense of personal
accomplishment. Secondly, little empirical research has been conducted in
the area of higher education. However, studies that have been completed
suggest that burnout is a growing problem among higher educators. Third, in
spite of the consensus that coaching is a highly stressful occupation,
limited examination of burnout has occurred. The research on coaches and
burnout shows that this population they report that they suffer from
relatively low levels of burnout and fall below the levels of other helping
professionals. Fourth, burnout studies in dual-role teacher coaches at the
college level are nonexistent. Fifth, social support is one of a number of
variables that has been examined in the area of health psychology that has
been shown to have a positive effect on health and well being, both in times
of low and high stress. Finally, the stress buffering model (Cohen & Wills,



1983) and the cognitive-affective model (Smith, 1986) provide the
underiying framework for developing the model of burnout in dual-role-
teacher coaches to be used in this investigation.

28
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CHAPTER 111
METHOD

A hypothesized model of burnout in dual-role teacher coaches was
examined in this study. The study was grounded in theory, but exploratory in
nature. The hypothesized relationships between the stress appraisal
(perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems) as the predictor
variable and the dependent variable burnout were first evaluated. Secondly,
the relationships between the predictor variables of social support, gender,
experience, and the dependent variables in stress appraisal were examined.
In addition, certain relationships not specified a priori were examined based
on the data in an attempt to clarify relationships and develop a better

goodness of fit with the model.

Sample Characteristics

The participants in this study were 214 male (n=99) and female (n=115)
NCAA Division 11 and N.A.l.A. dual-role teacher-head basketball coaches
recruited from the United States. Participants had head coach
responsibility for conducting the basketball program in addition to
responsibility for teaching courses in the service program within the
physical education department, majors' courses in physical education, or
teaching in another department the same institution.
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Measures

The variables in this study were measured by standardized assessment
instruments and by one instrument specifically developed and pilot tested
for this study. The primary dependent variable of burnout was assessed via
the Maslach Burnout Instrument, Form Ed (Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1986),
Stress appraisal functioned as both a dependent and a predictor variable and
was measured with three separate instruments. The global stress
dimension was assessed with the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS, Cohen,
Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983); perceived role conflict within the dual-role
as teacher-coach was measured through use of the Coaching Problem Survey
(CPS, Locke & Massengale, 1978), and specific stressors within the athletic
coaching environment were assessed with the Coaching Issue Survey (CIS),
which was specifically designed for this study. The short-form Social
Support Questionnaire (Sarason, Sarason, Shearlin, & Pierce, 1986) was used
to assess the variable of social support, and information on gender and
experience was gathered through questions on the Teacher/Coaches Survey
demographic data sheet.

Burnout '
Maslach Burnout Inventory (Teacher/Coaches Survey). The Maslach

Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1986) is the most widely
accepted and used instrument in the study of burnout across various
populations within the global framework of the helping professions. This
study used an adaptation of this instrument, the MBI Form Ed (Maslach,
Jackson, & Schwab, 1986), developed for application to educator
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populations. This version differed from the original in that the word
"recipients” has been changed to “students,” and that only the frequency
dimension is rated, given the high intercorrelations discovered between the
frequency and intensity dimensions among educator populations (iwanicki &
Schwab, 1981). For this study, permission was obtained from the publishers
(see Appendix J) to augment the word “students” by adding the word
“athletes." ("students/athletes”) in the hope of further increasing the
validity of the instrument for the teacher-coach sample used in this
research. It was anticipated that his word change should not alter the
psychometric properties of the instrument. This assumption was verified
through examination of internal consistency with the current data.

The MBI Form Ed (Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986) is a 22-item
instrument that assesses the frequency of experienced feelings on a 7-point
likert scale from "never” (0) to "every day" (6). The questionnaire provides
information on three subscales of emotional exhaustion (EE),
depersonalization (DP), and personal accomplishment (PA). The 9-item EE
scale describes a respondent’s feelings of being emotionaily overextended
and exhausted by work. DP is a S-item scale that characterizes an unfeeling
and impersonal response toward those served. The PA scale consists of 8
items that describe feelings of accomplishment and a sense of competence
about one's job.

Maslach and Jackson (1986) reported Cronbach Alpha estimates for
reliability ranging from .88 to .90 for EE; .74 t0 .76 for DP; and .72 to0 .76 for
PA, all of which parallel the original MBI. The only test-retest information
avallable comes from work with the original MBI. For a test-retest interval
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of two to four weeks using a sample of graduate students in social work and
administrators in a health agency, reliability coefficients of .82 for
Emotional Exhaustion; .60 for Depersonalization; and .80 for personal
Accomplishment (p<.001) were found. In a sample of teachers with test-
retest separated by a one year period, resuits were still fairly strong: .60
for EE; .54 for DP; and .57 for PA (Jackson, Schwab & Schutler, 1987),

Convergent and discriminant validity of the MBI are well established (see
Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1986). Construct validity for the MBI with
teachers was derived from a study of 469 Massachusetts teachers in which
principal factor analysis with iterations and varimax rotation were used to
examine factor structures. The emotional exhaustion and personal
accomplishment subscales paralleled the MBI; however, depersonalization
separated into job and student concerns (Iwaniki & Schwab, 1981). The
shared variance between the frequency and intensity dimensions were
discovered to be considerably higher in teachers (76%) as compared with
other helping professionals (31%). As aresult, Iwaniki and Schwab (1981)
recommended using only the frequency dimension in future research with
educators. For this study, the subscale frquency scores were used and there
was no attempt to generate an overall burnout score.

Schwab and colleagues (Schwab & Iwanicki, 1982; Schwab, Jackson &
Schuler, 1986) used the MB! Form Ed ; with samples of 469 Massachusetts
teachers and 339 teachers who were also members of the NEA. Resuits
verified the three subscale structure of the MBI and demonstrated validity

for this instrument in the assessment of burnout in relation to such factors
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as leaving teaching, absenteeism, having personal lives affected, having a
negative effect on co-workers, and the tendency to exert less effort.

Stress Appraisal

Percelved Stress Scale. The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS; Cohen et al.,
1983) Is a 14-1tem Instrument designed to measure (a) the degree to which
situations in one's 1ife are appraised as stressful, (b) the degree to which
respondents find their lives unpredictable, uncontrollable, and overloaded,
and (c) current levels of experienced stress. It 1s most accurately viewed
as a measure of acute rather than chronic stress because it asks questions
about stress relative to the last month rather than a more extended time
pertod. Respondents use a likert scale to estimate sow orten they felt or
thought a certain way during the last month (0 - never to 4 - very often).

Reliability and validity were demonstrated through data gathered from
three samples; two college student samples and one heterogeneous group
from a smoking-cessation program. The coefficient alpha reliabilities for
the PSS for the three samples were .84, .85, and .86. Two test-retest
intervals, two days and six weeks, yielded correlations of .85 and .55
respectively (Cohen et al., 1983).

Concurrent and predictive validity were demonstrated in several ways.
The relationships (correlations) between the PSS and Life-Event scores
were positive, with a stronger relationship for the younger participants
(.65) versus the older participants (.19). Examining the PSS (.65 to .76
depressive, .52 to .70 physical) versus Life 'Events (.14 to .18 depressive, .23
to .51 physical) as predictors of symptomology, the PSS was found to be the
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better predictor. The PSS was a better predictor of social anxiety (.37 to
.48 versus -.13 to -.26, for the Life Events scale) and also moderately
predicted smoking-reduction maintenance (.26 to .34) (Cohen et al., 1983).

Coaching Problems Survey. The Coaching Problem Survey (CPS, Locke &

Massengale, 1978) assesses inter-role conflict in the role of teacher-coach.
The CPS is a 10-item inventory in which respondents address each
statement twice; once from a perceived conflict pérspective (0 -"not a
problem at all” to 4 - "a problem of very great extent”) and once from an
experienced conflict perspective ranging from “not at all" (0) to “a very
great extent." The CPS covers the five conflict areas of load, values, status,
teacher/coach, and seif/others. Only the experience perspective was used
because it appeared to be more relevant for the teacher-coach role conflict
examined in this study.

Evidence for internal consistency includes: (a) significant correlations
between all items and the total score, (b) item members in each dyad
(perceived item and experienced item) correlated more highly with each
other than with any other ftems, and (c) item members of each dyad
correlated with each other within the range of .30 to .60 showing a positive
relationship between perceived and experienced role conflict within each
item. Stability of the measure was demonstrated for a 6-day test-retest
interval in which Pearson coefficients for the 10 items ranged from .41 to
.72 on perceived conflict, from .21 to .84 on experienced conflict, and .71 to
.72 for total confiict scores (Locke & Massengale, 1978).
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No more than 3% of the subjects selected O or "not a problem at all” for
any item from a perceived conflict perspective and under 15% from an
experienced conflict perspective providing evidence for construct validity.
Use of this scale has been restricted because empirical research on dual-
role teacher-coaches is limited. In spite of this, the questionnaire seemed
especially appropriate for use in this study with the sample characteristics
as specified earlier. The narrow S-point range for responding to each item
might depress correlations somewhat, and several items may have
questionable reliability. Although the reliability for the total conflict
scores is lower than preferred, this is the only measurement tool that
directly addresses the dual-role conflict for the teacher-coach. Because of
the possible limitations in reliability and questionable psychometric
properties of this instrument, a Cronbach'’s alpha of .80 or higher was set as

a criterion for including the scale in this study.

Coaching Issues Survey. The Coaching Issues Survey (CIS) is a 32-item

instrument based on the 60-item Degree of Stress instrument developed by
Hunt (1983). Respondents rate the degree of stress attributed to each
coaching issue described. Ratings on a S-point likert scale range from “no
stress” (0) to “extreme stress” (5).

Fourteen dual-role teacher-coaches from colleges in the upper Midwest
completed the 60-item survey and participated in an in-depth interview on
coaching stress to develop this measure (see Appendix A for details of the
pilot study). The original 60-item Degree of Stress survey administered in
the first pilot study showed strong reliability (.91), but this could have been
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inflated due to the consistently low stress levels reported for several
items not applicable to this sample.

Initial construct validity was extracted from the combination of survey
and interview data collected during the first pilot study. Respondents’
survey and interview responses converged on the issue of "what causes
stress for themselves within the sport-specific environment of coaching."
Respondents also identified issues that they felt “did not belong or were out
of place” in relation to the other issues. Items were discarded if less than
half of the respondents perceived any stress at all and items were added
based on open-ended responses and interview data. Coaches consistently
expressed the opinion that the items included in the final survey were
relevant to the general coaching situation and were, for the most part,
highly characteristic of their own situations.

The revised 32-item CIS was pilot tested for this study on NCAA
Division l11 coaches (n=52). Internal consistency was again demonstrated
with an alpha coefficient of .89. No items were eliminated based on
consistent no or low stress responses demonstrating initial validity for the
revised survey.

This preliminary work suggests that the CIS is a useful measure of
stress for teacher-coaches in the athletic environment. No standardized
measures tap into this unique occupational setting, and thus the CIS is a
valuable addition for this study. Further psychometric examination was
conducted with the data collected in the present study, and an alpha
coefficient of .80 or higher was set as the criterion for including the scale

in the analyses.
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Social Support
Social support was assessed via the 6-item short form of the Social

Support Questionnaire (5506; Sarason, Sarason, Shearlin, & Pierce, 1986),
which has been tested on over 2500 subjects. The SSQ6 measures both the
number of perceived social support network members and the degree of
satisfaction with the percefved social support available for the situation.
Tardy (1983) suggested that the original SSQ might best be used as a
measure of emotional support (e.g., who can | turn to for comfort?) rather
than instrumental support (e.g., who will pick up the kids from school?).
This same suggestion seems appropriate for the SSQ6, whose items are
drawn directly from the SSQ, and the SSQ6 will be considered a measure of
emotional support in this study.

On the SSQ6, respondents list up to 9 available supports for ‘each of six
items, their relationship with the support listed (e.g., mother, friend,
supervisor), and indicate satisfaction with the overall available support for
each item on a 6-point scaie (6 - "very satisfied” to 1 - "very dissatisfied").
Internal reliability coefficients for the number and satisfaction dimensions
range from .90 to .93 for each. Test-retest reliabilities after 3 to 4 weeks
were .80 for the number of supports dimension and .84 for the satisfaction
dimension (Sarason et al., 1986).

Construct validation for the two scales was accomplished by comparison
of the 5506 to several measures of related constructs, including: the Social
Network List (Stokes, 1983); inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviors
(Barrea, et al., 1981); Family Environment Scale (Moos & Moos, 1981); and
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the SSQ long form. Positive relationships were evident with each of these

measures.

Demographic data

The Teacher/Coach Survey sheet assessed the participants' sex, marital
status, highest educational degree, job responsibilities, years and seasons
of teaching and of coaching, number of students and athletes directly
responsible for, and how long he or she expected to continue to teach and to

coach.

Procedures

The sample of dual-role teacher-basketball coaches was identified via
the National Association of College Coaches Directory (1989-1990). Survey
packets were mailed to 300 male and 300 female head basketball coaches in
a the United States. A number of marketing strategies were used to make
the survey packet appear attractive and professionally done in an attempt to
increase the return rate. These marketing strategies included: a
professionally designed detachable cover poster in three-toned color that =
the participant was encouraged to keep; white 8.5" by 11" mailing _envelopes
with blue pre-printed return address and colored address labels; overlaying
each page of the inside survey packet on a basketball picture in the
background; printing each questionnaire in the packet on different colored
paper; providing a pre-addressed, stamped return envelope; and finally,
three post-card reminder follow-ups. The cover letter was written to
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attract the attention of participants by emphasizing: the investigator's
understanding of the teacher-basketball coach position and time constraints
in February based on her experiences as a former teacher-coach; reasons
why the study might be of personal interest; the practical significance of
the results for teaching and coaching education; and finally, the opportunity
to receive a summary of the results and implications. The combination of
those strategies helped to produce the 49% (292 out of 600) return rate for
the packet. However, not all returned questionnaires met the criteria for
inclusion (12 were head basketball coaches only, 48 were head basketball
coaches with additional responsibilities other than teaching, 7 were not
returned prior to March 1st, and 11 had too much missing data), dropping the
sample size down to 214, leaving a final "useable” return rate of 37%.

Assessment Procedures

Permission from the Human Subjects Committee at the University of
North Carolina at Greensboro was obtained prior to data collection. Ten full
survey packets were piloted on area teacher-coaches in January to check for
confusing wording and to determine the length of time it would take to
complete the questionnaires. The pilot teacher-coaches completed the
packets in 17 to 32 minutes, averaging 24 minutes and indicated no
problems with the wording of the questionnaires.

The 600 questionnaire packets for the study were mailed during the first
part of February. Coaches were asked to fill out the packet sometime during
the two weeks following receipt of the packet. Pilot information indicated
that this time period (month of February) coincided with the most stressfui



70

portion of the competitive season. February is just prior to post season

tournaments, but allowing two weeks to complete and return the survey

still afforded respondents enough flexibility to find time to complete the

packet. A post card was mailed so that it was received during the time the

questionnaire packet needed to be filled out, as a reminder and statement of

appreciation. A second post-card was sent to all those not returning

packets by mid-February to account for irregularities in the bulk mailing

that had become apparent and to extend the deadline for returning packets to

the end of February (see Appendix K).

Questionnaire packets included the following:

1.
2.

Detachable Poster Cover (Appendix B).

Cover-letter (Appendix C).

Demographic Data Sheet, entitled Teacher/Coaches Survey
(1 page long)- (Appendix D).

Perceived Stress Scale (PSS, Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein,
1983), entitled Perceived Stress - (Appendix E).

Coaching Problems Survey (CPS; Locke & Massengale,
1978), entitled Coaching Problems - (Appendix F).
Coaching Issues Survey (CIS), entitled Coaching Issues
(Appendix G).

Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ6; Sarason, Sarason,
Shearlin, & Pierce, 1986), entitied Social Support
{Appendix H).
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8. Maslach Burnout Inventory, Form Ed (MBI Form Ed;
Maslach, Jackson & Schwab, 1986), entitled Teacher/Coaches
Survey - (Appendix 1).

The surveys were mailed in white 8.5" by 11" envelopes and the
questionnaire packets were color-coded with a cover poster with basketball
graphics on the front. Each questionnaire packet had the cover-letter first
and the Teacher/Coach Survey sheet second followed by the five remaining
surveys in randomized order. A stamped, pre-addressed return envelope was
provided.

Data Analyses

The purpose of this study was to examire the hypothesized model of
burnout in duai-role teacher-coaches. The data were analyzed usiﬁg the
Statistical Analysis System (SAS Institute, Inc., 1985) and the Statistical
Packages for the Social Sciences - X (SPSS Inc., 1983). A prior{ .0S
significance levels were established for all analyses. In the 19 cases in
which different participants were missing a single item of data on a scale,
the mean value for that particular scale was substituted.

The first analyses provided general descriptive information on the
sample characteristics and the scales used in the model. The second
analyses examined the internal consistencies, using Cronbach alpha
(Cronbach, 1951), corrected item-to-total correlations, and other
descriptive indicators for all the scales used in this study.

The interrelationships among burnout, stress appraisal, and
environmental/situational variables were examined with Pearson
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correlation coefficients. The intercorrelations between the various
possible burnout indices, Teacher/Coaches Survey, years to continue
teaching, years to continue coaching, and the question at the end of the T/C
Survey which asks participants "are you suffering from burnout™ were also
examined.

Canonical correlation analyses examined the relationship between sets
of predictor and criterion variables for both parts of the model. The first
analyses examined part | of the model or the relationships between the set
of dependent burnout variables (emotional exhaustion, depersonalization,
and personal accomplishment) and the predictor set of perceived stress
varfables (perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems). The
second analyses examined part Il of the model or the set of dependent
perceived stress variables and the set of predictor
environmental/situational variables (social support satisfaction, gender,
and years of experience).

Canonical correlation analyses indicate a general relationship between
the sets of predictor and criterion variables in each part of the model,
whereas multiple regression analysis followed by stepwise regression
analyses were used to further examine the contribution of perceived stress
to the prediction of burnout, and the relative contributions of social
support, gender, and experience to the prediction of perceived stress
(Pedhazur, 1982). Hierarchical regression analyses were used to determine
whether gender, experience, or social support contributed to the predtction
of burnout beyond the influence of perceived stress. The full hypothesized
model was then tested via path analysis. The predicted score generated
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from Part |1 of the model to test the paths in Part | of the model from
perceived stress to burnout (Pedhazur, 1982). Due to the exploratory nature
of this study an alternative causal path was also examined.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Several different analyses were used to examine the hypothesized model
of burnout in dual-role teacher-head basketball coaches. Part | of the model
included the stress appraisal set of variables, perceived stress, coaching
issues, and coaching problems as predictors of the three dimensions of
burnout, emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal
accomplishment. Part |l of the model examined the influence of social
support, gender and yéars of teacher-coach experience in predicting the set
of stress appraisal components. In this chapter, results of the following
analyses are presented: (a) descriptive analyses of the sample; (b) internal
consistency analyses on all scales; (c) intercorrelations among the various
indices of burnout and among all variables in the hypothesized model; (d)
canonical correlation analyses between the set of predictor variables and
the dependent variables for Part | and Part || of the model; (e) multiple
regression analyses followed by stepwise regression analyses of Part | and
Part Il of the model; (f) hierarchical regression analyses examining the
contribution of social support satisfaction, gender, and years of experience
to the prediction of burnout beyond stress appraisal; (g) and, finally,
exploratory path analysis testing the hypothesized model and alternate
reduced models derived from previous analyses.

Canonical correlation analyses provided an indication of whether there
was a relationship between the set of predictor and the set of criterion
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variables in each part of the model. Stepwise multiple regression more
precisely identified the strength of the predictor variables in each part of
the model. Finally, path analyses allowed the model to be examined as a
whole, using the scores generated by the environmental/situational
variables in the prediction of stress appraisal to then be used to predict
burnout in Part | of the model.

Descriptive Analyses
Demographic Variables

The sample of 214 total participants included slightly more females
(113) than males (99),and slightly more morried (108) than single (94)
respondents. The majority of participants held a Masters degree (164) or
higher, most had been in their present teaching (125) and coaching (118)
positions for less than five years, and most held only the basketball head
coach position (139), although a large number had more than one coaching
responsibility as well as other responsibilities (e.g., intramural director,
athletic director, facilities coordinator, etc.). These results can be seen in
more detail in Table 1.
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Frequency and Percent for Demographic Characteristics (n=214)
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Variable Frequency Percent
Age 25t029 38 17.8
30 to 34 59 276
35t0 39 46 220
40 to 44 19 8.9
45 to 49 22 10.2
50 to 64 29 13.6
Gender
Female 115 53.7
Male 99 46.3
Highest Educational Degree
Bachelors 16 75
Masters 164 76.6
Masters plus 30 28 13.0
Doctorate 6 2.8
Marital Status
Single 94 43.9
Married 108 50.5
Divorced 8 3.7
Widowed | 05
Other 3 1.4
Sport in which Head Coach
Basketball Only 139 65.0
BB + Volleyball 23 10.7
BB + Softball 15 7.0
BB + Tennis 13 6.1
BB + Golf 12 5.6
BB + Baseball 3 1.4
BB + Soccer 3 1.4
BB + Field Hockey 2 1.0
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Table 1 Continued - Frequency and Percent for Demographic Characteristics

Sport in which Head Coach continued

BB + Cross Country 1 05
BB + Softball + Golf 1 0.5
BB + Softball + Volleyball 1 0.5
BB + Tennis + Field Hockey | 0.5
Sport in which Assistant Coach
Tennis 2 1.0
Baseball 2 1.0
Volleybali 2 1.0
Track | 05
LaCrosse | 05
Field Hockey 1 0.5
Cross Country | 05
Those with Other responsibilities 59 276
Years in present Teaching Position
Less than 5 125 28.4
6to 10 45 21.0
11to15 17 8.0
16 to 20 8 3.7
More than 20 19 8.9
Years in present Coaching Position
Less than 5 118 55.1
61010 49 229
11 to15 22 10.3
16 t0 20 7 3.3

More than 20 18 8.4
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The general profile of this sample, presented in Table 2, indicates that
they were approximately 38 years old, spent more time in their coaching
(58%) responsibilities than their teaching (34%), had been in their current
positions about 7 years with a total of 14 years as teacher-coaches, and
expected to continue to teach (14 years) slightly longer than they planned to
continue to coach (13.6 years). However, the standard deviations and ranges
aiso suggest considerable variability among individuals within the sample.

