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ABSTRACT

PULATSU, Giilsen. English Instructors