Table 2

Profile of Sample Characteristics: means, standard
deviations and range (n=214)

Variable Mean SD Low High
Age 37.7 8.9 25 64
Percent of time spent teaching 340 19.0 2 75
Percent of time spent coaching 57.6 18.1 16 98
Years in current teaching assignment 7.3 7.0 6 30
Years in current coaching assignment 7.4 7.0 8 33
Total years in teaching 140 95 6 43
Total years in coaching 140 8.6 2 43
Total seasons coached 17.3 11.9 1 85
Years expected to continue to teach 14.0 8.7 0 35

Years expected to continue to coach 13.6. 8.5 0 50
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Profile of Psychological and Environmental variables: means,

standard deviations and range

Variable Mean SD Low High Total
Possible

Burnout:

Emotional Exhaustion (EE) 225 11.2 0 Si 56

Depersonalization (DP) 8.1 5.6 0 25 30

Personal Accomplishment (PA) 374 69 13 48 48

atress Appraisal:

Perceived Stress (PS) 26.5 713 S 45 56

Coaching Issues (CI) 93.7 19.5 34 1S3 160

Coaching Problems (CP) 16.7 6.3 1 32 40

29cial Support:

Number (SSQN) 224/37 132 54 56/9

Satisfaction (SSQS) 5.2 85 23 6 6

Experience:

Total years in teaching 14.0 9.5 06 43

Total years in coaching 140 8.6 2 43

Table 3 presents the sample profile of both the psychological and

environmental/situational variables (except gender) incorporated in the

hypothesized model. The psychological variables were: burnout (emotional

exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment subscales) and
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stress appraisal (perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems
scales), whereas social support (number and satisfaction), gender, and total
years of teaching and coaching were considered environmental or
situational. It is interesting to note that the respondents in this study
reported few members in their social support networks (Mean=22.4 total and
3.7/item) as compared to other studies using this scale (Sarason et al,,
1987), but their satisfaction with that support was quite high (5.2 out of a
possible 6).

The only scales that have established norms are the burnout scales.
Table 4 gives the percentage of teacher-coaches scoring within the low,
moderate, and high category for each subscale according to the norms
established for those working in higher education (Maslach & Jackson,
1986). it should be noted that the greatest percentage of teacher-coaches
in this study are categorized as suffering from moderate to high burnout.

Table 4
Percent of Teacher-Coaches Experiencing High, Medium, and Low Burnout on
the Subscales of Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonaltzation, and Personal
Accomplishment Relative to Established Norms (N = 214).

Variable Low Moderate High
Emotional Exhaustion 25% 29% - 46%
Depersonalization 17% 38% 45%

Personal Accomplishment 26% - 40% 34%
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Internal Consistencies

The reliability of each multi-item scale used in this study was examined
by means of Cronbach’s aipha (Cronbach, 1951). Alpha coefficients and other
descriptive indices were determined for the Emotional Exhaustion (EE),
Depersonalization (DP), and Personal Accomplishment (PA) subscaies of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981,1986), the Perceived
Stress Scale (PSS; Cohen et al., 1983); the new Coaching Issues Survey
(CIS), the Coaching Problems Survey (CPS; Locke & Massengale, 1978), and
the Social Support Questionnaire Satisfaction and Number dimensions
(5SQ6; Sarason et al., 1986). Internal consistency reliability estimates
ranged from .76 to .93, and corrected item-to-total correlations ranged
from .32 to .84, (see Table 5).

Table 5
internal Consistency Reliability Estimates for Multi-item Scales

Corrected

Scale N Alpha item-Total
R Range

Emotional Exhaustion 209 91 54 -.76
Depersonalization 208 .76 42 - .67
Personal Accomplishment 208 83 47 - .64
Percelved Stress 203 .84 32 - .66
Coaching Issues 209 92 36 - .64
Coaching Problems 211 82 47 - 61
Social Support Satisfaction 205 .88 .46 - .80

Social Support Number 205 - .93 .76 - .84
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Intercorrelations Among Different Measures of Burnout

As well as completing the Maslach Burnout Inventory with the emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment subscales
(Maslach & Jackson, 1986), respondents indicated the number of years they
would likely continue to teach and to coach, whether they felt they “may be
suffering from job-related burnout?”, and, if yes to the previous question, |
was their burnout slight, moderate, or severe. These various forms of
assessing burnout were compared with the revised version of the MBI used
in this study to determine consistency across responses.

Table 6 illustrates the pairwise correlations among the different
burnout measurements. Emotional exhaustion was positively correlated
with depersonalization; however, contrary to previously published resuits,
emotional exhaustion was also strongly positively correlated with personal
accomplishment. Thus, the higher the emotional exhaustion score the higher
the depersonalization score, and the higher the sense of personal
accomplishment. Depersonalization and personal accomplishment were
negatively correlated as anticipated.

The ndmber of years expected to continue to teach was positively
correlated with the years expected to continue to coach. However, only
years to continue coaching was significantly related to the MBI subscales of
emotional exhaustion and personal accomplishment. Expecting to continue
to coach a greater number of years was moderately related to lower
emotional exhaustion and higher personal accomplishments scores.

The teacher-coaches' ratings of feeling burned out correlated with each
MBI subscale in the expected directions. Additional evidence was provided
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when a Multivariate test examining the difference between participants who
indicated they "were" (n = 105) or "were not" (n = 109) burned out on
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment was
significant, F (3,199) = 43.23, p<.001. Respondents who indicated they
were burned out had significantly higher levels of emotional exhaustion
(M=29.7 vs 15.8),and depersonalization (M= 10.6 vs 5.7), and lower personal
accomplishment scores (M=35.4 vs 39.1). Also those answering yes to
feeling burned out planned to coach for a shorter length of time.

Level of burnout was strongly negatively correlated with emotional
exhaustion and only slightly positively related to depersonalization. Those
scoring higher on emotional exhaustion reported lower levels of burnout,
whereas those scoring higher in depersonalization expressed higher levels
of burnout.

Table 6
Intercorrelations Among Various Burnout indices

EE DP PA~ YRSCONT YRSCONC BO  Amount BO

EE 100 037 0.68 -0.06 ns -0.18%¢ -063 -039
DP 1.00 -039 -006ns -0.11 ns -0.44 0.20%
PA 1.00 -001ns 0.20% 027 -0.12ns
YRSCONT 1.00 0.51 0.02ns -0.02ns
YRSCONC 1.00 027 -0.14ns
Burned out 1.00 1.00
Amount BO 1.00

* p<.05. All others are slgmficant at the p<.001 level unless indicated by
ns (nonsignificant).
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The pairwise correlations between the variables included in the
hypothesized model are presented in Table 7.

Table 7
Pairwise Correlations of Variables in Model

EE pP PA pPS cl
EE 1.00
DP 37 1.00
PA .68 -.30 1.00

- PS 72 53 -.45 1.00

C 64 42 -.27 63 1.00
cpP 47 47 -.16% 44 61
SSQON -.12ns -.14% 12 ns -.14% -.07ns
SSQS -.39 -.35 28 -.37 -.25
Gender 21 %% .08 ns -.15% 21 21
YRSEXP -.10ns -.11ns 22%% - . 20%% -, 15%

CP 250N 990 Gender  YRSEXP

CP 1.00 -.11pns -.25 .05 ns -.05ns
SSON 1.00 39 .04 ns -.02ns
SSQS 1.00 -.02ns 12ns
Gender 1.00 -.492
YRSEXP 1.00

% p<.01, * p<.05. All others are significant at the p<.001 level unless
indicated by ns (nonsignificant).
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Social support numbers correlated only slightly with depersonalization and
perceived stress, and quite strongly with social support satisfaction.
Because of the lack of relationship between social support numbers and the
majority of the variables in the model, it was decided to drop social support
numbers from the remaining analyses in an attempt to reduce the number of
variables in the model. Sarason and colleagues (1987) suggested that
number, satisfaction, or number of family supports were all appropriate
measures of social support and that all could be used or one or more
indicators can be used instead; depending on whichever best serve the need
of the investigation. It should be noted that years of teaching and years of
coaching experience were highly correlated (r=.99) and a mean score for
years of experience was determined and used in all analyses.

Canonical Correlation Analyses
Two canonical correlation analyses were used to explore the relationship
between Part | of the model that included the set of burnout variables (EE,
DP, PA) and the set of stress appraisal variables (PSS, CIS, CPS) and Part |!
which included the set of environmental variables (55QS, Gender, YRSEXP)
and the perceived stress variables.

Part | of Model
The first canonical analysis was conducted on Part | of the model using
perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems as the predictor
variables and the three burnout scales of emotional exhaustion,
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depersonalization, and personal accomplishment as the criterion variables.
A significant multivariate effect was obtained, Wilk's Lambda = .36,

F (9, 470) = 27.45, p<.001. Two canonical functions were significant for
Part | of the model with the first function accounting for approximately
62% of the total variance and the second function accounting for only about
4% of the variance. Pedhazur (1982) suggests that a proportion that is
greater than or equal to 10% is considered significant, and thus only the
first function represented a significant and meaningful amount of shared
variance between the predictor variables and the burnout variables. The
standardized canonical coefficients provide a measure of the relative
importance of each of the three predictor variables to the three criterion
variables. A coefficient greater than or equal to .30 is considered to be
significant (Pedhazur, 1982); therefore, the predictor variables of perceived
stress and coaching issues and the criterion variable of emotional
exhaustion were considered significant in the first function. Perceived
stress and coaching issues were both positively weighted with emotional
exhaustion, indicating that higher perceived stress and greater coaching
issues corresponds to higher levels of emotional exhaustion. In the second
function, perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems
predicted personal accomplishment and emotional exhaustion. Perceived
stress was negatively weighted with personal accomplishment and
emotional exhaustion, which indicates that as more stress is perceived, the
sense of personal accomplishment and emotional exhaustion decrease.
However, this function did not account for much variance and the results
may be spurious (see Table 8).



Table 8

Standardized Regression Coefficients: Part | of Model
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2tandardized Canonical Coefficients for Stress Appraisal

Vi
Percetved stress 0.730
Coaching Issues 0.301
Coaching Problems 0.088

V2
- 1.009
0.681
0.679

Emotional Exhaustion 0.907 0.496

Depersonalization - 0.028 0.113

Personal Accomplishment - 0.260 1.041

Canonical R 0.788 0.206

Redundancy Canonical R2 0.622 0.043
E 27.45 279

df 97470 4/ 388

mF 0.001 0.026
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Part |1 of Mode!

The second canonical analysis examined Part Il of the model using social
support satisfaction, gender, and experience as the predictor variables and
perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems as the criterion
variables. A significant multivariate effect was once again obtained, Wilk's
Lambda = .79, £ (9, 460) = 5.21, £<.001. However, only the first function
was significant and accounted for approximately 19% of the variability in
the criterion variables. Standardized canonical coefficients indicated that
the less the satisfaction with social support the greater the perceived
stress, and that the female teacher-coaches experienced higher stress

levels than did their male counterparts (see Table 9).
| In summary, a significant proportion of the variability in the criterion
variables was accounted for by the predictor variables in both parts of the
model. For Part | of the model, canonical loadings indicated that perceived
stress made the greatest contribution to the prediction of emotional
exhaustion. In Part Il of the model, although social support satisfaction and
gender both predicted perceived stress, social support was clearly the
stronger predictor. Although the canonical regression resuits supported
both parts of the model, support was much stronger for Part | with stress
predicting burnout (67%), than for Part |1, with environmental variables
predicting stress (19%).



Table 9
Standardized Regression Coefficients: Part |l of Model
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Standardized Canonical Coefficients for Environmental Variables

Vi
Soctal Support Satisfaction -0.822
Gender 0.395
Years of Experience - 0222

Standardized Canonical Coefficients for Stress Appraisal

Perceived Stress 0.892
Coaching Issues 0.096
Coaching Problems 0.091
Canonical R , 0.431
Redundancy Canonical R2 0.186
E 5.211
daf 9/ 460

o>F 0.001
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Multiple Regression Analyses
Part | of Model
Part | of the model was examined with stepwise multiple regression

analyses by entering perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching
problems for each of the three dimensions of burnout. Stepwise regression
analyses (see Table 10) indicated that the combination of perceived stress
and coaching issues significantly predicted emotional exhaustion (R2 = .58,
£2<.001). Perceived stress entered the prediction equation first and
accounted for most of the variability in emotional exhaustion, followed by
coaching issues. Higher perceived stress and greater coaching issues were

associated with higher emotional exhaustion scores.

Table 10
Stepwise Regression Part | of Model: Emotional Exhaustion

Partial Final
Predictors R2 Beta F Y/,
Step 1 Perceived Stress .52 0.82 81.42 001
Step 2 Coaching Issues .06 0.18 27.61 001

R2 = .58, (2,199), F = 138.74, p> .001

The strongest predictor of the burnout dimension of depersonalization
was percelved stress, followed by coaching problems. These variables
accounted for approximately 31% of the variability in depersonalization.
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Once again, those higher in perceived stress tended to score higher in
depersonalization. However, more coaching problems also contributed
slightly to higher depersonalization scores (see Tabie 11).

‘ Table 11
Stepwise Regression Part | of Model: Depersonalization

Partial Final
Predictors R2 Beta F Y/
Step | Perceilved Stress .29 0.35 49.39 .001
Step 2 Coaching Problems .02 0.14 5.86 016

R2=.31,(2,199), F = 4463, p> .001

For the personal accomplishment dimerision of burnout, perceived stress
entered as the only significant predictor (R2 =.21, p<.001). Those teacher-
coaches who experienced higher overail perceived stress scored lower in
their sense of personal accomplishments (see Table 12).
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Table 12
Stepwise Regression Part | of Model: Personal Accomplishment

Partial Final
Predictors R2 Beta F Y,
Step | Perceived Stress .21 -0.43 51.16 001

R2=.21,(1,197), F=51.16, p>.001

In summary, the global measure of perceived stress was the strongest
predictor of all three dimensions of burnout. Although coaching issues
entered into the equation for emotional ext.austion and coaching problems

for depersonalization, their contributions were minimal.

Part |1 of Moclel

Stepwise multiple regression analyses examined Part [l of the model, by
entering the predictor variables of social support satisfaction, gender, and
years of teaching-coaching experience for each of the three dimensions of
burnout. Stepwise regression analyses (see Table 13) indicated that the
combination of social support satisfaction and gender significantly
predicted perceived stress (R2 = .17, p<.001). Those teacher-coaches who
expressed greater satisfaction with their social support scored lower in
perceived stress, and to a lesser degree, females tended to perceive greater
stress than their male counterparts. |
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Table 13
Stepwise Regression Part 1| of Model: Perceived Stress

Partial Final
Predictors R2 Beta F D
Step | SS Satisfaction A3 -3.04 29.61 001
otep 2 Gender 04 2.18 4.48 036

R2=.17,(2,198), F = 20.35, »> .001

Stepwise regression analyses entered soci~! support satisfaction and
gender in that order in the prediction of coaching issues (R2 = .09, p<.001).
Although accounting for a limited amount of the variability in coaching
issues scores, those respondents who were more satisfied with their social
support scored lower in coaching issues, and once again, females scored
higher than males (see Table 14).

Satisfaction with social support was the only significant predictor of
coaching problems, accounting for approximately 6% of the variability in
teacher-coach perceptions of coaching problems. The less the satisfaction
with social support, the higher the scores on the coaching problems survey
(see Table 15).
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Table 14
Stepwise Regression Part Il of Model: Coaching Issues

Partial Final
Predictors R2 Beta F Y/,
Step | SS Satisfaction 06 -5.60 13.32 001
Step 2 Gender 03 6.56 6.37 012

R2=.09,(2,197), F=10.10, p> .001

Table 15
St'epwise Regression Part 11 of Model: Coaching Problems

Partial Final
Predictors R2 Beta F /]
Step | 5SS Satisfaction .06 -1.83 13.18 .001

R2 = .06, (1,200), F = 13.18, p>.001

In summary, satisfaction with social support was the strongest
predictor for each of the perceived stress components and the only predictor
for coaching problems. Gender entered as a significant predictor for
perceived stress and coaching issues, although its contribution was

considerably less than social support satisfaction. Years of teacher-coach
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experience did not enter as a significant predictor in any of the stepwise

regression analysis.

Hierarchical Regression Analyses Controlling for Stress Appraisal
Emotional Exhaustion

To further test the hypothesized model that the three components to
burnout, emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal
- accomplishment are a result of a combination of perceived stress, coaching
issues, and coaching problems only, and that social support satisfaction,
gender, and years of experience do not directly predict burnout, three
separate hierarchical regression analyses were conducted. These analyses
controlled for the effect of the perceived stress portion of the model by
entering those variables, as a set, Into the regression equation first and
then examining whether soctal support, gender, or experience added to the
prediction of each burnout component, over and above the already entered
stress component.

For emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, social support
satisfaction contributed slightly beyond the perceived stress set of
predictors. Social support added approximately 1% to the variance
accounted for in emotional exhaustion (see Table 16) and approximately 2%
in the case of depersonalization. With both these components of burnout,
less satisfaction with social support related to higher levels of emotional
exhaustion and depersonalization.
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Table 16

Hierarchical Regression Controlllng for Stress Appraisal:
Emotional Exhaustion

Unstandardized

Predictors R2 Beta F Y/,
Step O Percelved Stress .58 0.75 62.71 001

Coaching Issues S8 0.14 13.59 001

Coaching Problems .58 - 0.15 2.07 152
Step 1 SS Satisfaction 59 -1.54 5.47 020

R2=.59, (4,189), F =68.55, p>.001

Table 17
Hierarchical Regression Controlling for Stress Appraisal: Depersonalization

Unstandardized

Predictors R2 Beta F D0
Step 0 Perceived Stress .33 0.30 23.44 .001

Coaching Issues 33 0.03 1.20 275

Coaching Problems .33 0.12 292 090
Step | SS Satisfaction 35 - =-0.99 5.44 021

R2 = .35, (4,189), F =25.12, p>.001
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Years of experience as a teacher-coach contributed slightly beyond
perceived stress (see Table 18). More years of experience was related to a

greater sense of personal accomplishment and thus less burnout.

Table 18

Hierarchical Regression Controlling for Stress Appraisal:

Personal Accomplishment

Unstandardized

Predictors R2 Beta F Y7,
Step 0 Percelved Stress .21 -0.46 33.40 001

Coaching Issues 21 0.02 0.35 995

Coaching Problems .21 0.07 0.55 460
Step | Years of Experience .23 0.12 5.03 026

R2 = 23,(4,186), F =14.08, p> .001

In summary, the environmental variables indirectly predict burnout
through the perceived set of predictors, but this analysis also suggests a
slight direct path social support satisfaction to emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization and from years of experience to personal accomplishment.
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Exploratory Stepwise Regression Analyses

In all reported analyses scores on the perceived stress scale predicted
burnout and environmental variables predicted scores on perceived stress.
However, similar relationships were not found with the other measures of
perceived stress suggesting that the Coaching Issues Survey and the
Coaching Problems Scale may not be measures of perceived stress but might
more appropriately be viewed as indicators of situational stressors in the
work environment of these teacher-coaches (e.g.,, time restraints for CIS
and role conflict for CPS). If these scales measure the presence or absence
of situational stressors, such as time restraints or role conflict, then they
should be included with social support, gender, and years of experience in
Part 11 of the model. Exploratory regression analyses were conducted to
test this assumption.

Results of these exploratory analyses indicated that the combination of
predictors of coaching issues, social support satisfaction, gender, coaching
problems, and years of experience significantly predicted overall perceived
stress (R2 = .46, p<.001). Stepwise regression analyses entered coaching
issues first, followed by social support and gender (see Table 19). The
greater the coaching issues the higher the perceived stress. The less
satisfaction with social support, the higher the perceived stress. Females
scored higher than males in overall perceived stress. Neither coaching
problems, which measured role conflict, nor experience entered the

prediction equation.
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Table 19
Exploratory Stepwise Regression Part || of Model: Perceived Stress Only

Partial Final
Predictors R2 Beta F Y/j
Step | Coaching tssues 38 0.21 122.42 001
Step 2 SS Satisfaction .04 -1.90 14.84 001
Step 3 Gender 02 1.90 5.61 02

R2=.45,(3,191), F=51.72, p> .001

Exploratory Path Analyses

Path analyses were used to examine the hypothesized model as well as
an alternate model. The path analytic procedure inputs the situational or
environmental variables first and then generates a new predicted vaiue for
perceived stress, which in turn is used to predict burnout.

when the full original model was tested (see Table 20), the results
Indicated that soctal support satisraction signiticantly predicted perceived
stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems, whereas gender
significantly predicted only perceived stress. The years of experience path
was nonsignificant. With the new predicted scores generated for the
perceived stress set of variables, only the global perceived stress path was
significant, and only for emotional exhaustion,
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Table 20
Path Analysis of Full Model

Environmental/ Situational Stress Appraisal Variables Burnout
Variables

SS Satisfaction] —____-0.345%%¥ PSS 3.185% > EE

-0.230%%%____
— 1.0 2%%x
Gender | 0.1 76*__m DP
/.

Experience CPS PA

R2 =.19,F = 1424, p<.001 R2=.19,F = 2260, p<.001

*%% n¢ 001 * p< .05

Based on the exploratory stepwise regression analysis and path analysis
of the full hypothesized model, a reduced alternative model was prbposed
and tested. This model included the environmental variables of coaching
fssues, soctal support satisfaction, and gender predicting only the strongest
stress appraisal variable of perceived stress. Perceived stress would then
predict the three dimensions of burnout, emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. This new model was
highly predictive of emotional exhaustion and moderately predictive of
depersonalization and siightly predictive of personal accomplishment.
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Variables

Table 21
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Path Analysis of Alternative Reduced Model

Coaching Issues

Gender

SS Satisfaction

0.551

Stress Appraisal Variables

Burnout Variables

EE- R2 = .45, p<.001

0.672

—-0215

R2=.45,F (3,193) = 5213, p<.001

Summary

-0.321

N

A\
L o1 Zgﬂrcetvs% Stress]0.4903pP- R2 = .24, p< 001

F (1,194) = 159.33

F(1,194) = 60.83
PA-R2=.10, p<.001

F(1,194) =22 26

The results of this study can be summarized as follows:
1. All of the multi-item scales used in this study seemed to be reliable

measures, with good internal consistencies.

2. The majority of this sample of dual-role teacher-coaches were

suffering from moderate to high burnout, based on the norms

established for those working in higher education (Maslach & Jackson,

1986).
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Stress appraisal was a significant predictor of levels of all burnout
dimensions. The greatest variance accounted for was with emotional
exhaustion, followed by depersonalization and personal
accomplishment. Perceived stress was the strongest stress
appraisal variable in predicting burnout. Coaching issues added
slightly to the prediction of emotional exhaustion and coaching

problems to depersonalization.

Social support was the strongest environmental/situational variable
predicting all three stress appraisal components. Gender was a
significant predictor for perceived stress and coaching issues but not
coaching problems. Years of experience failed to enter as a predictor

for stress appraisal.

Social support and years of experience were slight predictors of
burnout over and above the contribution of stress appraisal. Social
support was a slight direct predictor of emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization, whereas years of experience was a slight direct

predictor of personal accomplishment.

Path analysis revealed soclal support significantly predicted all
components of stress appraisal and gender was a slight predictor of
perceived stress. Perceived stress was the only significant predictor

of burnout, with a significant path to emotional exhaustion.
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A reduced alternative model that placed coaching issues, social
support, and gender as environmental/situational variables predicting

burnout through perceived stress was highly predictive. Coaching
issues, social support, and, to a limited extent, gender, predicted

levels of perceived stress which In turn predicted levels of emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

A proposed model of burnout in dual-role teacher-coaches working at the
college level was examined In this study. The existing literature suggested
several important considerations that were incorporated in the current
research. First, burnout is viewed as a multidimensional syndrome of
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal
accomplishment that is the result of prolonged stress that affects those
working in the helping professions. Secondly, for burnout to develop, the
individual must perceive a mismatch betwen the demands of the task and
the resources available to meet those demands, or, in other words, appraise
the situation as stressful. Third, studies suggest that burnout is a growing
problem among higher educators. Fourth, in spite of the consensus that
coaching is a highly stressful occupation, the research on coaches and
burnout shows that coaches suffer from relatively low levels of burnout and
fall below the levels of other helping professionals. Finally, research
efforts into burnout among teachers and coaches in higher education to this
point have not used a theoretical underlying modetl.

Smith's (1986) cognitive-affective model of burnout in sport provides
that theoretical base for developing and testing a model of burnout in dual-
role teacher-coaches at the college level. Smith's model parallels the work
of other social cognitive theorists (e.g, Lazérus & Folkman, 1984, 1986,
Mischel, 1973) in that “situations exert their effects through the
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intervening influence of thought" (Smith, 1986, p. 41). It is the individual's
interpretation or appraisal of the situation that leads to the perception of
stress, which, in turn, can lead to any number of negative health
consequences, one of which is burnout.

The model proposed by Smith (1986) is designed to be specific to the -
athletic environment. However,.the model is quite general in that it
incorporates environmental/situational variables, an interaction between
cognitive appraisals and physiological responses, and consequences that
may be salient to a number of sport populations (e.g., athletes, coaches,
athletic directors, trainers). This study, while retaining the theoretical

’emphasis on cognitive appraisal, reduced Smith's model to two key parts and
used the most salient variables to investigate burnout in dual-role teacher-
coaches at the college level. Part | of the hypothesized model proposed that
the stress appraisal variables of perceived stress, coaching issues, and
coaching problems predict the levels of burnout in emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. Part II of the model
proposed that the environmental/situational variables of social support,
gender, and years of experience predict stress appraisal. The resuits
confirmed that stress appraisal significantly predicted burnout and also
that the environmental/situational variables significantly predicted stress
appraisal. Although the hypothesized model was supported, an alternative
model with some modifications more effectively predicted burnout.

This discussion is divided into four sections. The first section discusses
the results in light of the hypotheses. The éecond section presents
discussion of the results from exploratory stepwise regression and path
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analyses. Thirdly, general observations about levels of burnout in this
sample are discussed. Finally, implications of this study and suggested
directions for future research are presented.

Hypotheses
Hypothests One

The first hypothesis that stress appraisal directly predicts burnout was
clearly supported; the higher the levels of stress appraisal, the higher the
levels of burnout. Of the three variables within stress appraisal, perceived
stress was definitely the strongest predictor for the burnout components of
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. The
greater the global perceived stress in these teacher-coaches, the higher the
levels of burnout, with emotional exhaustion being the most pronounced.
Coaching issues entered as a predictor for emotional exhaustion and
coaching problems entered as a predictor for depersonalization, however,
their contributions were limited compared to perceived stress. The more
coaching issues and the greater the coaching problems, the higher the
specific levels of burnout.

It appears that the Percelved Stress Scale (Cohen, Kamarck, &
Mermelstein, 1983) iIs a good measure of stress appraisal in teacher-
coaches. The sport-specific measure of Coaching Issues added little beyond
the measure of perceived stress. The CIS may more appropriately be viewed
as assessing environmental or situational conditions within the teacher-
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coach position rather than as a assessment of how much stress those
conditions produce.

The Coaching Problems Survey (Locke & Massengale, 1978), which
supposedly measured stress arising from the dual-role position of teacher-
coach, also was ineffective as a measure of stress. it may be that the
‘teacher-coaches in this study do not perceive a great amount of stress from
the dual-role aspect of their positions. They may actually find the dual-role
a challenge and enjoy the unique requirements of both, the role of teacher
and the role of coach. It 1s also possible that the teacher-coaches in this
sample have found a healthy balance between the requirements of the two
separate, but overiapping roles. As with the CIS, the CPS may not be
measuring the stress involved with the role-conflict, but measuring
whether role-conflict is a part of the teacher-‘coach position, If this is the
case, the CPS more appropriately belongs in the environmental/situational
variable portion of the model. |

Hypothesis Two

The second hypothesis that social support directly predicts stress
appraisal and indirectly predicts burnout was also clearly supported; the
greater the satisfaction with the social support, the lower the stress
appraisal. Social support satisfaction was the strongest predictor for
perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems. More satisfaction
predicted less global percelved stress, less stress from coaching issues,
and less stress from coaching problems. Thése results support previous
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research within heaith psychology that found social support to be a
moderator of burnout (e.g., Constable & Russell, 1986, Eitzion, 1984).

Social support satisfaction also influenced burnout directly. Although
the contributiori was minimal, greater satisfaction with social support
predicted lower levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization. In
spite of the appraisal of stress, satisfaction with social support may help
Lo reduce levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization.

Hypothesis Three
The third hypothesis that gender directly predicts stress appraisal and

indirectly predicts burnout was partially supported. Gender predicted both
percefved stress and coaching 1ssues with 11ales scoring lower than females
on those areas of stress appraisal. Gender did not influence coaching
problems. Although females were slightly higher in perceived stress and
coaching issues, the practical significance may be minimal and may be due
to females answering more honestly than their male counterparts. Contrary
to previous studies (Acosta & Carpenter, 1987; Hasbrook, 1988), it appears
that the maies and females in this sample may face the same stressors in
their dual roles as teachers and head basketball coaches. It Is also possible
that the females most prone to the stresses involved in coaching have
already left the profession, as the declining percentages of females in head
basketball coaching positions might indicate (Acosta & Carpenter, 1987).
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Hypothesis Four

The fourth hypothesis that years of teacher-coach experience directly
predict stress appraisal and indirectly predict burnout was not supported.
Teacher-coach experience had no significant influence on perceived stress,
coaching issues, or coaching problems. Findings did, however, reveal that
years of experience had a slight direct infiuence on burnout. The more years
of experience, the higher the sense of personal accomplishment for these
teacher-coaches.

Overall, the variables in the environmental/situational portion of the
model were weak predictors of stress appraisal. Social support was the
strongest variable but even that predicted 13% of the variability in
perceived stress and only 6® of the varfability in coaching issues and
coaching problems. Gender and years of experience did not provide much
information relative to the the appraisal of stress. It is important to
identify other environmental/situational or personal variables that may
influence how the Individual perceives the demands and resources available
in the teacher-coach role. One possibility is to examine sport-specific
measures of conditions within the environment or situation of the dual-role
teacher-coach (e.g., travel demands, budget limitations, release time for
coaching). Factors that were not addressed in this study, but would seem
lkely to influence tire stress experienced by teacher-coaches are the won-
loss record, expectations for having a successful competitive basketball
program, and how much success in their coaching positions might influence
their tenure, irrespective of their effectiveness or lack thereof in their
teaching roles,
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Exploratory Analyses
Stepwise Regregsion Analyses

Exploratory analyses examined whether coaching issues and coaching
problems were indeed stress appraisal variables or whether they were more
appropriately viewed as environmental/situational variables. Tentatively,
the coaching issues survey is better viewed as a measure of particular
stressful situations that exist in the environment of the teacher-coach.
Coaching issues clearly predicted overall perceived stress accounting for
38R of the variance, whereas social support and gender added only another
6% to the prediction of perceived stress. Coaching problems, however,
which may indicate situational role conflict and thus an environmental
variable did not enter as a significant predictor for perceived stress.

Path Analyses

Path analyses were used to examine the hypothesized model as well as
an alternative model. Part Il of the hypothesized model, which proposes
that social support, gender and years of experience predict the stress
appraisal variables of perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching
problems, was partially supported. Social support satisfaction predicted all
variables in stress appraisal; however gender only weakly predicted
perceived stress, and years of experience did not predict stress appraisal at
all. Overall, the combination of environmental/situational variables
predicted only 19% of the vartability in stress appraisal.

Part | of the hypothesized model, which broooses that the stress
appraisal scores generated from Part {1 would then predict burnout, was
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only partially supported. The only significant path led from perceived
stress to emotional exhaustion, with percelved stress accounting for
approximately 19% of the variability in levels of emotional exhaustion in
this sample. Although a good starting point, the hypothesized model did not
have the predictive capabilities desired, and an alternative model was
considered.

Based on the exploratory stepwise multiple regression analyses, a
parsimonious model was proposed that included only the strongest
predictors in each part. As aresult, Part 1l of the alternate model includes
coaching issues, social support satisfaction, and gender as the
environmental/situational variables predicting the strongest stress
appraisal variable, perceived stress. Part | of the alternate mode} contains
only perceived stress as a predictor of burnout.

The alternative model was supported by the path analysis. The coaching
issues, social support satisfaction, and gender paths were significant and
accounted for approximately 45% of the variability in the stress appraisal
variable of perceived stress. Perceived stress had significant paths to all
three components of burnout. The predicted value for perceived stress
based on the input of coaching issues and social support accounted for
approximately 45% of the variability in levels of emotional exhaustion, 24%
for depersonalization, and only 10% for personal accomplishment.

The alternate model appeared to fit best for emotional exhaustion,
followed by depersonalization, and finally, personal accomplishment. One
reason the model may have fit best for emofional exhaustion is that the
symptoms of stress and emotional exhaustion share more overiap than do
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stress and depersonalization or personal accomplishment. Both stress and
emotional exhaustion are characterized by the individual feeling a sense of
despair, feeling isolated, feeling overwheimed, and feeling exhausted by
one's work, whereas the symptoms of the burnout dimensions of
depersonalization (distancing oneself from students and athletes) and
personal accomplishment (the sense of meaning about one's work) seem to
have a weaker or less direct connection with the symptoms of stress.

Burnout Levels

To test a model of stress and burnout, the sample must experience
burnout. Previous studies may have failed \7 find relationships because
samples typically had uniformly low burnout levels. An important finding
that is contrary to previous studies examining coaches (Caccese, 1983;
Hunt, 1984) is that the majority of teacher-coaches in this study were
suffering from moderate to high levels of burnout. There are no established
norms for coaches, but using the established norms for teachers in higher
education (Maslach & Jackson, 1981, 1986), 46% of the teacher-basketball
coaches in this study were suffering from high levels of emotional
exhaustion, 45% were high in depersonalization, and 34% had a lowered
sense of personal accomplishment indicative of the burnout syndrome.

These findings may more accurately reflect the actual levels of burnout
among coaches, and in this case teacher-coaches, than previous studies. The
levels of burnout may have been higher but also more accurate because
participants were all head basketball coaches with similar responsibilities
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within their respective programs, they all had additional teaching
responsibilities at their institution, they were all sampled within the same
one month In February that is the most stressful time of the year or season
for inany teacher-coaches, and they completed a version-of the Maslach
Burnout Inventory written for teachers and adapted for the teacher-coaches.

However, it is impossible to ascertain whether burnout, as
conceptualized in previous research with other helping professionals as a
condition that results from prolonged stress over time and is viewed as
rather stable or enduring once it occurs, is an appropriate construct for this
population. Teacher-coaches, unlike many other helping professionals, have
times during the year that are highly stressful (e.g.,, toward the end of a
season, during grading periods), but they also have times when stress is
likely to be very low (e.g., during the off-season, summers). The stress
teacher-coaches face would seem to be most pronounced during certain time
frames and not an ongoing or continuous situation. In one sense, this study
lends support to the proposal that high stress levels are a precursor to
burnout. In another sense, the elevated burnout levels in the teacher-
coaches in this sample may have been a reflection of a temporarily
stressful period of time and not a reflection of an enduring syndrome.

In addition, with only a2 368 “useable” return rate, it is difficult to
assess whether the teacher-coaches who participated in this study were
representative of the general teacher-coach population. Interestingly, two
survey packets were returned without being filled out with the attached
comment that they "did not have time to co:hplete the packet because of the
tremendous stress they were under at that time of year®. 1t is impossible to
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estimate how many other survey packets were simply not returned because
the teacher-coaches felt too stressed out to take the time to complete
them. However, it may aiso be the case that those who took the time to
return the survey packet were those experiencing the most stress and the
study served as a vehicle for them to express those feelings.

Implications and Future Directions

This study appears to indicate that there is a problem with occupational
burnout among teacher-basketball coaches at the college level. A large
number of these teacher-coaches felt that their emotional resources were
depleted, that they needed to distance themselves from their students
and/or athletes, and that they had a reduced sense of personal
accomplishment and meaning in their work. These feelings could spill over
and affect their health and their effectiveness at performing their muitiple
roles as teachers and coaches.

This study tested a model of burnout in dual-role teacher-coaches and
may set a precedent for future research in this area, Findings were
consistent with previous conceptualizations of burnout, in that burnout
results from the perception of siress. Teacher-coaches in this study were
in a high stress time of their work and steps may be needed to relieve this
stress so that it doesn't manifest itself as burnout. Consistent with
previous research, females reported slightly higher stress levels than their
male counterparts, however the difference Was minimal. In spite of the
differences being minimal, and given the reported decline in the percentages
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of females remaining in head basketball positions over the past decade,
special attention needs to be directed toward helping female teacher-
coaches relieve the stress they are experiencing so that the end result is
not burnout and possibly, drop out.

working from the proposed model, this study also found that the higher
the level of satisfaction with the social support available, the lower the
perceived stress and thus the lower the burnout. Teacher-coaches may need
to be reminded by athletic directors, department chairpersons, sport
consultants, or through workshop presentations, to draw on their social
support or seek out the satisfying support during the times of high stress.
This may involve the above mentioned individuals helping teacher-coaches
develop satisfying social networks during times of low stress when the
demands on their time and their energy are not so great. The teacher-
coaches themselves can also become more seif-aware of the importance of
social support through discusstons and reading studies such as this one
published in their own teaching and coaching journals. As stated in the
results section, for the most part these teacher-coaches had relatively
small but highly satisfying social support networks. Due to the time
demands of their multiple roles, practice, and travel, teacher-coaches may
not have the same opportunities as their colleagues in other areas to
establish larger social support networks. However, for this sample, the
size of the network did not seem to be a problem.

The coaching issues survey appeared to be a measure of i1ssues within the
coaching environment rather than a pure measure of stress related to those
issues. Further research should explore the psychometric properties of this
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instrument with other samples of teacher-coaches to better understand
exactly what it is assessing. The coaching issues survey is the only sport-
specific assessment instrument of issues and stressors.in the coaching
environment and has potential to be a valuable research tool.

Along the same theme, it is important that burnout be measured with an
appropriate instrument. This study used the Educators version of the MBI,
rather than the regular version geared toward general helping professionals,
and further adapted the Educators version to the teacher-coach population.
This adaptation retained the internal consistency and psychometric
properties of the original scale, while at the same time making items more
relevant to this population.

Research in the area of teacher-coach burnout should be theory~-driven
and models must be tested and improved. This approach will allow
researchers to add systematically to the limited body of knowledge on this
topic. Working from a model also helps give future direction to research
efforts. For example, this study indicated: (a) only a weak contribution of
gender and no contribution of years of experience within the proposed
model, (b) the need to examine other environmental/situational or personal
variables that might infiluence the appraisal of stress, (c) a general stress
appraisal measure such as the Perceived Stress Scale provided a good
assessment of the stress these teacher-coaches were experiencing, and (d)
teacher-coaches manifested the greatest burnout in emotional exhaustion
and depersonalization, but this might not be the case if they were sampled
at a different time in the season. Thus, the model should be tested with
other samples, sports, and times of year or season.
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This study pointed toward the need to examine alternate
environmental/situational such as won-1oss record, expectations for
program success, and the weight of both teaching and coaching in the
decision for job retention. Personal dispositions or factors might also
influence perceived stress. One example of such a person variable is
hardiness. Hardiness is a personality construct composed of the dimensions
of challenge, commitment, and control that has gained wide support as a
stress buffer through mediation of the perception of potential stress (e.g.,
Kobasa, Maddi, & Kahn, 1982). By virtue of the nature of the position of
teacher-coach, an individual may seek out challenge through winning and
losing, working with young people as students and players, and by being
proficient in two separate occupationally demanding areas of teaching and
coaching. The teacher-coach is also likely to be highly committed to their
work given the long hours, multiple responsibilities, seif-imposed and
externally imposed pressure they experience, and their dedication to their
students and players as developing young adults. Teacher-coaches may be
caught in the position of having a great deal of control within their
situation in that they can decide their exact teaching content, practice
content, and sometimes course schedules and coaching schedules. On the
other hand, teacher-coaches give up much of their control of winning and
losing when their players take the floor; it is ultimately the athletes who
decide the winners and losers. These possible conditions make the
hardiness construct ripe for research with teacher-coaches and burnout.

Another area with great potential is the role of coping responses, either
as a mediator of the appraisal of stress or as a buffer between a stressful
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appraisal and burnout. There is a growing consensus that coping strategies
play an important role in the effectiveness of an individual's response to

stressors (e.g., Billings & Moos, 1981). The pilot interviews undertaken in
conjunction with this study indicated that those teacher-coaches used a

wide variety of coping strategies and styles to handle stress on a daily
basis. Some of those strategies included relaxation techniques, goal-
setting strategies, prioritizing responsibilities, drawing on their social
network, getting regular physical exercise, getting away, using positive
self-talk and drawing on faith and religious bellefs. inrelation to the
proposed model, coping strategies might enter into the
environmental/situational/ or personal component of the model, in that if
an individual knows he or she will be able to cope with an event, then it is
unlikely that stress will develop. Or, coping strategies might fit into the
model as in the stress buffering modet of Cohen and Wills (1985), in that
having coping strategies available and using them may negate the negative
consequences of the stress such as the development of burnout.

Future research should follow teacher-coaches across a school-year or
at least across an entire season of competition. Some of the previous
research may have found low levels of burnout because they were not
sampling participants during particularly stressful times of the year or
season. |f burnout is present during stressful times and absent or lower
during times of lower stress, then burnout may be transitory rather than an
end state. Pilot interviews for this study indicated that burnout is often
temporary and that once the season or year 'ts completed and there is time
to step away, the burnout recedes. Questionnaire and in-depth interviews
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over an extended period of time might help shed some light on this issue.
Interviewing teacher-coaches who have left the profession might be another
way to get at the same issue. Finding out how these former teacher-
coaches experienced stress and burnout on a season to season, day to day
basis could provide greater insight into whether there is a burnout cycle. It
is also important to shed light on the antecedents and consequences of
burnout. Such retrospective reports might be useful in understanding the
antecedent conditions leading up to burnout and the physical and
psychological consequences of burnout.

At this time, the research into burnout and teacher-coaches, coaches,
and sport participants in general does not point to specific intervention
strategies and programs. The existing information on antecedent conditions
in the sport environment, stress appraisal, and the burnout process is t00
limited to help establish such programs. This study highlighted the
significance of social support satisfaction as a moderator of stress and the
possible implications were discussed previously.

However, it is the view of this investigator and previous teacher-coach,
and the coaches in the pilot study for this investigation, that burnout is an
increasingly severe problem and that something must be done to keep good
coaches from leaving the profession because of too much stress leading to
burnout. Research on stress intervention or burnout recovery might be
drawn from the health psychology literature and applied to these sport
populations. However, these interventions should be well documented and
the effectiveness of such programs assessed In an empirical and systematic

manner.
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In conclusion, this study examined a model of burnout in dual-role
teacher-coaches. The data supported the basic structure and key
components of the model, although some modifications and trimming
produced an aiternate model that better fit the data collected. Coaching
issues, social support satisfaction, and gender influenced the teacher-
coaches perception of stress which in turn influenced their levels of
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment.
Contrary to previous studies, this 1nvestlgatlon found the level of burnout in
these teacher-coaches to be quite high. Burnout appears to be a probiem for
teacher-coaches and further studies that build on the model developed in
this investigation could establish a base of knowledge to work from 1n
developing appropriate and effective intervantion strategies.



121

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Acosta, R. V., & Carpenter, L. J. (1987). Women in intercollegiate sport: A
longitudinal stugy. Paper presented at the American Association
of Health, Physical Education, Recreation, and Dance Conference,
Las vegas, NV.

Armour, R. A, Caffarella, RS., Fuhrmann, B.S., & Wergin, JF. (1987).
Academic burnout: Faculty responsibility and institutional climate. In
P. Seldin (Ed.), NMew Directions for Teaching and Leéarning (pp. 3-11).
San Fransisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bardo, P. (1979). The pain of teacher burnout: A case study. 24/ Delta
Kaopan, 7,2352-254.

Berkeley Planning Associates (1977), Evaluation of child abuse and negtlect
demonstration project 1974-1977. Volume IX. Project management
and worker burnout. Final report. U.S. Department of Commerce.

Billings, A G., &Moos, R. H. (1981). The role of coping responses and social
resources in attenuating the stress of life events. Jowrnal of
Behavioral Medicine 4, 139-157.

Burke, R. J., & Greenglass, E. R. (1989). Sex differences in psychological
burnout in teachers. APsychological Reports, 65, 55-63.

Caccese, T. M. (1983). Differences in perceived burnout of NCAA and AIAW
Division | head coaches grouped according to selected demographic
variables (Doctoral dissertation, Temple Untversity, 1983).
Dissertation Abstracts International, 44, 103A

Caccese, T. M, & Mayerberg, C. K. (1984). Gender differences in perceived
burnout of college coaches. Journal of Sport Psychology, 6, 279-288,

Cantor, N. (1990). From thought to behavior: "Having" and “doing” in the
study of personality and cognition. American Psychologist, 45,
735-750.



122

Capel, S. A. (1986). Psychological and organizational factors related to
burnout in athletic trainers. Research Quarteriy for Exercise and
Sport, 57, 321-328,

Capel, S. A, Sisley, B. L., & Desertrain, G. S. (1987). The relationship of role
conflict and role ambiguity to burnout In high school basketball
coaches. Journal of Sport Psychology, 2, 106-117.

Caplan, R. D., & Jones, K. W. (1973). Effects of work load, role ambiguity,
and type A personality on anxiety, depression, and heart rate. Journal/
of Agplied Psychology, 60, 713-719.

Cherniss, C. (1980). Sta/T burnout: Job Stress in human Services
New York: Praeger.

Chisholm, R. F., Kasl, S. V., & Mueller, L. (1986). The effects of social
support on nuclear worker responses to the Three Mile Island
accident. Jowrnal or Occupational Behavior, 7, 179-193.

Chu, D. (1980). Functional myths of educational organizations: College as
career training and the relattonship of formal titie to actual duties
upon secondary school employment. In V. Crafts (Ed.), Proceedings of
the Annual Conrerence of the National Association ror Physical
Eaucation in Higher Education (pp. 36-46). Champaign, IL: Human
Kinetics Publishers.

Chronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of
tests. Psychmelrika, 16, 297-334,

Claggett, C. A. (1981). 7eacher stress at the community college:
Proressional burnout in a bureaucratic setting Largo, MD: Prince
George's Community College, Office of Institutional Research.
(ERIC Documents Reproduction Service No. 195 310),

Cohen, S., & Edwards, J. R. (1989). Personality characteristics as
moderators of the relationship between stress and disorder. InR.W.
Neufeld (Ed.), Aavances in the investigation of psychological stréss
(pp.235-283). New York: Wiley-interscience,



123

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure of
perceived stress. Jaurnal of Health and Social Behavior, 24 385-396.

Cohen, S. Sherrod, D. R, & Clark, M. S. (1986). Soctal skills and the stress-
protective role of soctal support. Jounal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 50, 963-973.

Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A, (1983). Stress, social support, and the buffering
hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin, 98 310-357.

Constable, J. F., & Russell, D. W. (1986).' The effect of soctal support and the
work environment upon burnout among nurses. Journal of Human
Stress, 12, 20-26.

Cooper, C. L. (1981). Social support at work and stress management. Sma//
Groyp Behavior, 12, 285-297.

Crandall, J. E. (1975). A scale for social interest. Journal of /ndiviaual
Psychology, 31/, 187-195,

Cronin-Stubbs, D., & Rooks, C. A. (1985). The stress, social support, and
burnout of critical care nurses: The results of research.
Heart andLung, /4, 31-39.

Cronkite, R. C., & Moos, R. H. (1984). The role of predisposing and moderating
factors in the stress-iliness relationship. Journal or Health and
Soc¢lal Behavior, 25, 372-393.

Dale, J,, & Weinberg, R. S. (1989). The relationship between coaches'
leadership style and burnout. 77¢ Sport Psychologist, 7, 1-13.

Daley, M. R. (1979). Burnout: Smouldering problem in protective services,
Social Work, 24, 375-379.

Davis, F. W. (1981). Job satisfaction and stress. Journal of Physical
Laucation, Recreation, and Dance, 52, 37-38.

Davis-Sacks, M., Jayarathe, S., & Chess, W. A. (1985). A comparison of
effects of social support on the incidence of burnout. Socia/ work,
JO, 240-244,



124

Dignam, J. T., Barrea, M., & West, S. G. (1986). Occupational stress, social
support, and burnout among correctional officers. American Journal
of Communily Psychology, 14, 177-193.

Dohrenwend, B. P. (1986). Theoretical formulation of life stress variables.
In A E. Eichier, M. M. Stiverman, & D. M. Pratt (Eds.), Aow to derine and

research stress (pp. 31-35). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric
Association. :

Dworkin, A. G. (1985). When teachers give yp: Teacher burnout, teacher
turnover, and their impact on children. Austin, TX: Texas
University, Hogg Foundation for Mental Health. (ERIC Documents
Reproduction Service No. ED273 575)

Earis, N. F. (1981). How teachers avoid burnout. Jowrnal or Physical
Eaucatlon, Recreation, and Dance, 52, 41-43.

Eaton, W. W. (1978). Life events, social supports, and psychiatric symptoms:
A reanalysis of the New Haven data. /owrnal of Health and Social
Behavior, 19, 230-234.

Edelwich, J., & Brodsky, A. (1980). Burnout: Stages of arsiliusionment in the
helping proressions New York: Human Sciences.

Eitzion, D. (1984). Moderating effect of soctal support on the stress burnout
relationship. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 615-622.

Farber, B. A. (1983). Introduction: A critical perspective on burnout. inB. A.
Farber (Ed.). Séress and burnout In the heiping proressions (pp. 1-20).
New York: Pergamon.

Felshin, J. (1980). Physical education and athletics: Strange bedfellows.
Proceeaings of the Annual Conrerence of the National Association ror
Physical Eaucation In Higher Eaucation. \n V. Crafts (EQ.), Proceedings
of the Annual Conrerence of the National Association for Physical
£aucation in Higher Eaucation (pp. 3-7). Champaign, IL: Human
Kinetics Publishers.

Figone, A. J. (1986). Teacher-coach burnout: Avoidance strategies. Journal
of Physical Educatlon, Recreation, and Dance, 3 58-61.



125

Fong, C. M. (1984). A study of the relationship between role overload, social
support, and burnout among nursing educators (Doctoral
dissertation, University of California, 1984). Dissertation Abstracts
/nternational, 45, 28688,

Freudenberger, H. J. (1974). Staff burnout. Journal or Social /ssues, 74
159-165.

Freudenberger, H. J. (1980). Burnout: The high cost of high achievement.
New York: Anchor Press, Doubleday & Co., Inc.

Gahn, M. L. (1979). The role of personality factors and job satisfaction in
burnout: A study of soctal service workers (Doctoral dissertation,
University of California, 1979). Di/ssertation Abstracts
/nternational 40 33668B.

Gazes, P. C., Sovell, B. F., & Dellastatious, J. W. (9169). Continuous radio-
electrocardiographic monitoring of football and basketball coaches
during games. American Heart Journal, 78, S09-512.

Gentry, W. D., & Kobasa, S. C. (1985). Social and psychological resources
mediating stress-tliness relationships tn humans. In W. D. Gentry
(EA.), Handbook or Behavioral Mearcine (pp. 87-116).
New York: Guilford.

Gil, D. L., & Deeter, T. E. (1988). Development of the Sport Orfentation
Questionnaire. Research Quarterly ror Exercise and Sport, 59,
101-202.

Gmelch, W. H. (1987). What colleges and universities can do about faculty
stressors. In P. Seldin (Ed.), Mew Directions ror Teaching and Learning
(pp. 23-29). San Fransico: Jossey-Bass.

Goplerud, E. N. (1980). Social support and stress during the first year of
graduate school. Proressional Psychology, /17, 283-290.

Gore, S. (1978). The effect of social support in moderating the heaith
consequences of unemployment. Jowrnal of Health and Social
Behavior, 19, 157-165.



126

Graf, F. A. (1986). The relationship between social support and occupational
stress among police officers. Jownal of Police Science and
Administration, 14, 178-186,

Griffin, J. (1989, September). Job stress: when the bough breaks Paper
presented at the Assoctation for the Advancement of Applied
Sport Psychology Conference, Seattle, WA,

Hahn, M. (1966). Ca/ifornia Lire Goals Evaluation Scheaule Palo Alto:
Western Psychological Services.

Hasbrook, C. A. (1988). Female coaches: Why the declining numbers and
percentages? Journal or Physical Eaucation, Recreation, and Dance,
August, 59-63.

Hendrickson, B. (1979). Teacher burnout: How to recognize it; what to do
about it. Learning 7, 36-38.

Hungerford, C. W. (1981). Hiring physical educators and coaches. Jounal of
Physical Educalion, Recreation, and Dance, 52, 19-20.

Hunt, K. R. (1984). 7he relationship between occypational stressors and
vurnout among coaches (Doctoral dissertation, University
of lowa, 1984). Dissertation Abstracts International, 44, 2406A.

Husaini, B., Neff, J., Newbrough, J. R,, & Moore, M. C. (1982). The stress-
buffering role of social support and personal competence among rural
married. Journal of Communily Psychology, 10, 409-426.

Iwanickl, E. F,, & Schwab, R. L. (1981). A cross validation study of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory. Faicational and Psychological
Measurement, 47, 1167-i174,

Jackson, S. E., & Maslach, C. (1982), After-effects of job-related stress:
Familles as victims. Journa/ of Occypational Behaviour, 5, 63-77.

Jackson, S. E., Schwab, R. L., & Schuler, R. S. (1987). Toward an
understanding of the burnout phenomenon. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 77, 630-640.



127

Johnson, J. H., & Sarason, |. G. (1978). Life stress, depression, and anxiety:
Internal-external control as a moderator variable. Jowunal or
Psychosomaltic Research, 22 205-208.

Johnson, T. (1987). An assessment or the level or racully burnout at
Evergreen Valley College Evergreen Valley, IL: Nova University.,
(ERIC Documents Reproduction Service No. ED 291430)

Kahill, S. (1986). Relationship of burnout among professional psychologists
to professional expectations and social support. Psychological
 Reports, 59,1043-1051.

Kamis, E. (1980). An epidemiological approach to stalf burnout Monteal,
Quebec, Canada: Paper presented at the annual convention of the
American Psychological Association. (ERIC Documents Reproduction
Service No. ED 203 253).

Katkin, E. S. (1986). A working definition of psychological stress. In AE.
Eichler, M. M. Silverman, & D. M. Pratt (Eds.), How to delfine and
research stress (pp.49-53). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric.
Association.

Kelly, H. H. (1973). The process of causal attributions. American
Psychologist, 28, 107-128.

Kimmel, M. R. (1981). Coping strategies, social support, and role related
problems as predictors of burnout in nurses (Doctoral dissertation,
California School of Professtonal Psychology, 1981). D/sseration
Abstracts International, 42, 4621A.

King, M., Stanley, G., & Burrows, G. (1987). Stress: Theory into practice
Sydney: Grune & Stratton.

Kobasa, S. C. (1979). Stressful life events, personality, and health: An
inquiry into hardiness. Joumal of Personalily and Social
Psychology, 37, 1-11,

Kobasa, S. C., & Puccetti, M. C. (1983). Personality and social resources
in stress resistance. Jownal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 45, 839-850.



128

Kobasa, S. C,, Maddi, S. R, & Kahn, S. (1982). Hardiness and health: A
prospective study. Jowrnal or Personallly and Social Psychelogy,
42 168-177.

Kohlmater, J. (1981). Organizing to combat burnout. Joumal or Physical
Eaucation, Recreation, and Dance, 52, 39-40.

Kroll, w., & Gundersheim, J. (1982-83). Stress factors in coaching.
Coaching Sclence 47-49.

Kyrfacou, C. (1987). Teacher stress and burnout: An international review.
kaucational Reseach), 29, 146-152.

Lackey, D. (1977). Why do high school coaches quit? Jowrnal of Physical
Eaucation and Recreation, 48, 22-23.

Lackey, D. (1986). The high school coach: A pressure position. Jownal of
Physical Eaucation, Heallth, Recreation, and Dance, March, 28-32.

LaRocco, J. M., & Jones, A. P. (1978). Coworker and leader support as
moderators of stress strain relationships in work situations.
Jowrnal or Applred Psychology, 63, 629-634,

Lazarus, R. S. (1966). Psychological stress and the coping process.
New York: McGraw-Hill,

Lazarus, R. S. (1977). Psychological stress and coping in adaptation and
itiness. In Z. J. Lipowski, D. R. Lipsi, & P. C. Whybrow (Eds.),
Psychosomalic meaicine: Current trends New York: Oxford University,

Lazarus, R. 5. (1982). Thoughts on the relations between emotion and
cognition. American Psychologist, 57, 1019-1024.

Lazarus, R. S, & Folkman, S. (1984). Coping and adaptation. In W. D. Gentry
(EQ), 7he handbook of behavioral meaicine (pp. 282-325).
New York: Guiiford.

Lazarus, R. S, & Folkman, 5. (1986). Stress as a rubric. In A. E. Eichler,
M. M. Stiverman, & D. M. Pratt (Eds.), How to derine and research
stress (pp.49-33). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric
Association.



129

LeCourte, H. M., Miller, R. S., Ware, E. E., & Sherk, D. (1981). Locus of control
as a modifier of the relationship between stressors and moods.
Journal of Personalily and Social Psychology, 41, 357-369.

Litt, M. D. (1988). Cognitive mediators of stressful experience: Seif-
efficacy and perceived control. Cognitive Therapy and Research, -
/2, 241-260.

Litty, S. (1981). Coaching girls’ basketball. Jowral of Physical Faucation,
Recreation, and Dance, 52, 18.

Locke, L. F. & Massengale, J. D. (1978). Role conflict in teacher/coaches.
Research Quarterly, 49 162-174.

Mancini, V. H, Wuest, D. A, Vantine, K. W.,, & Clark, E. K. (1984). The use of
instruction and supervision in Interaction analysis on burned out
teachers: Its effects on teaching behaviors, level of burnout, and
academic learning. Jownal or Teaching in Physical Educalion,

J, 29-46.

Martens, R. (l977). Sport competitive anxiely test Champaign, IL:
Human Kinetics.

Marten, R, Vealey, R.S., & Burton, D. (1990). Competitive anxrely in sport
Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics.

McCafferty, W. B., Gliner, J.A.,, & Horvath, SM. (1978). The stress of
coaching. Ahysician and Sportsmeadicing, 6, 67-71.

McGulre, w. H. (1979). Teacher burnout. 7oaday's £aucation, 66, 5-7.

Magarrell, J. (1982). Decline in faculty morale laid to governance role, not
salary. Chronicle of Higher Education, 25, 1.

Maher, £. L. (1983). Burnout and committment: A theoretical alternative.
Personnel and Guidance Journal, 67, 390-393.

Maslach, C. (1976). Burned-out. AHuman Behavior, 5, 16-22.



130

Maslach, C. (1978a). Job burnout: How people cope. Aublic welrare
J6, 56-58.

Maslach, C. (1978b). The client role tn staff burnout. Jowrnal of Socia/
/ssues, J4 111-124,

Maslach, C. (1982a). 7he cost of caring Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Maslach, C. (1982b). Understanding burnout: Def inftional issues in
analysizing a complex phenomenon. In W. S. Paine (Ed.), Job stress
and burnout.: Research, theory, and intervention perspectives
(pp. 29-39). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Maslach, C. (1982). Burnout: A soclal psychological analysts. InJ. W. Jones
(Ed.), 7he burnout syndrome: Current research, theory, interventions
Park Ridge, IL: London House.

Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1979). Burned-out cops and their families.
Psychology Today, 12, 59-62.

Maslach C. & Jackson, S. E., (1981). Mas/ach Burnout /nventory: Manual
(ist ed.). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Maslach C. & Jackson, S. E., (1986). Mas/iach Burnout Inventory: Manual
(6th ed.). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1982). Burnout in the health professions: A
social psychological analysis. In 6. S. Saunders & J. Suls (Eds.), Soc/a/
psychology of health and iliness Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Eribaum

Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1984). Burnout in organizational settings.
Applied Social Psychology Annual, 5 133-153.

Maslach, C. & Jackson, S. E. (1984). Patterns of burnout among a national
sample of public contact workers. Jounal of Health and Human
Resource Aaministration 7 189-212,

Maslach, C,, & Pines, A (1977). The burn-out syndrome in the day care
setting. A/l Care Quarteriy, 6, 110-113,



131

Mason, J. W. (1971). A re-evaluation of the concept of “non-specificity” in
stress theory. Journal of Psychaltric Research, 8, 323-333.

Massengale, J. D. (1977). Occupational role conflict and the teacher/coach.
The Physical Eaucator, 34 64-69.

Massengale, J. D. (1980). Role conflict and the occupational milieu of the
teacher/coach: Some real world perspectives. In V. Crafts
(EQ.), Proceedings of the Annual Conference of the National
Associlation ror Physical Education in Higher Faucation (pp. 47-52).
Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Publishers.

Mazie, B. (1985). Job stress, psychological health, and social support of
family practice residents. Journal of Medical Faucation,
60, 935-941,

Melchenbaum, D. (1986). Toward a conceptualization of stress. In A E.
Eichler, M. M. Siiverman, & D. M. Pratt (Eds.), Aow to derfine and
research stress(pp.55-57). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric.
Association.

Melendez, W. A. & deGuzman, R. M. (1983). Burnout: The new acacemic
a/sease (Report No. ASHE-9). Washington, D.C.: Clearinghouse on
Higher Education, Association for the Study of Higher Education.
(ERIC Documents Reproduction Service No. ED 242 255).

Metz, P. (1979). An exploratory study of professional burnout and renewal
among educators (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Colorado,
1979). Dissertation Abstracts International, 40, 4308A.

Mischel, W. (1973). Toward a cognitive social learning reconceptualization
of personality. Psycholegical Review, 80, 252-283.

Neal, P. (1977). Where have all the coaches gone? Coaching women's
Athletics 5,47-49.

Needle, R. H, Griffin, T, Svendsen, R., & Berney, C. (1981). Occupational
stress: Coping and health problems of teachers. Journal or School
Health, 97, 175-181,



132

Neufeld, R. W. (1989). Methodological aspects of laboratory studies of
stress. InR. W. Neufeld (Ed.), Aavances in the investigation or
psychological stress (pp.71-132). New York: Wiley-interscience.

Nowack, K. M. (1988). Caping style, cognitive hardiness, and health status
Burlinhgame, CA: Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Western Psychological Association. (ERIC Documents Reproduction
Service No. ED299 508)

Paine, W. S. (1982). Prologue. InW. S. Paine (Ed.), Job stress and burnout
(p. 1). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Payne, R, & Firth-Cozens, J. (1987). Stress in health professionals
Chichester: Wiley.

Pearlin, L. 1., Leiberman, M. A,, Menaghan, E. G., & Mullen, J. T. (1981). The
stress process. Journal or Health and Social Behavion, 22, 337-356.

Pedhazur, E. J. (1982). Muitip/e regression in behavioral research:
Explanation and prediction (2nd ed.). New York: Holt, Rinehart,
& Winston.

Periman, B., & Hartman, E. A. (1982). Burnout: Summary and future research.
Human Relations, 35, 283-305.

Peters, D. S., & Mayfield, J. R. (1982). Are there any rewards for teaching?
/mproving College and University Teaching, 0, 105-110.

Pines, A, & Aronson, E. (1988). Career burnout: Causes and cures New York:
The Free Press.

Pines, A. M., Aronson, E., & Kafry, D. (1981). Bumout: From tedium to
personal growth New York: The Free Press.

Pines, A, & Maslach, C. (1978). Characteristics of staff burn-out in mental
health settings. Aospital anad Community Psychiatry, 29, 233-237.

Pines, A, & Maslach, C. (1980). Combatting burnout in mental health
settings. Ch/ld Care Quarterly, 9, 5-16.



133

Ray, C., Lindop, Jr., & Gibson, S. (1982). The concept of coping.
Psychelogical Medicine, 12 385-395.

Rhodewait, F., & Agustsdottir, S. (1984). On the relationship of hardiness to
the type A behavior pattern: Perception of life events versus coping
with life events. Jowrnal of Research in Personality, 18, 212-223.

Ross, R. R., Altmaier, E. M., & Russell, D. W. (1989). Job stress, social
support, and burnout among counseling center staff.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 36, 464-470.

Roth, D. L., Wiebe, D. J,, Fillingim, R. B., & Shay, K. A. (1989). Life events,
fitness, hardiness, and health: Asimultaneous analysis of proposed
stress-resistance effects. Jowrnal or Personality and Social
Psychology, 57, 136-142,

Sarason, I. 6., Levine, H. M, Basham, R. B, & Sarason, B. R. (1983). Assessing
social support: The social support questionnaire. Jowrnal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 127-139.

Sarason, B. R., Sarason, {. 6., Hacker, T. A., & Basham, R. B. (1985).
Concomitants of social support: Social skills, physical
attractiveness, and gender. Jownal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 49, 469-480.

Sarason, 1. G,, Sarason, B. R., Shearin, E. N,, & Pierce, G. R. (1987). A brief
measure of social support: Practical and theoretical implications.
Journal or Social and Person Relationships, 4, 497-510.

Schaefrer,C., Coyne, J. C., & Lazarus, R. S. (1981). The health-related
functions of social support. Journal or Behavioral Medicine,
< 381-406.

Schwab, R. L., & Iwaniki, E. F. (1982). Perceived role conflict, role
ambiquity, and teacher burnout. £alicational Aoministration
Quarteriy, 18, 60-74.



134

Seagrave, J. 0. (1980). Role preferences among prospective physical
education teacher/coaches. In V. Crafts (Ed.), Proceedings or
the Annual Conrerence or the National Associlation ror Physical
Eacation in Higher Eaucation (pp. 53-61). Champaign, IL: Human
Kinetics Publishers.

Seldin, P. (1987). Coping with faculty stress. Mew Directions for Teaching
and Learning 29, 1-3.

Seller, R. E., & Pearson, D. A. (1984-1985), Dysfunctional stress among
university faculty. faucational Research Quarteriy, 4 15-26.

Selye, H. (1956). 7he stress or /ife New York: McGraw-Hill.
Selye, H. (1976). 7he stress of /iTe(rev. ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Selye, H. (1979). The stress concept and some of its implications.
In V. Hamilton, & D. M. Warburton (Eds.), Auman stress and cognition
(pp.11-32). Chichester: Wiley.

Sisley, B. L., Capel, S. A, & Desertain, G. 5. (1987). Preventing burnout tn
teachers/coaches. Journal of Physical Eauaction, Recreation, and
Dance, 58 71-75.

Smith, R. E. (1986). Toward a cognitive-affective mode! of athletic burnout.
Journal of Sport Psychology, 8, 36-50.

Smith, R. E., Johnson, J. G., & Sarason, |. G. (1978). Life change, the
sensation seeking motive, and psychological distress.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46, 348-349.

Spector, A. M. (1984). The relationship between coping strategies, locus of
control, and the experience of burnout among teachers (Doctoral
Dissertation, Fordham University, 1984). Dissertation Abstracts
International, 45, 2323B.

Spielberger, C. D. (1986). Emotional reactions to stress: Anxiety and anger.
in A E. Eichler, M. M. Silverman, & D. M. Pratt (Eds.), Aow lo deline and
research stress (pp. 65-70). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric.
Association,



135

Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences Inc. (1988). 5P55-X user's
Quide (3rd ed.). Chicago, IL: SSPS.

Statistical Analysis System (1985). Users guide:Basics,
version (5 ed.). Cary, NC: SAS Institute.

Statistical Analysis System (1983). User's guide: Staﬁsl/cs
version (5 ed.). Cary, NC: SAS Institute.

Suls, J,, Gastorf, JW., & Witenberg, S.H. (1979). Life events, psychological
distress and the type A coronary-prone behavior pattern. Journal or
Psychosomatic Research, 23, 315-319.

Suls, J,, & Mullen, B. (1981). Life events, perceived control and iliness; The
role of uncertainty. Jownal of Human Stress, 7, 30-34.

Tardy, C. H. (1985). Social support measurement. American Journal of
Communitly Psychology, 13, 187-202.

Tellenback, S., Brenner, S., & Lofgren, H. (1988). Teacher stress:
Exploratory model butlding. Journal of Occupational Psycholegy, 56,
17-33.

Templin, T. J. (1980). Teacher/coach role conflict and the high school
principal. In V. Crafts (Ed.), Proceedings or the Annual Conference of
the National Association for Physical Eaucation in Higher Eaucation
(pp. 70-81). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Publishers.

Templin, T. J., & Washburn, J. (1981), Winning isn't everything..Unless you're
the coach. Journal of Pnyslca/ £aucation, Recreation, and Dance,
52,16-17.

Thoits, P. A. (1982). Life stress, social support, and psychological
vulinerability: Epidmiological considerations. Jownal of Community
Psychology, 10, 341-362.

watkins, C. Jr. (1983). Burnout in counseling practice: Some potential
professional and personal hazards of becoming a counselor.
Personnel and Guiraance Journal, 55, 172-175.



136

Weiss, R. S. (1974). The provisions of social relations. In Z. Rubin (Ed.),
Doing unto others (pp. 17-26). Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

weich, D. |., Medeiros, D. C., & Tate, G. A. (1982). Beyond burnout: How to
enjoy your Job again when youve Just had enougn.
New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Westerhouse, M. A, (1979). The effects of tenure, role conflict and role
conflict resolution on the work orientation and burnout of teachers
(Doctoral dissertation, University of California, 1979).
Dissertation Abstracts /nternational 4/, 174A.

westman, M., Eden, D., & Shirom, A. (1985). Job stress, cigarette smoking
and cessation: The conditioning effects of peer support.
Social Sclence anda Medicine, 20, 637-644.



137

APPENDIX A

Pilot Study Summary



138

Pilot study

A pilot study was conducted to explore stress and burnout perceptions
among selected college teacher-coaches (N=14) across various competitive
levels (see Table 22). The dual-role teacher-head coaches (see Table 23)
were from 6 different colleges from the upper Midwest. Coaches were
contacted by telephone in early August, given a brief description of the
study and its purpose, and asked to participate. The investigator personally
met with each of the participants in mid-August. The teacher-coaches
completed a survey packet just prior to a structured in-depth perscnal
interview with the investigator. The survey packet, which took
approximately 20 minutes to co:hplete, contained four basic questionnaires
(see end of Appendix A for copy of the survey packet) that included; (1)
basic demographic and personal characteristics, (2) burnout (Maslach
Burnout Inventory, Ed Form (Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986)), (3)
symptoms of burnout (questions derived from work by Smith, 1986), and (4)
the perception of stress within the coaching environment (Degrees of
Stress, derived from dissertation by Hunt, 1984). The questibnnaires were
set up to ask the participants to answer retrospectively, thinking back to
the end of their last coaching season; first from the perspective of a
teacher, and second, from the perspective of a coach. The structured
interviews lasted 25 to 65 minutes, addressed issues of stress and burnout,
and provided feedback on the questionnaires.
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This sample was clearly not suffering from burnout at the time they
completed the two perspectives (teaching and coaching) for the Maslach
Burnout Inventory (see Table 24). These teacher-coaches had few feelings
of emotional exhaustion, lacked a tendency to distance themselves from
students or players, and all had a high sense of personal accomplishment. It
is important to remember that these coaches were asked to answer the
surveys retrospectively, but were actually sampled in August, prior to the
start of the school year and the start of even the earliest seasons,
volleyball and football. Thus it is likely these teacher-coaches were
experiencing minimal‘ stress during this time. These coaches may not have
suffered from burnout at the end of their last coaching season, or more
likely, they were unable to accurately reflect back to that time period and
remember how they really feit.

Interview data in combination with questionnaire responses indicated
five primary stressors that these teacher-coaches experienced. These
stressors included: (a) placing pressure on myself to win, (b) time
restraints (e.g., not having enough time to devote to both teaching and
coaching, not having enough time to devote to my family, not having enough
time for myseif), (c) role strain, (d) recruiting, and (e) budget and facility
hassles. It was important to incorporate these stressors into the
assessment instrument that was being developed for future dissertation
research use.

From the pilot information, the Coaching Issues Survey was developed
from the Degrees of stress portion of the survey and the wording of the MBI
Ed Form was modified. This step was important for the present study
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because no standardized instrument that specifically examines stress in the
athletic environment exists. Sport-specific measures have consistently
been demonstrated to be more valid for an athletic population (e.q., S0Q, Gill
& Deeter, 1988; SCAT, Martens, 1977; CSAI-2, Martens, et al.,1990). -
Measures developed and tested with a sport-specific sample should also
allow more accurate and valid perception of the stresses in the athletic
coaching situation.

The Degrees of Stress instrument was reduced from 60 to 32 items for
the Coaching Issues Survey, because certain items were consistently not an
issue for the coaches who participated in this pilot study. The mean values
for each item of the Degrees of stress portion of the survey were calculated
(see Table 25) and if the mean value for an item was below 2.5, indicating
slightly less than moderate stress, the item was eliminated. The 2.5 mean
was selected based on the indication that the sample was under low stress
at the time théy completed the survey and their answers indicated low
degrees of stress overall. Several new items were constructed based on the
open-ended sections of the questionnaire and interviews with the pilot
subjects. The removal of 34 original items and the addition of 4 new items
yielded a new 32-item scale.

Athletic directors from 6 NCAA Division 111 level colleges in the south
were contacted by phone and asked to distribute the new 32-item scale to
the teacher-head coaches (N=60) in their programs. 52 of the 60 mailed
Cbachmg Issues Scales were returned. The Cronbach alpha coefficient of .89
indicated that the scale demonstrated good' internal consistency. The
teacher-coaches were given the opportunity to suggest other issues they
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found stressful in an open-ended section at the end of the survey; however,
no consistent responses were provided, and thus no new items were
developed.

The final survey packet used in the present study was piloted on 10
teacher-coaches to determine the amount of time it would take to compiete
the packet and to obtain feedback on the overall presentation of the
material. Six completed packets were returned and the time for completion
ranged form 17 to 32 minutes, averaging 24 minutes. The teacher-coaches
indicated no problems with the wording of the questionnaires and provided
positive input on the survey packet design and lay-out. Several respondents
suggested keeping the pictures that were in the background of the surveys
| quite faint, so as not to interfere with the visual reading of the
questionnaires or become distracting.

This pilot study provided information relative to how teacher-coaches
perceive stress and burnout within their working environments. Almost
unanimously, the participants indicated that they had experienced burnout at
one time or another during their careers. Interestingly, not one coach spoke
of burnout in relation to their teaching, but rather in relation to coaching.
Also of interest, burnout was viewed as transitory rather than a condition
that one got into and couldn’t get out of or which led to leaving the
profession. Most coaches felt they experienced burnout to some degree
toward the end of most coaching seasons, when stress is often highest and
the teacher-coach is most vulnerable to fatigue.

These teacher-coaches did not believe they learned coping strategies to
handle stress through their teacher or coach preparation programs, but
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rather, developed their own over time and through experience. The variety
of coping strategies they developed are presented in Table 26. These
teacher-coaches expressed a desire to acquire other effective coping
strategies such as basic stress management, time management,
organizational skills, control of negative thoughts, letting go, mental
practice skills, and communication skills.

Overwhelmingly, participants in this pilot study believed stress and
burnout were becoming increasingly problematic for teacher-coaches. All
but one coach in this sample planned to discontinue coaching before
teaching. The combination of survey and interview methods used in this
study provided valuable information relative to the perceptions of stress
and burnout for these teacher-coaches. Stress and burnout were important
issues for this sample but they did not appear to become problems, largely
due to the development of effective coping strategies.



Competitive Level, Gender, and Total Seasons Coached

Table 22
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NCAA Division 11 and/or NAIA

Pregent Head Sport

women's Basketball
women'’s Volleyball
women's Gymnastics
Men's Baseball

NCAA Division 111
women's Basketbal)

women's Softball
women's Tennis
Men's Baseball
Men's Basketball
Men's Basketball

NJCAA

women's Volleyball/Tennis
Women's Volleyball

Men's Soccer

Men's Basketball

Gender

Female
Female
Male
Male

Female
Female
Female
Male
Male
Male

Female
Female
Male
Male

36
33
15
30

1
24
15
75
14
15




Frequency and Percent of Demographic Characteristics (n= 14)

Table 23
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Variable Frequency Percent
Age 251029 0 0
30 to 34 3 21
35 to 39 3 21
40 to 44 ) 36
45 to 49 1 7
50 to 64 2 14
Gender
Female 7 50
Male 7 30
Highest Educational Degree
Bachelors 1 7
Masters S 36
Masters plus 30 4 29
Doctorate 4 29
Marital Status
Single 5 36
Married 8 57
Divorced 1 7
Widowed 0 0
Other 0 0
Sport in which Head Coach
Basketball Only S 36
Volleyball Only 2 14
Tennis Only 1 7
Soccer Only | 7
Gymnastics Only 1 7
Baseball Only 2 14
Sortball Only 1 7
Volleyball/Tennis | 7
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Frequency and Percent of Demographic Characteristics Continued

Sport in which Assistant Coach

Baseball 1 7
Football 7
Major Job Responsibilities
Teach in PE Major Curriculum 14 100
Teach in PE Service Program 14 100
Those with Other Job Responsibilities 9 64
Years in present Teaching Position
Less than 5 4 29
6t 10 3 21
11to15 3 21
16 to 20 2 14
More than 20 2 14
Years in present Coaching Position
Less than 5 4 29
6to10 3 21
11tol5 4 29
16 to 20 2 14
More than 20 1 7
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Percent of Teacher-Coaches Experiencing High, Medium, and Low Burnout on
the Subscales of Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal

Accomplishment Relative to Established Norms (N = 14),

Variable Low Medium High

TEACHING

Emotional Exhaustion 71% 29% 0%

Depersonalization 86% 14% 0%

Personal Accomplishment 100% 0% 0%

COACHING

Ermotional Exhaustion S7% 43% 0%

Depersonalization 93% 7% 0%
0% 0%

Personal Accomplishment 100%




Table 25

Degrees of Stress Scale {tem Means
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1.
2.

10.
M.

12

13.
14,

15,

16.
17
18.

Mean Score
1.6
36

1.3

39

3.7
29
1.4

28
3.2

1.2
42

3.8

1.1

42

Statements
Making decisions which are not popular with the fans.

Understanding my athletes' emotional responses and
motivations and being a source to help them.

College/university central administration's pressure
to win.

Not having enough time to devote to my coaching
responsibilities.

Budget limitations hampering recruiting.

Negative media coverage.

Not having the skills to adequately motivate my
players for key contests.

Other sports or campus events conflicting with my
team’s use of factlities.

Personality conflicts with my players.

My athletic administrator’s pressure to win.

Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities
outside of my coaching duties (teaching, speaking
engagements, etc. )

Inadequate scholarship monies to build a competitive
team.

Alumni pressure to win,

Not knowing the techniques and strategies of my
sport as well as the coaches of opposing teams.

Not being able to hire adequate assistant coaches and
support staff.

Personality conflicts with my coaching staff.
The potential of being fired for failing to win.
Not having time for myself.
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Degrees of Stress Scale Item Means Continued

19,

20.

21,

22,

23.

24

25,

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.
31.

32
33.

34
35.
36.

37.

3.1

1.2

1.3

35

1.1

3.9

3.7
29

3.9
20

47
1.0
34

1.3

Inadequate travel budget for contests with highly
competitive teams.

Fans' pressure to win.

Needing to incorporate new strategies, technologies,
and rules into my coaching system in order to
remain competitive.

Making decisions which are not popular with my
players.

Conflicting requests from my immediate supervisor,
assistant coaches, and athletes,

The expectation that my team be competitive
nationally.

My career as a coach interfering with family and/or
social life. _

The threat of insufficient funds leading to the
elimination of my sport and my job.

Major financial contributors not being satisfied
unless my team win the majority of its contests.

- Not reaching my coaching goals.

My athletic administrator’s confiict with my major
decisions.

Not knowing the criteria by which | will be judged.

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is
predicted to win by a close score.

Injury to one of my starters or top players.

Players influencing my job retention and/or
promotion by determining my win-loss record.

Placing pressure on myself to win.

The public not financialiy supporting our program.

Being unable to recruit the key personnel that my
team needs to be successful.

Not being appreciated by my players.
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Degrees of Stress Scale Item Means Continued

38.

39.

40.

41,
42,

43.
44,

45.

46,

47.
48.

49,

30.

St.
92,

33.
54,

35.

3.1

41

1.5

(NS

41
1.0

3.2

28

3.4
1.1

3.3
1.2

3.2

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is
predicted to win by a large margin.

Players' inconsistency in executing the fundamental
skills or game plan.

The public judging my ability to coach by the
performance of my players,

Fearing that | will be caught for rule violations.

Not being emotionally supported by the
administration.

The traveling required to recruit quality athletes.

My hard work not being appreciated by my immediate
supervisor.

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is
predicted to lose by a close score.

Being concerned that my players might not return to
school for the next term.

Inconsistent judgement calls during a contest.

Fearing that my team will perform poorly on regional
or national television.

The administrator’s concern about the number of
athletes who do not earn degrees.

My coaching success being dependent upon the
decisions of young adults to attend or not attend
my institution. ,

The public not appreciating my effort with the team.

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is
predicted to lose by a large margin.

Momentum turning against my team in a contest.

Having little or no control over which officials are
assigned to call my contests.

Handling defeat.
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Degrees of Stress Scale I1tem Means Continued

56. 1.0 The expectation that my sport will be profit-
producing. |

57. 26 Recruiting against coaches who violate recruiting
rules.

58. 1.6 Not building personal financial security.

59. 15 The expectation to win a contest in which my team
and the opposing teams are evenly matched.

60. 1.2 Being concerned that my athletes will not be

academicaily eligibie.

Table 26
Coping Skills and Strategies Developed

Relaxation Techniques Goal-setting Strategies
Prioritizing Responsibilities Escape Strategies
Drawing on Social Support Network Positive Self-Talk
Setting Realistic Expectations Getting Away

Drawing on Faith and Religious Beliefs Regular Physical Exercise
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Appendix A

THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT GREENSBORO
DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION

PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT FORM

1 understand that the purpose of this research is to gxamine stress

| confirm that my participation is entirely voluntary.

1 understand that | may withdraw my consent and terminate my
participation at any time during the project.

| have been informed of the procedures that will be used in the study.

I understand that all my responses will remain completely anonymous.

Signature__ Date




Demographic Data Sheet

(1) male (2) temale

Your sex:

Your age: years

Are you? (check only one group)

— (1) Asian, Asian American

—.{2)Black

—__{3) Latino, Hispanic, Maexican American

—__ (4) Native American

- (5) white

______(6) Other (please specify )

What is your religion?

(1) Protestant (specify denomination )
—__(2) Roman Catholic

— . (3) Jewish

— (4) Other (please specify ' )
(5) None, no religion

How religious do you consider yourself to be? (Circle the appropriate number.)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Not at all
Religious ) Religious
Marital status:
(1) single
— (2) married
—_{3) divorced
—(4) widowed
(5) other (please specify _ )

it married, for how long have you been married to your current spouse?
If you have children, how many of them are now living with you?
children live with me | have no children

years

152
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Please indicate the highest degree level you have achieved:
(1) Bachelor's

—_{2) Master's

—(3) Master's plus 30

____ (4) Doctorate

What are your primary assignments?

(1) Physical Education lecturer (teach within the Major curriculum)

— (2) Physical Education activities instructor

— (3) Head coach (please specify sport(s) )
—_ (4) Assistant coach (please specify sport(s) )
_____(5) Athletic Director

_____(6) Athletic Trainer

____ (7) Department Chairperson

___(8) Regular classroom teacher

(9) Other (specify )
What are your primary grade level(s) assignment(s)?

High School (specify grades ) College/university
How many students are you directly responsible for? students players

How many years have you been in your current assignment? years

How many years have you been in teaching? years
How many years have you been in coaching? years
How many total seasons have you coached? seasons

How many more years do you expect to continue to teach? years

How many more years do you expect to continue to coach? years




Coaching and Physical Educators Survey (Adapted from :
Maslach, C., Jackson, S.E., and Schwab, R. (1986). Educators Survey, Consulting
Psychologist Press: Palo Alto, CA

The purpose of this survey is to discover how teachers and coaches view their job and
the people with whom thay work clossly.

PART 1

On the following pages there are two survey sections which ask you to answer in
relation to your responsibilities as a teacher only and as a coach only. Respond to
all items as you think you would have at the end o your last or most
recent coaching season. Please read the directions at the start of each section
carefully and answer only from the perspective requested. For sections 1 and 2, read
each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job orin
relation to your job (either teaching or coaching). If you have never had this feeling,
write a "0" (zero) in the space baefora the stateme.t. If you have had this feeling,
indicate how often you feel it by writing the number (from 1 to 6) that best describes
how frequently you feel that way. An example is shown below.

Example:
HOW OFTEN 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Afewtimes Oncea Afew Once Afew Every
ayear month  timesa a times day
or less orless month week aweek
0-6 Statement:
1. | feel depressed at work.

If you never feel depressed at work, you would write the number "0 (zero) under the
heading "HOW OFTEN". If you rarely feel depressed at work (a few times a year or
less), you would write the number *1.” If your feelings of deprassion are fairly frequent
(a few times a week, but not daily) you would write a "5."

Please respond to ALL items.

154



PLEASE NOTE

Copyrighted materials in this document have

not been filmed at the request of the author.

They are available for consultation, however,
in the author’s university library.

Coaching and Physical Educators Survey
155-158

University Microfilms Inte;‘national



159

Please rate the DEGREE to which each issue described below causes you or
produces stress in your COACHING situation.

DEGREE 1 2 3 [ ) 5
NO Low MODERATE HIGH EXTREME
Stress Stress Stress Stress Stress
—DEGREE
0-5 Statements
1. Making decisions which are not popular with the fans,
2. Understanding my athletes’ emotional responses and
motivations and being a source to help them.
3. College/university central administration's pressure to win.
4, Not having enough time to devote to my coaching
responsibilities.
5 __ Budget limitations hampering recruiting.
6. Negative media coverage.
7. Not having the skills to adequately motivate my players for key
contests.
8. Other sports or campus events conflicting with my team's use
of facilities.
9. Personality conflicts with my players.
10. My athletic administrator's pressure to win.
11, Not successtully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my
coaching duties (teaching, speaking engagements, etc. )
12 Inadequate scholarship monies to build a competitive team.
13, Alumni pressure to win.
14, Not knowing the techniques and strategies of my sport as well
as the coaches of opposing teams.
15, Not being able to hire adequate assistant coaches and
support staff.
16. Personality conflicts with my coaching staff.
17. The potential of being fired for failing to win.
18. Not having time for myself.
19, Inadequate travel budget for contests with highly competitive
teams.
20. Fans' pressure to win.
21, Needm_g to incorporate new strategies, technologies, and
tules into my coaching system in order to remain compaetitive.
22,

Making decisions which are not popular with my players.



23.

24,
25.
26.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31

32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

37.
38.

39.
40.

41.
42,
43.
44,

45,

46.

47.

Contlicting requests from my immediate supervisor, assistant

coaches, and athletes.
The expectation that my team be competitive nationally.
My career as a coach interfering with family and/or social life.

The threat of insufficient funds leading to the elammatlon of my
sport and my job.

Major financial contributors not being satlsfled unless my team
win the majority of its contests.

Not reaching my coaching goals.
My athletic administrator's conflict with my major decisions.
Not knowing the criteria by which | will be judged.

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted
to win by a close score.

Injury to one of my starters or top players.

Players influencing my job retention and/or promotion by
determining my win-loss record.

Placing pressure on myself to win.
The public not financially supporting our program.

Being unable to recruit the key personnel that my team needs
to be successful.

Not being appreciated by my players.

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted
{o win by a large margin.

Players' inconsistency in executing the fundamental skills or
game plan.

The public judging my ability to coach by the performance of
my players.

Fearing that | will be caught for rule violations.
Not being emotionally supported by the administration.
The traveling required to recruit quality athletes.

My hard work not being appreciated by my immediate
supervisor.

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted
to lose by a close score.

Being concerned that my players might nct return to school for
the next term.

Inconsistent judgement calls during a contest.

Fearing that my team will perform poorly on regional or
national television.
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49,
50.

51.
52.

53.
54.

§5.
56.
57.
58.
§9.

60.

Please think back over the issues which you just responded to and see if there are any

The administrator's concern about the number of athletes who

do not eamn degrees.

My coaching success being dependent upon the decisions of
young aduilts to attend or not attend my institution.

The public not appreciating my effort with the team.

The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted
to lose by a large margin.

Momentum turning against my team in a contest.

Having little or no control over which officials are assigned to
call my contests.

Handling defeat.

The expectation that my sport will be profit-producing.
Recruiting against coaches who viclate recruiting rules.
Not building personai financial security. :

The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the
opposing team are evenly matched.

Being concerned that my athletes will not be academically
eligible.

issues which you find stressful that were not included or you did not mention at the
start of part 2. List and briefly descibe thesa_issues below.

1.

(Please continue on back if you need more room)

THANK YOU for your time and persetverence in completing this survey. Your input
is very valuable and greatly appreciated.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA
AT GREENSBORO

School of Health. Physical Education,
Recreation, and Dance

Dear Coach,

I'm a former coach who spent 9 years at institutions simitar to yours. For 8 of those years, a large part of
my responsibilities were as the Head Women's Basketball Coach. When | was coaching, it was frustrating
and unfortunate that some of the best peopile in coaching got burned out and left. Now that | want to
make a career in the fiald of Sport Psychology, 'm concerned about helping coaches deal with stress and
avoid burnout. To do this { need your help. ’

This survey is part of a research project I'm doing examining stress and different issues in dual-rote
teacher-basketball coaches such as yourself. | believe this is an important and up to this point, neglected
topic. As you can appreciate, the more we leam about the issues you face, the better we can plan
programs that will meet your needs in this area.

1 know how busy you are at this point in your season, but that is the reason | am contacting you now, to
gather data and find out what its like for you during this time. | urge you to complete this survey sometime
between Eebruary 4th and February 18th, We know so little about the concerns of dual-role coaches, that
I've asked a lot of questions. Consequently, the survey will take you between 25-30 minutes to
complete. The questions attempt to get at what you know. You have a lot of good information to share!
Coaches who filled out similar survays for the pilot study said they found them interesting and insightful
to complete,” and | hope you will too.

Your answers are completely confidential. All questionnaires ask for your opinions or perceptions; there
are no right or wrong answers. Please read each question carefully and answer as you honestly feel
because this will provide the most valuable information. At the end of each section there are two blank
lines for you to add any comments you might have as you move through the packet. For example, if you
feel something else might have been asked, or if you had trouble answering a certain question, please
write this down.

A summary of the resulis of this study wiil be available to you. This information may be helpful in
understanding the issues you and others face in your rofe as a teacher/coach. If you would like a copy
sent to you when it is available, please fill in your name and address befow and retum this sheet with your
packet.

Name
Address

We want to keep good people in coaching!!! Taking the time and energy to fill out this survey can be a
positive step in that direction. When completed, return the packet in the enclosed self-addressed
envelope as soon as possible. | really appreciate your heip!! Give it your best shotf!

Thanks,

Betty C. Kelley

Dept of Exercise and Spont Science
University of North Carolina at Greensbhoro
Greensboro, NC 27412

(919) 275-8040

P.S. Remove the cover page before mailing back the completed survey. The cover page is yours to keep.

GREENSBORO, NORTH CAROLINA/27412-35001
THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA & compesed of the sixtesn public senier institutions in Novth Ceroling

on equal epportunity empleysr
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Teacher/Coaches  Survey

Your sex: male female

years

Marital status:

single

married

divorced

widowed

other (please specify )

Please indicate the highest degree level you have achieved:
Bachelor's Masters plus 30
Master's Doctorate

Give the PERCENTAGE (%) of your assignment each of the following accounts for:
(1) Physical Education lecturer (teach within the Major curriculum)

_______(2) Physical Education activities instructor

______(3) Head coach (please specify sport(s) )
______(4) Assistant coach (please specify sport(s) )
______(5) Athletic Director

_____(e) Athletic Trainer

______(7) Department Chairperson

______(8) Other (specity )

How many students

, athletes are you directly responsible for?

How many years have you been in your current teaching assignment?
How many years have you been in your current coaching assignment?

How many years have you been in teaching?

coaching?
How many total seasons have you coached?

How many more years do you expect to continue to teach? , coach?

Do you participate in a regular exercise program or routine? yes no
Do you exercise to help reduce or manage stress? yes - no
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Percelved Stress Scale



Parcaived Stress

The questions in this scale ask you about feelings and thoughts during the last
month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate how often you felt or thought a
certain way. Although some of the questions are similar, there are differences
between them and you should treat each one as a separate question. The best
approach is to answer each question fairly quickly. That is, don't try to count up the
number of times you felt a particular way, but rather indicate the alternative that seems
a reasonable estimate.

For each question choose from the following alternatives:
0. never 1. almost never 2. sometimes 3. tairly often 4. very often

1. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something
that happened unexpectedly?

2. In the last month, how often have you feit that you were unable to control
important things in your life?

3. In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and "stressed"?

4, in the fast month, how often have you dealt successfully with irritating life
hassles?

5. in the last month, how often have you talt that you were effectively coping
with important changes that were occurring in your life?

6. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to

handle personal problems?
7. In the last month, how often have you felt things were going your way?

8. in the last month, how often have you found you could not cope with all
the things that you had to do?

9. In thg last month, how often were you able to control irritations in your
lite?

10. In the last month," how often have you felt on top of things?

11. In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things
that were outside of your control?

12 In the last month, how often have you found yourself thinking about
things that you have to accomplish?

13. In the last month, how often have you been able to control the way you

spend your time?
14, in the last month, how often have you felt difficuities were piling up so
high that you could not overcome them? e

Additional comments:
1.

2.
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Coaching Problems

The following statements refer to possible problems that are involved in the coach's
work. Please indicate the extent to which any of these problems has caused you
personal concern (i.e., that you have felt this problem yourself and have to some extent
been troubled by it).

| have personally felt this as a problem:

0. not at all 2. to a moderate extent 4. 1o a very great extent
1. to a smali extent 3. to a great extent
1. The coach is expected to maintain traditional values and standards in the

behavior of players (respect for authority, proper appearance, moral
standards) yet at the same time society in general often ignores these
values and standards.

2. In a society which is becoming more cynical and permissive, it is
increasingly difficult for coaches to maintain traditional values and
standards for the behavior of their players.

3. Coaches frequently are confronted by people who have a variety of ideas
(often conflicting) as to how the professional work of coaching should be
performed.

4, Coaches are trained professionals and members of the educational

community, but despite this sometimes are treated as if they were not.

5. Even though they are expected to produce teams with winning records,
coaches often are expected to put considerations of individual student
(player) needs first, whether or not coaching actions based on those
considerations would contribute to a winning season.

6. For coaches, career advancement (getting a better coaching job)
depends heavily on the ability to produce winning teams, yet coaches
often do not want to do all the things to players that may be required to
produce the largest number of wins.

7. Coaching depends on a large investment of time, energy, and creative
ability, yet colleagues, students, and administrators often expect the
coach simultaneously to invest equal resources in teaching.

8. With so many heavy demands on the coach'’s time, it ofien is difficult or
impossible to do a good job of teaching (in physical education activity
courses or in the classroom).

Additional comments:
1.
2.
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Coaching lssues

Please rate the DEGREE to which each issue described below causes you or
produces stress in your coaching situation.

DEGREE 1 2 3 4 5
NO Low MODERATE HIGH EXTREME
Stress Stress Stress Stress Stress
DEGREE
1-5 Issues:
1. Understanding my athletes' emotional responses and
motivations. ,
2. Not having enough time to devote to my coaching
responsibilities.
3. Budget limitations hampering recruiting.
4. Negative media coverage.
5. Other sports or campus events conflicting with my team'’s use
of facilities.
6. Personality conflicts with my players.
7. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my
coaching duties (teaching).
8. Not being able to hire adequate assistant coaches and
support staff.
9. Not having time for myself.
10. Inadequate travel budget for contests with highly competitive
teams.
11. Making decisions which are not popular with my players.
12, My career as a coach interfering with family and/or social life.
13. Not reaching my coaching goals.
14, Not knowing the criteria by which | will be judged.
15. ___ The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted
to win by a close score.
186.

Injury to one of my starters or top players.
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DEGREE 1 2 3 4 5
NO LOW MODERATE HIGH EXTREME
Stress Stress Stress Stress Stress

17. Placing pressure on myself to win.

18. Being unable to recruit the key personnel that my team needs
to be successful.

19, The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted
to win by a large margin.

20. Players' inconsistency in executing the fundamental skills or
game plan.

21. The travaling required to recruit quality athletes.

22. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted
to lose by a close score.

23. Being concerned that my players might not return to school for
the next term.

24, Inconsistent judgement calls during a contest.

25. Momentum turning against my team in a contest.

26. Handling defeat.

27. Recruiting against coaches who violate recruiting rules.

28. The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the
opposing team are evenly matched.

29. Not having enough time for recruiting.

30. Substantial number of hours spent working in a day.

31. Not successtully fulfiling my responsibilities outside of my
coaching duties (e.g. speaking engagements, committee
assignments, etc.)

32. Being a source of help to my athletes.

Additional comments:

1.

2.

174



175

APPENDIX H

Social Support Questionnaire



176

Social Support

The following questions ask about people in your environment who provide you with
help or support. Each question has two parts. For the first par, list all the people you
know, excluding yourself, whom you can count on for help or support in the manner

descnbed Gnve the persons mutuals and their relatnonshlp to you (see example) Do

For the second pan, circle how satisfied you are with the overall support you have.

If you have no support for a question, check the words "No one,” but still rate your level
of satisfaction. Do not list more than nine persons per question.

EXAMPLE
Who do you know whom you can trust with information that could get you in trouble?
_ _Noone 1) T.N. (brother) 4) T.N. (father) 7) D.N. (friend at work)
2) L.M. (friend) 5) L.M. (employer) 8) G.T. (supervisor)
3) R.S. (friend) 6)K.L. (fiend atwork) 9)

How satisfied?

6-very S-fairly 4-a little 3-a little 2-fairly 1-very
satisfied satisfied satistied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

1. Whom can you really count on to be dependable when you need help?

__Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

1a. How satisfied?

6-very S-fairly 4-a little 3-a little 2-fairly 1-very
satisfied satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

2. Whom can you really count on to help you feel more relaxed when you are under
pressure or tense?

__Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

2a. How satisfied?

6-very 5-fairly 4-a little 3-a little 2-fairly 1-very
satisfied satisfied satistied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied



3. Who accepts you totally, including both your worst and your best points?

__Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

3a. How satisfied?

6-very 5-fairly 4-a little 3-a little 2-fairly 1-very
satisfied satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

4. Whom can you really count on to care about you, regardless of what is happening

to you?
_.Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

4a. How satisfied?

6-very 5-fairly 4-a little 3-a little 2-fairly 1-very
satisfied satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

5. Whom can you really count on to help you feel better when you are feeling
generally down-in-the-dumps?

__Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

5a. How satistied?

6-very S-fairly 4-a little 3-a little 2-airly 1-very
satisfied satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

6. Whom can you count on to console you when you are very upset?

__Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

6a. How satisfied?

6-very S-fairly 4-a little 3-a little 2-fairly 1-very
satisfied satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

Are there ways these people help that were not included in the above questions?
1

2
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Christina Maslach Susan E. Jackson Richard L. Schwab

Teacher/Coaches Survey

The purpose of this final section is to discover how teacher/coaches view their current
job and the people with whom they work closely.

Directions:

On the following page there are 22 statements of job-related feelings. Please read
each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. |f you
have never had this feeling, write a "0" (zero) in the space before the statement. if you
have had this feeling, indicate how offen you feel it by writing the number (from 1 to
6) that best describes how frequently you feel that way. An example is shown below.

Example:
HOW OFTEN: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Afewtimes Oncea Afew Once Afew Every

ayear month  timesa a times day
orless orless month week aweek

HOW_ OFTEN

0-6 Statement:
1. | feel depressed at work,

If you never feel depressed at work, you would write the number "0" (zero) under the
heading "HOW OFTEN". If you rarely feel depressed at work (a few times a year or
less), you would write the number *1." If your feelings of depression are fairly frequent
(a few times a week, but not daily) you would write a "5."

Adapted and reproduced by special permission of the Publisher,
Counseling Psychologists Press, Inc., 577 Coliege Avenue, Palo Alto, CA, 94306,
from the Maslach Burnout Inventory by Christina Masiach and Susan E. Jackson,

copyright ,1986.
Further reproduction is prohibited without Publisher's consent.
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CONSULTING PSYCHOLOGISTS PRESS, INC.
577 College Avenue (P.O. Box 60070), Palo Alto, CA 94306 (415)857-1444

-

Betty C., Kelley

The Unviersitvy of North Carolina at Greensbhoro
Exercise and Sport Science Department
Greensboro, NC 27421-5001

L

In response to your request of October 24, 1989 permission is hereby granted you to
reproduce and use the Mad3%2n Burnout Inventory for use
with members at the NCAA Division III. Permission is granted
for you to make the follwoing changes; students to students/
athletes and to change the word Educators to Teacher/Coaches.
Permission is grnated for vou to make 120 copies of the

changed test.
subject to the followmg rectrictions:

(a) Any material used must contain the following credit lines:

"Adapted and reproduced
Pe g special permission of the ’ublisher, Consulting Psychologists
Press, Inc., Palo Alto CA 94306,

from_tdaslach Burnout Inventory
Christina Maslach ublication)
by __Susan £. Jackson [} 1986
(author)

Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher’s consent.”

{b) None of the matcrials may be sold or used for purposes other than those mentioned above.

()  Onc copy of any material reproduced will be sent to the Publisher to indicate that the
appropriate credit line has been used.

(d) Paymentofareproductionfeeof _120 copies times .16¢ Total §19,20

Betty Kelley and all associated entities agree to assign
right, title, and interest in_ *rans
and ox modification of this instrumen: as directed by CPP.

Dicase remit without further notice and mail to my attention, Be sure to identify material for which
payment is made,

DSSUL'ITNG PSYCHOLOQGISTS PRESS, INC.

Q( J 10-30-89
Date

Tina Steele Permissions Department

Agreedto b 'LL
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CONSULTING PSYCHOLOGISTS PRESS, INC.
577 College Avenue (P.O. Box 60070), Palo Alto, CA 94306 (415) 857-1444

l— —I Customer #
2etty C. Kelley Purchase order #
1819 Sherwood St. Apt. D
Greensboro, NC. 27403 Product #
Quantity
|._ . __J Price
In response to your request of __Avril 15, 1920 permission is hercby granted to you to
(Date)

reproduce an additional 430 copies of a modified Maslach Burnout Inventoy for
use in your dissertation research

for [l research ONLY [J commercial use O clinical use
subject to the following restrictions:

(a) Any matcrial used must contain the following credit lines:

“Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.,
Palo Alto, CA 94306,

from Maslach Burnout Inventory

by Christina Maslach & Susan E. Jackson ©1986

Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher’s consent.”

(b) None of the materials may be sold or used for purposes other than those mentioned above.

{c) One copy of any material reproduced will be sent to the Publisher to indicate that the appropriate credit
line has been used. .

(d) Payment of a reproduction fee of 16¢ x 480 = s76.80  Pald (p = WSOL

(e) Betty C. Kelley agree(s) to assign all right, title, and interest in translations,
versions, and/or modifications of this instrument to CPP or as directed by CPP.

CONSULTING PSYCHOLOGISTS PRESS, INC.,

By m/({ul/ Date  4/20/90

Tric Kaufman // Permissions Department
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Dear Coach,

You should have received a survey packet on issues related to your role
as a teacher/coach. You have important information to share. Your
participation could oiso make or breok this study. Please let me hear
from youl

If you have already completed and returned the packet-THANKS!!! If
not, its not too late. Please complete the survey before FEB. | 8th and
mail it back in the self-addressed, postage-paid envelope included in the
packet. Thanks for your help! |'m counting on you!

Good luck with the remainder of your season!!!

Betty C. Kelley-UNCG
P.S. If you misplaced or never received your packet, piease call me at (319)
275-8040 (call collect) and | will gladly send you another one.

Dear Coach,

I'm franticl It has come to my attention that the survey packet on
fssues related to your role as a teacher/coach or coach that was sent to
you on Feb. 1st may have gotten delayed in the mail or not arrived. If this
happened to your packet or if you just haven't had a chance to fill it out
yet, | am extending the completion deadline o week. Because your input is
so crucial and valuable, please feel free to take until February 25th to
complete the survey and then mail it back to me in the self-addressed,
postage-paid envelope included in the packet. If you misplaced or never
received your packet, please call me at (919) 275-8040 (cail collect)
and | will gladly send you another one.

Your time and effort is really appreciated and the information you
provide will be very useful in better understanding the issues you face.

Thanks again for you helpii!

Betty C. Kelley-UNCG
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Do you have any other comments about stress and/or issues in your teaching and
coaching?

(Please continue on back if you need more space)

I may be doing follow-up personat or telesphone interviews at a later date to obtain
more in-depth information. Would you be willing to be interviewed?
Yes No Maybe, contact me later to find out.

DATE SURVEY COMPLETED

Please take a minute and look back through the survey and make sure you have
answered every question.

YOU ARE THE BESTI!!

THANKS FOR YOUR
HELP!!!

Good Luck with the
remainder of the season.
May your team "SHOOT with

a HOT HAND" and play
"TENACIOUS DEFENSE."
Best wishes always,
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001122712102070000001..40150.580.83231..21

0012 41333324334432

001 3 22260051612633006261202.

0014 054535352515

001501132443

001 6 14321124212333323323221543233421

0017 102/15/90
00212311100800200001..012.6.88.2011
002 2 23222311331231

0023 oo

002 4 959595959595

002501122200

002 6412125.1113125111323212333411111
0027202/13/90
00312301210090000001..12152217702022
003 2 34322212214322

003 3 40360061651641006661632.

003 4 553535363636

003 5 32223444

003 6 43522235355251255525322553425531
0037102/13/90

004125032252550000001..602566281313151521

004 2 21244423431331

004 3 23252251311511113351522.

004 4 363636363626

004 5 02422142

004 6 321212251121334533.41.254.4.2223
004 7102/14/90

005123533201070000001..451566131313..11

005 2 23333322222222

005 3 441500635314330354413212

0054 451515263636 '

005 5 22433233

005 6 34442224442432333333443223334323
0057 102/14/90
00612291202080000001..50142227531022
006 2 23432232233332

006 3 135503525335350355533111

006 4 653354243302

006 5 21122002

006 6 23554111242243454434234533433322
00673 02/13/90
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00712342200100000001..012.6.99.612

007 2 22223322332422

007 3232011411015210052114111

007 4 462556565616

007 511011300

007 6 33432215312221313333322423134322
007 7302/09/90

00812333230070000001..351214599..

008 2 32322312223312

008 3 354553441343542242333411

008 4 452536552515

008 5 34221234

008 6 43521235353352255424334555444343
008 7102/05/90

00911442240060000001..1501599161616212111

009 2 10142330431430

009 3 12050350632623003550522.

009 4 454515654545

009 5 13233230

009 6 33432233333334344434333443433332
009 7302/12/90

01011412300100000001..013.2181818..22

010 2 43232420424323

0103 31160050611641216554452.

0104 161616161516

0105 223112..

0106 34311212212132344424235432433211
0107302/23/90

011113112101080000001..100151110101030301 1

011 2 32344444444440

011 3 13250060400510003540402.

011 4 360233243423

011500342023
011631131311411211115112111234111111
0117 102/09/90

012113012303040000001..18002033668..11

012 2 44422222333232

0123 45531162555550005560332.

012 4262626262636

012 523224442

012 6 32233314422451125415113555551333
0127202/12/90

11

189



01311362233.3333.3333.33000001..2001555101515151511

013 2 11244430431340

013 3 10050050500601015650522.

0134 361616162616

013 522341231

013 6 12311122212542223334451243344442

0137 102/04/90
01411472240555000001..301844242424131311
014 2 11233420332220 ‘
014 3 11140050400403006440402.

014 4 252514351403

014 5 13233221

014 6 24511125112231244521223222124211

014 7102/23/90
01511302220080000001..301822888..22

015 2 43322212303323

015 3 553410552122110043443612

015 4 451545151505

015522221332

015 6 42441215343553325444524444543312

01573 02/08/90
01611351250050000001..100104471212.2011
016 2 23412022234333

016 3 55552253654560146665322.

016 4 261636262616

016 5 42444233

016 6 22413121115344545454224444243221

016 7 3 02/05/90
0171138220595000001..201544151515151521
017 2 21444430431410

017 3 555501535215230145516411

017 4 451535163515

017 523113201

017 6 33422313433443433443344433544431

017 7 3 02/09/90
018115822204040000001..10015993030303321
018 2 22233422442221

018 3431611622316310166616112

018 4 764636663636

018 524211230

018 6 24422123322252434444433432234322

0187 102/13/90

190



191

01911412300500500001..015.5141111..11
019 2 12322322223123

019 3 554432353453553434332512

0194 561526251635

019 5 13434200

0196 42213311223322434322232234332422

0197 102/12/90
0201144215095000001..4221414212121212111
020 2 22323212223323

020 3 545222434455520125544312

0204 461646161616

0205 33323210

0206 31111415134233333434333334334214

0207 102/08/90
021123512252550000001..2101533355202012
021 2 20231440442240

021 3 10040050612630005550632.

021 4 964696969696

021 5 00040400
021641331111132131143415224331113212
0217102/09/90
02211502215085000001..140151010282828121212
022 2 24212031441332

022 3 11260160600610000150602.

022 4 351525251515

022 510010010

022 6 22411112321312143322311213423232
0227102/12/90 ‘
02311341105350600001....25577.2011
023 2 32243312423312

023 3 423524533535441233524411

023 4 322544454526

023 523242343

023 6 35224315412445314314233423332434
0237102/15/90
024115023003005002001..160055092028282815151.
024 2 12044410442441

024 3 10060060633600006660662.

024 4 760676860606

024 5 30020000
024625111111112211113312211321122411
0247202/14/90



02512371250050000001..73121091314.10101 1
025 2 33432322223322

025 3 455403535225530254515012

025 4 633545553525

025531323333

025 6 34534334353344345534343443445443

0257 302/14/90
02612402203565000001..10011131218131215.21
026 2 22322311223312

026 3 343422524125431235313312

026 4 944345962404

026512121121

026 6 43332323514443445345441454453323
0267102/15/90
02711472130070000001..502433262525141411
027 2 23421233222423

027 3 55454343321331134331242.

027 4 955486868686

027501201011

027 6 32213232432431435333232435232333
0277102/15/96

02812502212.55025012.50001..02117.517.528.528.528.5..

028 2 3342222232234 1

028 3531310625336400055521111

028 4 666666666605

028 5 22022332

028 6 42212112112721445545243555541111

0287 102/08/90
02912454400500500001..400400.1225252315511
029 2 221333223.2231

029 3 3344214141132.023441312.

029 4 563555555555

029 5 00010020

029 6 33312333324332434333422233234334

0297 102/25/90
03012291210585000001..251411799151511
030 2 21344432223431

030 3 45452263521532005552522.

030 4 865556568546

030511121011

0306 13211224323241333324223433334323
0307102/19/90

192

11



193

03112392100100000001..015.14.1414.1011
0312 20344331331231

0313 11051141411411114550322.

0314 352435453515

0315 12233200

031 6 33424312244244324344233433142222
0317.02/20/90
03211512250050000001..28152525292929121222
032 233333221323341

032 3 1005005151155100656061..

032 4 0.0.0.160.0.

032 5 32232231

032 631231113122223323333131333232211
0327302/22/90
033113922202060000001..602055171717..11
033 2 32432223414413

033 3 664606555132650544454411

033 4 633343443414

033 5 13344444

033 6 53532244454555535555523533453554
0337202/15/90
03411272200750250001..05011333..11
034 2 23332212231332

034 3 342421334345101234102212

034 4 443536361616

0345 ........

034 653211114423311112435424224322244

034 7.02/15/90
03511452205050000001..25241111222222101011
035 2 23222222232321

035 3 453601636665320166615113

035 4 753363535332

035512231131

035 6 23211311222454334343221123232212
0357102/20/90
036114022451045000001..2002666191919151512
036 2 44422314104424

036 3 545400563565630055154513

0364 111416161515

036 5 33022231

036 6 34424215421353114515514455214412

036 7202/22/90



194

03711351207525000001..801583131313..11
037 2 12333323332323

037 3 554536644555662455433311

037 4 230245450202

037 5 33222333

037 6 35433233532342224434434544235543
0377202/14/90
03811462250050000001..90189924242418181 1
038 2 22232441443240

038 3 00060060520642006660502.

038 4261616261616

038 5 00040323

038 6 24533113131111111312211111113112
0387102/17/90
03911382200100000001..015.11.1414.2022
039 2 33332322222323

039 3 55441342632332123452312.

039 4 864595662525

039 5 13240004
039641211311314421555434452333454433
0397202/13/90

04011622100500500001..... 2352829.311
040 2 11134431441231

0403 10111110510611016560102.

040 4 3515150.1515

0405 12123222

040 6 32433211222221333343333433333332

04073 02/15/90
041114522101080000001..301533252525101022
0412 32444443333312

0413 155600.1611513016..0632.

0414 661626261616

0415 41444343

041 6 44443122542352555455354533254534
0417302/14/90
04211402100500500001..0200050101002022
042 2 22332211212312

042 3 13440051500510026650602.

0424 161616161616

042 5 33333333

042 6 2121134342222232223322321 1233342

0427 302/14/90



04311221100100000001..011.1.11.3011
043 221132321332321

043 3 32260233500653016360532.

043 4 956664565556

043 522101200

043 6 33333431133221121311221322121112
0437202/14/90

044 114522105535000001..1301466172323202022
044 2 10033441441321

044 3 11163160421532116650412.

044 4 665665666666

044 521231133

044 6 13122121111413113211211111113111

044 73 02/15/90
045114723100600000301.140251212222222..11
045 221334441342330

045 3 13160060600610006660612.

045 4 969696969696

045 5 00120029

045 6 34523224143321123433422333425332

0457 102/15/90
04611592220080000001..201721213838386011
046 2 24322223223212

046 3 553311556223440155515112

046 4 969596969696

046 5 42242232

046 6 23323112521542344533332544433333

046 73 02/15/90
04711412202575000001..402588181818..22
047 2 23233331332331

047 3 555514346553660334634512

047 4 343435350515

0475 11131342

047 6 35542314252345334533231223232212
0477102/12/90
0481130220095000051.1015.1.5.88.1222
048 2 33422211223312

048 3 444501326544250115502211

048 4 45..........

048 5 12233201

048 6 21435214443343215433332435333322

048 7302/12/90



196

049 11372260040000001..025771313132525 11
049 221312211112221

049 3 11122121122232112211122.

049 4 251525151515

049 5 12132231

049 6 23444222232243323433232443432222

049 7. 02/15/90
0501162245015250001001....1384040382211
050 2 12224431442421

050 3 453613636306551166516511

050 4 662656562626

050 5 33222231

050 6 34352222352232233534532432434423

0507 1 02/13/90
05111392433067000001..12024991414 1425511
051 2 22432223323333

051 3 553502646 136400565655512

051 4 360116160101

051 5 02222330

051 6 4322231232233332542432222322431.}
0517102/13/90 |
05211392202080000001..50221116162420201 1
052 2 21123233322432

052 3 23152151511511005660422.

052 4 655466555635

052 5 22121022

052 6 34343224322341122314321433413333

05272 02/13/90
053122612401050000001..02022555.322
053 2 21123321333443

053 3321311422113131124212211

053 4 453516163515 |

053 523231232

053 6 32422133312334423334443344322323

053 7 1 02/09/90
05412493204060000001..451399272727.1211
054 2 24333334332402

054 3 555501436115150166616112

054 4 551535353555

054 5 44244444

054 6 35553234542332333423442333434542

054 71 02/14/90



197

055123412100750000151.170124512121533 11
(055 2 33233331342431

055 3 45260161623532015561642.

055 4 969696969696

055 5 23334411

055 6 42111524215233222424322323232324

0557 102/19/90

056 123622010600003G01..10013101014 1414202011
056 2 32432222233221

056 3 443331433135400155533312

056 4 969696967676

056 522214333

056 6 54211532224333234335231434434433

0567 102/16/90
05712341102575000001..451566101011202021
057 2 10223320331421

057 3 55350061611602006660502.

057 4 965676763676

057 5 00000031 P
057 6 24531112421532325324411343425513

0577 102/08/90
0581147222020500000101.15020181823232313621
058 2 22233430331430

058 3 21150061601502013550312.

058 4 363636364636

058 543142000

058 6 32411221212111335434232244132313

058 7302/12/90
05912442250050000001..100162020202020101022
059 2 22243332322312

059 3 11150151611633036361412.

059 4 363636363636

059 5 22112044

059 6 35421233433422343435333443534443

0597202/12/90
0601147220033.33033.3033.301..015.2025.25.2011
060 2 21232432232333

060 3 12050150323653035660522.

0604 161616161616

060521120120

060 6 23211122112321345232331223232113

0607102/12/90



061114522500250250001....121220202010101 1
0612 12331322322332

0613 22161052401511005431522.

0614 361625162616

0615 13323021

061 6 33222325444333424544243433244322
0617102/12/90
06211382100100000001..020.741315.2022
062 2 21233340342331

062 3 22140040610422005550512.

062 4 561636462656

062 5 112200..

062 6 325341.22422243334322333331322.2
0627102/19/90
06311392200250750001..1000100.4172121.2011
063 2 22422222222423

063 3 55351343533453025554332.

063 4 646444441464

063 5 44444433

063 6 42424213342222335423333433433432

063 7302/19/90
06411472252048000001..15020511262640151511
064 2 23332223213322

064 3 342331325634430043524411

064 4 551545453504

064 5 13343443

064 6 34324432432543545455443555455434

064 7102/19/90
06511382201090000001..01744161616.2012
065 2 22234320333331

065 3 35351261620530116660212.

065 4 969696969696

065521212100
065631213111111132134212111214311111

0657 102/19/90
066115322252550000001..02512923232301021
066 2 23344232332412

066 3 33150162600512015560422.

066 4 352625351615

066 5 21231142

066 6 32322331433423334233323443433334

066 7 102/08/90

198



199

06711383350500450001..02406617171751512
067 2 22233331332231

067 3 11132160611501005560532.

067 4 231323232323

0675 01322011

067 6 42342211222411244314221534242323

0677 102/09/90
068115322251560000001..0201717242424..22
068 2 22244432433321

068 3 553603655005550165516512

0684 151615151515

068 522322143

068 6 32432224342333343443343344444333

068 7.02/08/90
06911332200500500001..62560.7.77.2011
069 2 21104431442442

069 3 10160060600606006060102.

0694 ............

069 5 11001030

069 6 12212115111111121212211221212111
0697102/19/90
07011472465035000001..0242013202020101011
070 2 12323233331211

0703 331511515116130256615211

070 4 665646364646

0705 12211112

070 6 22223222322422323332322333433232

0707 102/22/90
07111552250050000001..8020222725255522
0712 22322222223322

0713 55552352643553115552412.

071 4 959595959595

0715 22222222

071 6 22525214242232425553222344333332
0717102/19/90
072123252104050000001..1251599101111..11
072 2 21233343322312

072 3 352601626115130166615111

072 4 361535363516

072 5 00041034

072 6 24322235322333533323352332254432

0727 302/18/90



200

0731232223341160010001..1001355810102222
073 2 22322322333222

073 3 344313223333341224333311

073 4 353535353535

073 5 23222243

073 6 33523335354522334433423334234443
0737102/13/90
07412471203070000001..501012122222225511
074 2 22432232223322

074 3 555522556335542166623212

074 4 563666563656

074 522442243

074 6 42211213332244454533141443442422
0747102/15/90
075124612601030000001..015201524242410511
0752 33143212322411

075 3 554624556514460165616211

075 4 866575663646

0755 12232344

075 6 24443234442232332213442432444451
0757102/16/90

076 12321205600035001..5300777711.611
076 2 21233331233321

076 3 32160051500615004551312.

076 4 563535353535

076 521132130

076 6 22234222222222434334343332233322

076 73 02/15/90
07712381205050000001..012221616162510220
077 2 e

077 3 55436334422420003442342.

077 4 551645563545 '

077 5 33423343

077 6 42235311424543445534323552243443
0777302/22/90
07812291100500500001..025.2688.1011
078 2 24433222212412

078 3 555601546014550165536111

078 4 757575757575

078 511243143

078 6 33555315553553145535534443334523
0787202/21/90



201

079123312252550000001..125244488820.2
079 2 22342334202413

079 3 355511514114150055505111

079 4 451434353505

079 5 33140243

079 6 44214234532222322223221422323442

0797 102/15/90
08012321204060000001..14012551111112511
080 2 22333432233222 '
080 3 435601626106300066606512

080 4 565646464646

0805 13222341

080 6 15545135333451435423443545545524
0807102/16/90
081123123250500250001..502174888201011
0812 20333331332210

081 3 34150060600611006660522.

0814 754666563656

081542221343

0816 312.323.3.234. 54423225434543241
0817102/20/90
082123212200600000201.2951433111111301511
082 2 32433332333412

082 3 56363334655634006663332.

082 4 344535162605

082501112221

082 6 23412223522432224324213342532422
0827102/14/90
08312261100400000601.3018.4.44.1021
083 2 21323242332231

083 3 32350152510423115441232.

083 4 652455661424

083522101100

083 6 33322223324333343333323434332421
0837202/20/90
084122711020700000101.4701211588.1011
084 2 233.1..31.2313

084 3 553542432215452135315211

084 4 241255351323

084 500111322

084 6 2441.22443342322..3.322222225532

084 7102/18/90



085115022040500000101.52001528829294412311
085 223222122232331

085 3 553314626425452435533112

085 4 951525141515

0855 12120122

085 6 344.2222343.3243454333233333.322
0857102/11/90
0861143240090050051.6018.1202121..11
086 2 34432212112402

086 3 553523546225560265545111

086 4 251435652414

086 5 02341243

086 6 15444235542542124413523423234543

086 7102/15/90
08711351200500000501.720022966201522
087 2 34432232222222

087 3 342533545234452334513411

087 4 956435454545

087 5 22232332

087 6 34343432344444445444234555244434

087 7.02/15/90
088112712003005000201.872521.1.44..11
088 2 44322223214013

088 3 333411623425542233233512

088 4 010101010101

088 543132240

088 6 25412325541335133415311221214434
0887102/11/90 "
08911322200600000401.901522999..22
089 2 34422211223313

089 3 666600546032510066643012

089 4 464646464646

089 542343433

089 6 44543235433455125515211545414541
0897102/13/90
090115923431740000001..1213025253434343311
090 2 33322223223422

090 3 563435553543543454253312

0904 111615161616

090523121144

090 6 35312244422334324433421322345533

09073 02/13/90

202



091123813025600000151.100151010141425.511
091 2 33323321223221

091 3 35550452300552005530542.

0914 461646161616

0915 00232321

0916 33431314333334343433331333343322
0917.02/15/90
09212513204250000081.120016252530303010.21
092 2 21233423233422

092 3 320600606006460056624311

0924 163615154625

092501222232

092 6 23351425223144555535435542533331
0927302/22/90
093114522015500000351.11900252222222222151522
093 2 11233341332220 :

093 3 11152441400611115550312.

093 4 857656455555

093 511131011

093 6 22213222221312224223222422223332
0937302/13/90
0941148242515400000201.1240302424252525171711
094 2 20.33..03.24.3

094 3 33051051611621006650512.

094 4 969696969696

094 511001100

094 6 22212211111121224233322232132222

094 7102/12/90
095113022010800000101.13201822877....
095 221223431342441

0953 11152150610611114550332.

0954 161616161616

0955 00212131

095 6 14324222122242223322223433323121
0957102/12/90
09611281100400000601.1015.6.99..22
096 2 21313432122223

096 3 56554354333235331333602.

096 4 362526253626

0965 2.1.00.4

096 6 24423145331333334333233444134344

096 73 02/19/90



204

097113122040500000101.1456204441010.2022
097 2 23332322323421

097 3 34360041640556000550322.

097 4961565361616

0975 11142324

097 6 24554225553555224424523544425533

0977 102/13/90
09811372225070000051.1570126681414.3011
098 2 13223223224322

098 3 44342232422554113453342.

098 4 552536164626

098 5 33333342

098 6 33424334223344224323314422234222

098 7102/20/90
0991157230033.3000066.71.1601520113331312511
099 2 22233430332341

099 3 11030150610633026550622.

099 4 351416261503

099511121033

099 6 3441221234334334443343233434433.

099 7.02/22/90
10012313100200000801.17..44..4..11

100 2 44400104204403

100 3 665400554315630052354611

100 4 240143452423

100 5 21332444

100 6 24321253533452435525543134454441

1007 102/15/90
10112342205600000351.1801423210105311
101 2 33322112223321

101 3 53452242420431015551022.

101 4 964626363636

1015 22101001

101 6 22333413434332124413313522113332
1017102/13/90
102115723025500000251.6018262633333371311
102 2 22332431332232

102 3 2123216162061001356041..

102 4 341415252525

102 5 33244342

102 631132211213112234424241234221311

10273 02/07/90



1031142232522330000201.91201298 161631131311

103 2 23332213221413
103 3 352452335543352154511111

103 4 850276762535

103 5 13031422

103 6 34512123323454325515324334144333

1037 102/10/90
104122622292143000071.19502022444353522
104 2 11344442332331

104 3 12252161610611106661612.

104 4 969696969696

104 500131122

104 6 22112222312221254223232333232322

104 7 102/12/90
1051137220590000051.601833161616231321
105 2 10433331430431

105 3 55530051500400001450502.

105 4 763666664646

105 5 00010001

1056 11111113112411525434334435155512

10573 02/09/90
10611522400500000501.20024111618181381 1
106 2 34323322234322

106 3 332602523105200135512111

106 4 653515363636

106 5§ 22232112

106 6 33522222243112525433535332132223

106 7102/12/90
107123022025500000251.101344999202012
107 2 43442224224423

107 3 666522555445511135654412

107 4 945586854435

107 511131233

107 6 54112231513554535555351245254542

1077 1 02/08/90
10812261100330000671.21251002044.521
108 2 11233130322322

1083 woveeeeeeeeeereeeeeennes

108 4 766655557535

108 521332232

108 6 332222.1212231333423222332134443

1087 102/13/90

205



206

109122812010600050251.22121244444..11
109 2 11332323323422

109 3 455432553443451244254113

109 4 163515153405

109533130211

109 6 33323224443344324424333234133433

1097 102/16/90
110112912500300000201.23151533366101021
110 2 33433322323423

110 3 555312343333532224222512

1104 964696969696

1105 23444444

110 6 44535334552454525555452554255434
1107.02/15/90
11112361200500000501.2430154415151515.21
1112 23433320412422

1113 553501624324450033525011

1114 464566462615

1115 44222442
111634411113411351134515311524214412

11173 02/04/90
1121132220255025000011.753033101010102011
1122 34431443211402

1123 553636544632466553356511

1124 447464543513

112 5 33343343

112 6 13412232552543435514123334324532

11273 02/05/90
113122712105501500020126013225510..21
113 222323243331311

1133 55553433332533015531252.

113 4 330235762576

113522331134

113 6 42222335334422444534432333343333

11371 02/09/90
1141141231007020000013.303011181818.20.1
114 2 21233432332331

114 3 11040060501612005650412.

114 4 665646565656

114 5 01220321

114 6 23212211322221333323232333323321
1147102/13/90



11511353250202010000013.3204544121212252511

1152 20233332432331

115 3 22230021621522122551322.

115 4 952596969646

115500122033

1156 32431234331321235422112122214332
1157102/12/90
116123312051490000014.751244101010151521
116 2 33232332233422

116 3 322604616405540155512011

116 4 651466666666

116 5 10240000

116 6 32555115141224222525524323525421

116 73 02/14/90
1171145210305020000011.202744242424..11
117 2 11233331332231

117 3 11061060600610006660622.

117 4 663656363636

117521121221

117 6 42342323423334434433132233433324

1177 102/21/90
1181233120205020000101565030331010186612
118 2 22323440342330

118 3 14050051600621006550402.

118 4461636361616

118 5 00116000

118 6 22331112211211323221321432243421

118 7302/20/90
11912281220105020000016.6020113334201 1
119 2 32322323223222

119 3 563523533453465436531411

119 4 859564857474

119 523233342

119 6 34421423534333234523334333334533
1197102/16/90
12012271235154010000017.401511461120101 1
120 2 23343321323423

120 3 553320433225331154223311

120 4 253525344534

120 5 12322343

120 6 34512225323332234534324222223422

1207 102/05/90

207



208

121124521006040000014.047.851929..12
1212 10133440441240

1213 121610606006 110066606 12.

1214 962696967676

1215 00130000

1216 11112111211211121212211312112111

1217 102/13/90

12212251201050 1000030 18 19251523333..11
122 2 22232231332321

122 3 321.21.2200.3000.442232.

122 4 555564337513

122 5 22423022

122 6 32211311323311132333231333142213

1227 102/13/90
1231231220505000000...11015666661 1011
123 2 22433422322433

123 3 45442353411544035453432.

123 4 967646565656

123 5 12222244

123 6 3332224533222333432334242333533.)

123 7 102/14/90
12412.120752500000...751233141411...1
124 2 21422312223322

124 3 544301133342540154422112

124 4 653565653535

124 5 41213442

124 6 33432133333453455545423443344332

124 7 3 02/13/90
1251228110075000025..154015440440.21
125 2 21343431332321

125 3 12251363613422016450422.

125 4 85367686868.

1255 101.....

125 6 34413222344532444323443433443224

12571 02/15/90 |
1261228120505000000...112173333320101 1
126 2 43233332233322

126 3 232532434335340255515311

126 4 011516265525

126 5 11232322

126 6 33534334443444343534434443443333

126 7 1 02/06/90



209

12711322202550000025..6..11101010..22
127 221323334211422

127 3 35150151601615005650412.

127 4 651425153535

127 5 11132343

127 6 12412124422431234433332432123321

12771 02/06/90
128115824200250350200...672229293434347711
128 220144440441140

128 3 22151060600611006561612.

128 4 763636363636

128 522101012

128 6 33222232322242233333221333233333

128 7.02/15/90
129113322202040020000...75011055121212282011
129 2 21321323213213

129 3 342512233134340244322211

129 4 442334354444

129 5 13223343

129 6 35422243334531425433423443234432
1297102/13/90
1301228210050050000...015.6.66.2512
130 2 32432233322314

130 3 564442313212250143523211

130 4 655436262545

130 524100033

130 6 33512335545422455424452445355542
1307302/13/90
13111502230045025000...4040524292929101011
1312 22323232332132

1313 1116115..11..10....1.112

131 4 969696665656

1315 33233332

1316 43322223323334334442333333233333
1317102/14/90
13211362210405000000...1002088888202011
1322 10134441342231

132 3 21062060644621106660112.

132 4 251525262616

132500144142

1326 22134111122121223223121333132112
1327102/13/90



210

13311532420206000000...020303030303010501 1
133 223233331432321

133 3 21140150600626006660512.

133 4 551525151515

133 532131222

133 6 25412133321223343243211223233434
1337102/13/90
13412301220070010000...50143348822012
134 2 12233222213241

134 3 22251162501633434551632.

134 4 754535563535

134 523233333

134 6 32221231323243434433222322322221
1347102/14/90
13512301350040000010..19163044888351011
1352 33322323223322

135 3 444543536365520153415312

135 4 553535453535

135 544342343

135 6 43322325423231324323332234333334
1357102/14/90
136123923251040000025..12651577171734262612
136 2 32432332332432

136 3 553602335435531154523312

136 4 450154750223

136 5 44343332

136 6 34221323423532333323422433443322

136 7102/28/90

1371235120040060000...09.4..4..21
137 223433312323412

137 3 566501454103540045425212

1374 2615........

137521243302

137 6 34322241513552344523424323435554
1377202/15/90
1381153210075000025..25020.19..33.922
138 2 32422332123322

138 3 565301341103520233302212

1384 1514.5..1414

138 5 12212200

138 6 32515211153112424234142554141112
1387202/13/90



211

1391137220075000025..26017.761517..22
139 2 32223422233311

139 3 455402544003550014612211

1394 ............

139 5 14441213

139 6 42123223324445555555543542253523
1397.02/13/90
1401134226004000000...402044101111202011
140 2 32334440242430

140 3 33552061600530006550402.

1404 661345863515

140 5 10020042 -

140 6 34213121412431544142232423132411

1407 102/16/90
1411132220545050000...90759210101020201 1
141 2 32432334223402

141 3 56240061600526005660532.

1414 330316160315

1415 23424342

141 6 22432245423344435334434445344443
1417302/15/90
14211322310070000020..27201511111111202011
142 2 20232431431440

142 3 14061060600610006660612.

142 4 563646465656

142 5 22211210

142 6 23413132242331234522223333142434

1427 102/15/90
1431233123007000000...150283371010..11
143 2 22233431442240

143 3 32160061600501005560512.

143 4 552665562625

143511114243

143 6 34324221112111234334242335243222
1437102/02/90
1441228122008000000...262633666..11
144 2 32333322323311

144 3 34260151551640025342432.

144 4 262636363636

144511111132

144 6 33311333432323334424332334133411

14471 02/08/90



9]
—
[ 9]

1451240130050000050..101501261218.2022
145 2 23321222224422

145 3 352523421211422256421011

1454 ............

1455 41043200

1456 11113115221141445532453554453221
1457102/13/90
14612251200100000002..025.3.33.1521
146 2 33432333223412

146 3 53351141611413023460512.

146 4 341535452514

146 5 23324323

146 6 42211133443353545434353344354333

146 71 02/06/90
14711462230070000003..17221212242424..11
147 2 42142431443422

147 3 110610616256561065606011

147 4 030324140214

147 5 43234444

147 6 34335344453443334533533534435433

1477 102/14/90
14811332200800000204.2830060779109252511
148 2 20333220344421

148 3 55450263610650003560312.

148 4 955675764585

148 5 23234043

148 6 33414224442351124535323534553113

148 7102/15/90
149114022251560000005..1253599181818..12
149 2 21244432432321

149 3 11150060510612005450522.

149 4 969696969696 '

149 5 22323322

149 6 22312222322233323323233233332222
1497102/10/90
150112722104050000005..502522555..22
150 2 33433312224433

150 3 45544264454540424555052.

1504 561626262626

150 5 21343131

150 6 42414215322255535444343554143222

1507 102/12/90



1511138220595000006..201544131515.1211
151 222322221332221

151 3 34060061601621005550522.

1514 440143342233

1515 34243443

151 6 23353214333453355345432545444421
1517102/22/90
152123912030500155007..100458816183510421
152 2 2242..1322.313

152 3 554212562114650344352112

152 4 955585358525

152 5 13223222

152 6 42532232432343325534423544335434
1527102/20/90
153123122200600200008..30505591123..11
153 2 32443332333412

153 3 66560262654633006561622.

1534 551665163616

153 5 32243343

153 6 34321144423334545435454555555541
1537102/22/90
15412321101090000006..202044999101011
154 2 11333331333231

154 3 34154162543534015552562.

154 4 352646265626

154 511021300 _

154 6 23342211222224334444221443232223

15473 02/22/90 '
155123922050500000011..5030141516161610522
155 2 42433334324424

155 3 354532534333452245404411

155 4 454535454525

155 5 33222344

155 6 43523335443443335434333344345433

15573 02/12/90
1561226122010500000207.6753022554..11
156 2 44434234224313

156 3 555606422225300464024412

156 4 460136161601

156 5 43443244

156 6 55553555525555235545223535155455

156 7102/12/90



15712321202080000002..96353371111101021
157 2 21233322321222

157 3 55262541310631014560332.

157 4 953436354434

157 523331123

157 6 42243543425453433434425344322314
1577.02/27/90
1581228122010700000609..38423377...1.
158 2 11243432331211

158 3 12260052600613106550512.

158 4 654536365516

158501121221

158 6 23231214323321134323222233323221

15873 02/14/90
159112922151570000005..755055777101011
159 2 22312322221211

159 3 242232324333232232423311

159 4 956485465565

159 5 22332242

159 6 44533222223432334444344432243333

15973 02/13/90
160123022400500000107.293027556816201011
160 2 344222142244 14

160 3 656645556563664455656512

160 4 551436460115

160 5 43334444

160 6 55424535555555345535334555355545

1607 102/25/90 '
1611232123020400000106.16102522279201511
1612 30123331331321

161 3 32050060600600006660302.

1614 261525262615

1615 33141022
161633111113112112113112111211121212

1617 102/21/90
16212251120080000002..204022233.711
162 2 43432412213423

162 3 543601616015260165614411

162 4 555555564645

162 5 33244331

162 6 34555434445445543554555554555432

1627 102/19/90



[ 9}
[u—y
L

16311402100500000505.19030.12.1717.2
163 2 44442214214323

163 3 6565454656616554616.6613

163 4 120132322601

163 5 44444423

163 6 43532111525525552555555555553322

1637 102/15/90
164123612025650000107.30803055 14 14 1415 l§ 11
164 2 22322331331311

164 3 10360251500531016661512.

164 4 463635353535

164 5 12243343

164 6 34431223212242444444332342334322
1647202/12/90
165123112303040000006..1322311555202011
165 2 32432322332313

165 3 55550361310535004530622.

165 4 562635455525

1655 11242343

165 6 24523244423533324425431442345432
1657302/15/90
166123112301060000002..803022101212..12
166 2 33421223214322

166 3 553615565665542455433312

166 4 460146462626

166 5 22444443

166 6 54335425431455345535332435234433

166 7202/12/90
167122712401050000002..60325555910.11
167 2 43442213224422

167 3 546454363462665433063513

167 4 150101250101

167 5 44444444

167 6 55545544535355545555444334254435

1677 102/13/90
168123812200600200002..6540516161644..11
168 2 32433423223422

168 3 452541526436340056615211

168 4 2505........

168 501131033

168 6 32212233322222333323322222233332

168 7102/12/90



160122612010400000502.630251213351011
169 2 22233322223323

169 3 55442244220541124553442.

169 4 852555652525

169 5 23231011

169 6 34513544523343454545544454444443

169 7302/13/90
17012281255400500007..40150117719152511
170 2 22333223332411

170 3 35260161601535016661512.

170 4 543496955445

170 5 10422332

170 6 44321124332442445433333545535231

1707 102/16/90
171123312015700150006..3020101010102025151 1
1712 31433322332332

171 3 55351454511555115553552.

171 4 363536661616

1715 02233232

171 6 444332343433433444233233241343.2

1717 102/16/90
172122912200700000107.6502433677..11
172 2 22232224222012

172 3 45560241623336015531232.

172 4 957474747474

172 5 42332032

172 6 34513235352232153424523434135413

17273 02/26/90
1731229122020400000207.316520118919101511
173 2 21243323332422

173 3 34261251600533016651512.

173 4 866646764656 '

173 501210021

173 6 43112331212231343224113543131433
1737.102/16/90
17412281203070000009..2040333611..11
174 2 33422324313413

174 3 555512.32..5550163.4..11

174 4 251526361515

174 5 12332222

174 6 34313225434444234523423333425423

174 7302/15/90



1751229120595000002..1003522222..11
175 222332222223413

1753 453541533325452365325311

1754 153525263534

175501311221

175 6 33422323333334343533424333334423

17573 02/15/90

176 12421202080000007..40301515202020..12
176 2 21234432322321

176 3 352531323114320052204512

176 4 462626263626

176 512123211

176 6 31113422313421123214311432113321

176 73 02/19/90

1771246 2250050000007..50281717232020.322
177 2 33422222222323

177 3 453544363332533344454412

177 4 251415151525

177 5§ 23311012

177 6 33335334444442444444223334554422

17772 02/15/90
178124912400450000152.2364482323272354..22
178 2 33432222223312

178 3 555633554554661254424312

178 4 220122243534

178 5 22242122

178 6 35542225552323234323522423324434

178 7102/19/90
17911421275025000005..120207720202020021
179 2 22322332223113

179 3 543454555404543244555213

179 4 140224340202

179533011233

179 6 44223224432322113423422322234532
1797102/15/90
18012261202080000007..02411325101012
1802 43232123223331

180 3 10230132300521104310522.

180 4 351423243424

180501001101
180621111211212121232535113332122212
1807102/12/90



181113322401050000003..120401110103053011
1812 34444413314444

181 3 6666536665546622551555..

1814 650166660101

1815 22232443

1816 35513211442342135413311333415524
1817102/12/90
18212281245055000007..2322224430522
182 2 31433424224411

182 3 455514422324650243223312

1824 410125352525

182524334244

182 6 33344235542342334525232443525322
1827102/15/90
183113632102070000003..1005066 151515202011
183 244444214214414

183 3 656556564663660554555512

1834 150101141401

183 5 33444444

183 6 45554545455555555555555555555534
1837.02/07/90
184122912202060000002..90355567155211
184 2 34422223222323

184 3 541422453124431354342312

184 4 352316151535

184 5 12333422

184 6 44232332524442445434341545344323
1847102/13/90
18511402100400600005..040.1072040.2011
1852.2232331233331

1853 343.006163132201.360642.

1854 251616161616

1855 12132443

185 6 54421531345232334324333543443323
1857102/09/90
18612281100500500002..075.2.65102011
186 2 42432312134322

186 3 .eeeiiiniiniierenene

186 4 553565654545

186 5 110022..

1866 e,

1867102/09/90



187123812150700001508..652331216161601022
187 2 32333322312421

187 3 345512545115445256633511

187 4 655555455554

187 5 11232244

187 6 45433443323332244435332533545422

187 7102/07/90
1881126220590000056.3222250.580.7505554011
188 2 22232323212423

188 322261151421532015540432.

188 4 969686868686

188 524411211

188 6 43323222224322223325322432324322
1887102/17/90
18912311101090000007..2530232671111
189 2 43422212213333

189 3 543431353445543234253513

189 4 555544346535

1895 22313312

189 6 34335324524444334425332234234444

1897 102/07/90
190123412100800000107.1632304413131321611
190 2 22233321323331

190 3 43363363633633006660612.

190 4 954555451445

1905 22131233

190 6 33442225332343434534343335234332

1907 102/05/90
19112352203070000006..602255141313..11
191 2 32322323223422

191 3 555534564444553344455312

1914 162616161616

1915 32231332

191 6 33453225443444434535533443444433
1917102/02/90
192122852321454000002..632211366101011
192 2 33323112223312

192 3 454202533224460354434411

192 4 653555652525

192 522221143

192 6 33224442424422233423323432434342

1927 102/06/90



19311312100100000006..01904091330301 1
193 2 33443311223312

193 3 55555255550566605550012.

193 4 643322431402

193 532434144 _

193 6 35552335522555235524222423225553

19371 02/06/90 |
19411594220502502000305.1902513133333335522
194 2 21323331233321

194 3 35122121531646115551232.

194 4 550.45450.0.

194 5 13321342

194 6 24415314552253435535553334355533

194 72 02/09/90 |
19511332300100000004..040.281111354011
195 2 43322214202413

195 3 563600636325630065326011

195 4 45010.462525

195 5 22132000

195 6 2511121131254221333322121312321"

1957 1.02/09/90
196114312103060000005..02133202020.2022
196 2 21121330341230

196 3 11163351501500115550542.

196 4 ..........

196 522321010

196 6 21231212111112324134112423221122

196 73 02/15/90
197122712001000000010..050.5.55.1511
197 2 33423322333332

197 3 55445555646644046460642.

197 4 434485551254

197 5 01222101

197 6 42435425323353344434333233443424

197 7 102/23/90
19812362200100000008..035.471125..11
198 2 22334421332412

198 3321.0161533533106.50542.

198 4 666565666565

198 5 011420..

198 6 321213.3533521334334533432555311

19871 02/11/90



199125013573250150006..20202323292929.122
199 2 22223322223413

199 3 555513556562660255432112

199 4 652526353415

199 5 01442244

199 6 45523355543545244433333534235543
1997102/13/90
2001234134010400001007..100251110102230101 1
200 2 33222222223332

200 3 32221232333332233331112.

2004 151515151515

2005 02243332

200 6 34524423334243222224422223334223

2007 102/16/90
201123313203050000007..140301145820511
2012 33332321313312

201 3 223452323312330116506511

201 4 762636363636

201512212343

201 6 34414342434443334435433344345543
2017102/14/90
20212622225570000005..25354333838383321
202 2 32421222221212

202 3 33320453546520053350312.

202 4 441434245454

202511111012

202 6 33121232113332324343132354332222
2027.02/15/90
20312362200100000007..030.591410.3521
203 2 43333322323422

203 3 31063060611532005261642.

203 4 14141416140.

203 531323331

203 6 33545424453455345545234534435333
2037102/07/90
20412251201090000007..503022222..22
204 2 22322131431431

204 3 23360151513533216551322.

204 4 553475555555

204 5 20221111

204 6 32223311223233244334233434422223

204 7102/11/90
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2051233131505001500207.1920401111111126212111
2052 33323321213111

205 3 554504545013450145515112

205 4 441525552525

2055 32242333

205 6 43142222422323133324323554223523
2057102/11/90
20612351350050000006..30251212121224271011
206 2 22232222232441

206 3 45251332312435135441542.

206 4 542345252323

206 5 22332133

206 6 43422433334343334423333344444442
2067102/09/90
20712301103070000002..7035333918101011
207 221333342333431

207 3 12250061601622015550522.

207 4 956546466666

207 5 22232123

207 6 43243322313422324223322343244323

207 7102/13/90
2081137221515500000206.191404033161616201511
208 2 32334323222433

208 3 55354252511545015551532.

208 4 565456565656

208 5 22344333

208 6 24124234444453434423332434444432
2087302/13/90
209123312155750000512.155416666182051.
209 2 34212214222412

209 3 543602443223541134303212

209 4 541122433223

209 532113132

209 6 33422223423334324323232233233322

2097 102/19/90
210113612001000000013..03533111111..22
2102 21311423101013

210 3 .5.614646004560066554.12

2104 262636262626

2105 11311000

210 6 2444211554252111251431.122115411

21073 02/13/90



2111245140050000051.44020.1182020201011
211 2 22333332233412

211 3 44151052600423113451412.

2114 964655655626

211511221232

2116 34354314313423443435441553443323
2117102/13/90

212 1.

212 223422421232422

212 3 545435544324451655544312

212 4 857545458535

212 523242322

212 6 34224333532521324223223224223332
2127102/13/90
2131235122555001000107.33903488141414..11
213 231431113123422

213 3 564502545444440055523412

213 4 352535453515

213 521122022

213 644311231413441115545434245343433
2137102/15/90
21411512201783000005..3272533272727..22
214 2 43332331334422

214 3 432503536005550456615512

214 4 262626261616

214 511222122

214 6 54321213424521255424322225223414

214 7302/28/90
21511562302080000005..803027273636369911
215 2 33433421321233

215 3 55354260640512016660632.

215 4 969696969696

215533333243

215 6 34435323453422235444543344543433
2157102/13/90
216123612006500003515.47802099131313..11
216 2 31132442441340

216 3 11160060600610006660602.

216 4 956666966646

216511110011

216 622112122111221212112111112121111

216 73 02/08/90



21711321201090000005..02531131111.3312
217 2 0102044044 1240

217 3 000510606006 10006660522.

217 4 261626 160.0.

217 5 00000010

217 6 12112111112111122212111411112111

21772 02/15/90

2181147320109000000 1..40 151414242424 .3 11
218 2 33432324222412

218 3 665454241121553334514412

218 4 141302121201

218 5 32443434

218 6 34525324443445454544444454545544

21871 03/01/90
219122811005010000502620015.1.34.1022
219 2 23332222213322

219 3 336535535505645565226311

219 4 952675661616

219 5 21223244

219 6 33414531244234434335232342142422

2197 102/12/90
220113322101080000001..7812771010105102 1
220 2 32433312312313

220 3 453132543244531132243212

220 4 664575754545

220 5 33242321

220 6 32413223341342334434233335434322

2207 102/15/90

2211143234006000000 1..402010 1020 2080303022
2212 23322231233331

221 3 32001260621612002450162.

221 4 0.0.0.0.0.0.

221511121144

2216 21314322222224124433323343433312

2217 102/06/90
2221142222525250250005..1002633181818..2.
222 2 43432424342412

2223 351610616106100166616111

222 4 361616362626

222 5 3424.0.0 |

222 6 45335145431431454534342523144131

2227 102/07/90
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223113321010600300006...05022299303011
223 2 11213441441421

223 3 12150040610513005350512.

223 4451666767626

223500111111

223 6 23221114312222223222322333123321
2237102/22/90
224123612506002500102.3410353615153051022
224 2 12122432331322

224 3 12340041600513004530432.

224 4 9696869656606

224 533211322

224 6 42122433512421122324224442434352
2247102/21/90
225125022303040000001..01818182519195522
225 222322333222432

2253 34241141410311106531102.

225 4 564626262626

225533322334

225 6 34312144422322234323433324234453
2257102/21/90
2261132120090500051320302001499..11
226 2 42433432224422

226 3 66252354603530026662502.

226 4 453536364514

226 5 21412410

226 6 44225135532432214425421532524531

226 7102/21/90
227113322100450450001..259588888323222
227 2 34433344232422

227 3 565601656003660066636112

227 4 561555162503

227 5 44444242

227 6 25511125522511535355513334535533
2277102/21/90
228112821025500002501..20151177723.11
228 223322223333322

228 3351240414115431015523311

228 4 341515261515

228 501220041

228 6 32221324223222124311224333123312

22873 02/19/90
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2291232320050000050..112400404240.11
229 2 22422333322312

229 3 54554254433443205552202.

2294 965626462526

229501111020

2296 33211211112322313332233333134443
2297302/18/90 4
230123412013740000137.515306613123420202.
2302 24323311322321

230 3 554545623545531155516511

2304 350415651515

230 533144214

230 642211413212232545433431442432212
2307302/21/90
23111642302575000001..301633434343..11
2312 11014430431330

231 3 00060000600600006660602.

2314 161516151616

231521323230

2316 11111211111111111112111111111111
2317102/15/90
2321137224006000000...40161313141313..11
232 221222333223312

232 3 55350161533536115551332.

232 4 555555555555

232500222110

232 6 23334224433344434333333334234422
2327102/11/90
233113722101075000051.2361566101010..22
233 243333320313120

23335616226324431211654152..

2334 1.1.1.2.2.0.

233511040012

233 622233113311221142213313425312211
2337302/12/90
2341235528686000002..603555101017..11
234 2 32432313324213

234 3 565340555323650054451012

234 4261645452515

234 521332343

234 6 35325134531452235525522543325341
2347102/23/90
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23512311205600000351.52424.3388..22
235221112322232211

2353 34331233244534113432342.

2354 241425251616

235523112300

2356 33421323444332243434225243222223
2357102/12/90
236123212101575000002..403255101024201811
236 2 32422211223323

236 3546323234353431334532412

236 4 950165554313

236 532132334

236 6 44422542344254444434432233344333

23673 02/14/90

23712251100500000507. 455253513444 11
237 2 32323322213412

237 3 353503536335330435435312

237 4 664686865.16

237512433042

237 6 44555133452444344335235443133433
2377102/24/90
23812381211710000279.6303033151515252511
2382 33243303314310

238 3545654643552530165316111

2384 261636263626

238511233233

238 6 24445231332223334535334533444442
2387102/13/90
23912351205850000107.1304555141437201011
239 2 44332222212424

239 3454444342004440235413111

239 4 652446757575

239512111033

239 6 35431244544533444545531554555555
2397102/11/90
2401140232098000001..201811181818202022
2402 ..............

2404 ............

240541124213
240621111112211411144342231525443111
2407.02/15/90
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2411139235090000056.180403317171751511
241 2 22444443243423

241 3 465600646136261256605011

2414 564516551635

241533332211

2416 31212122421421344343343444533421
2417102/21/90
24212291215201501500015..10305588 1136611
242 2 22333332222312

242 3 541433626225330153615511

242 4 5.2536363636

242 522432343

242 6 33231221412332234333324343243423
2427103/01/90
243115024400300300001..4520161627272715122
243 2 32323331331341

243 3 553344456443420025402311

243 4 352546262625

243 5 34334444

243 6 44235532134255433345343553343223
2437103/09/90
24411392201090000001..202033171717252512
244 2 22322330342340

244 3 22050050601610004560402.

244 4 4545........

244511111111

244 6 41221512114131434343144343141111

24472 03/06/90
24512261200500500001..0285.3.55.321
245 2 24443213234401

245 3 563602646213330255634413

245 4 13023335.3.2

245501111010

2456 14114215511311114424211144414112
2457303/01/90
246123232009500005..6016.121010..12
246 2 221344204320.0

246 3 15150051200532004531412.

246 4 464696963636

246 5 01433121

246 6 24322423422342243434224433334322

2467 103/01/90



[ ()
[}
o]

24711312100500000501.48025.1191.1911
247 222112231332312

247 3 553600656.6330006653302.

247 4 25160.360.16

247 5 33434341

247 6 34544115352352342544544412225211
2477302/19/90
24811292100100006009..035.11612.312
248 2 22332222322323

248 3 554533434325550345335312

248 4 650365353605

248 531333232

248 6 33534334433553455544544444345523
2487202/09/90
249124213353530000001..100151313202020252521
249 2 21244431441431

249 3 .5462.615126330166636312

249 4767666666666

2495 0.2.10..

249 6 .3.23432323344.3.34....4.3333.22
2497102/14/90
25012333205050000001..200158310108..11
2502 11223221334321

250 3 35240022501505116660632.

2504 868686868686

2505 21233224

250 6 33545235444434333434343333444412

2507 103/02/90
25112251240060000006..02211344251511
2512 21234421234422

2513 44362162510553216551632.

2514 965596868665

251521322133

2516 33213233323442334424432344344322
2517102/13/90
25211512300300000701.40452377272748 15 1511
2522 34432123214333

252 3 565554465354660545555312

252 4 964555863625

252504212344

2526 45522241432534134433234333334525
2527.02/14/90



25311392205050000001..016.14171717..2.
253 2 22413322334431

253 3 432600615115130155412211

253 4 961476966625

253521211011

253 6 12323211432334444433242424243422
2537102/14/90
25412261170030000001..1501233444202011
254 2 22332322223414

254 3 556532545404341123525211

254 4 667686864626

254 5 32333444

254 6 44334443443344443334343433344343

254 7302/22/90
25511552200300000705.41654223233134347712
255 2 32333421233341

255 3 11050050666660026560612.

2554 5.5.4.4.4.3.

255524131110

255 6 33413225342233113413313432212222

2557 102/26/90
25612251200600000409.655030.3.36..12
256 2 32332212223422

256 3 33350252411335025551332.

256 4 554445341455

256 5 12332200

256 6 334322.3244242554453334333444324

256 7202/12/90
2571132224010400000101.110018888101020201 1
257 2 10244433331232

257 3 05450060600600006660602.

257 4 967696969696

257 533341233

257 6 55321344332344335444232335335444
2577102/16/90
25812372200400000601..1151238111414..22
258 2 22332332322422

258 3 222321265005230034412312

258 4 566675465516

258 5 43330420

258 6 44333323414434133323322443133321

25871 02/19/90



25912371200500000501.43015.7.715.2

2592 32423312314411

259 3 00033031502622006660332.

259 4 865646364626

259 5 44040200

259 6 53223222323242434335232445232324
2597102/14/90
260123612030300000401.282018661414222211
260 2 22232423322122

260 3 443605636315560366656512

260 4 662566666645

2605 23242033

260 6 24325222521424333332431221335513
2607102/26/90
2611226210540300002518930151255501021
2612 33322212213413

261 3 45551142300333204522322.

261 4 550235452445

261511313333

2616 35131245412251325545322345355553
2617302/26/90
26212362246203010000016..... 141414201011
262 2 33323222322322

262 3 343423322014330255222312

262 4 754535351535

262 5 22324443

262 6 43432234434445545545444544253433
2627102/16/90
263123412250500000252.2920401312131224202021
263 224432424223412

263 3 566501646004550264625111

263 4 452536363536

263 504231144

263 6 35533154511431424543333323345543
2637302/12/90
264113713030400000301.10205.57101515.1011
264 221243331311431

264 3 33262263601531005351512.

264 4763576564636

264 532313232

264 6 34415123423322344424233422333323
2647102/20/90



26511322100500500001..0110...55..21
265 2 32432322323222

265 3 355601626344350166515112

265 4 561425662555

265 5 23222200

265 6 33422213442322424222333434334432
2657302/22/90
260611412205050000001..60155551515..22
266 2 44433422213323

266 3 4123003160052000566062..

266 4 462626161616

266 5 24022332

266 6 42323113322233434444344545554434

2667 102/19/90
26712301100600000407.1030.6.66..22
267 2 32423332234323 -

267 3 555523435234550154354412

267 4 663526452625

267 500222310

267 6 435233243343433343233334443344:2
2677302/12/90
26812571230105001000014..555029293631858811
268 2 12212332332312

268 335151162511534006660612.

268 4 060606060606

268 5 01210043

268 6 23112133311221212223121222131432
2687102/10/90
26912241100700000307.356820.2.24..12
269 2 44432204214414

269 3 46250140534455115532532.

269 4 664575553434 '

269 543323433

269 6 54332545434433214325322234234344
2697102/15/90
27012312103070000007..203011155..11
2702 21231434342332

270 3 33050060600620006660112.

2704 561666662616

270501204211

270 6 22322123222211222323221334222221

27073 02/08/90
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27111292200600000401.3603001.77.4211
271222233321322311

271 3 33352151300522005440412.

2714 1616..1616..

271501221122

2716 22213121321221223243222333432331
2717.02/07/90
27212382205050000001..251544141413.1011
272 2 11333432322432

272 3 333521436125320055612111

2724 161616161616

272501121023

272 6 22313123321323224312322322423431

2727 102/05/90
27311512300300000701.3770162362821121511.
2732 11232421232432

273 3 141600625114310055515111

273 4435696964616

273521201340
273631112111132243333322123333431215
2737202/20/90
27411362205050000001..501844131313303021
274 2 31433441340424

274 3 65360252500656006662512.

274 4262516162515

2745 ........

274 624211133531421323413211212115532
2747102/09/90
275125112030300004001..30102323262626551.
2752 10333432332120

275 3 34130151500601006650402.

275 4967656764676

2755 11000023
275621121221211232334313111433131222
2757102/15/90
276114423020500300001..301437232327212111
276 2 32332431331431

276 3 32150150610513005561622,

276 4 653566555655

276 5 01223020

276 6 31112531414331421232221322431221

276 7102/19/90



27712331203367000007..30254481221251511
277 2 33422222223222
277 3 432501315005250145511211
2774 861666453636
277512114233
277 6 34334444344444554445443454344443
2777102/13/90
27811452250050000001..615.1242424101022
278 222232221222222 ‘
278 343163434343566016660611.
278 4 352535151516
278512122123
278 6 34342223332422324323424344423423
27873 02/24/90
279122511252550000001..016222224311
279 2 12323331342341
279 3 01050122351100005160202.
279 4 957596966516
279501200100
2796 21231122312123213422122222223211
2797102/21/90
280114722401050000001..02525825242431022
280221222431431231
2803 12151141511511115540412.
2804 961696969696
280521222332
280623321111231121222222222323233322
28073 02/20/90
281123422301060000007..50301.51.512109201511
2812 22323322223332
2813 122423423235433255223311
2814 553546462656
281523333244
2816 44433334233223433344333333243333
2817302/16/90
28211362100300000701.4601514101010.1011
2822 22323332223320
282 3 55452353622533125541432.
282 4 654535344534
282512131102
282 6 22322323334233344434434434332322
2827.02/15/90
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28312351200600000402.66825111101951022
2832 32333413213403
283 3 666503555454660154445512
283 4 964636754646
283 531343344
283 6 34344444545555344424333333234532
2837202/15/90
28411412305050000001.39151599121212..11
284 2 22432322223321
284 3 353532526106450155602412
284 4 969696969696
284 5 34444231
284 6 23312314445532445413233442132523
284 7102/21/90
28511402200500000507.388003522161630151521
2852 43322432331233
285 3 445541535505550065506611
2854 .6.5.5.5.5.5
285 5 23024344
285 6 24422551344421111314411342414442
2857102/21/90
28611522200500000501.1025. 7282626 11
286 2 22333324333232
2863 11131010111611106650612.
286 4 352525252525
286 5 11322131
286 6 23414221443232733322421323424333
2867102/22/90
287122812151570000006..2525333321111
287 2 23332212224411
287 3 565410654342560045304511

§. 287 4 944676765646
287522344424
287 6 34452235523435534545542234245533
2877102/13/90
288123012201050000020..49151533568..11
288 2 34422323234402
288 3 6665005.5415530066644411
288 4 6645666 1656
288542132111
288 6 22223224423443243434531223322422
2887103/12/90



28011492220080000001..5516181828282812.57.511
289 2 23332422224332

289 3 121211513225310044512311

289 4 835595957645

289 523333232

289 6 31221221322252325432332445432222

28973 03/12/90
29011392433033033000...302063620623021
290 2 44433321213423

290 3 565534455442361433434512

290 4 750245151525

290 5 02332432

290 6 43344234444453445444544554444544

2907 103/10/90
29112271202080000009..603522444.512
291224312114314413

291 3 561604545005550055625012

291 4 322465751625

291521113244

291 6 455212355325513455232423353455- 4

29171 03/15/90
29212341220204001000016..8555999113125.22
292 222322212104413

292 3 666555361662555354365613

292 4 150401140301

292 523341031

292 6 44415425514551235524333444534534

2927 103/15/90
293113621100400500001..502011111111....
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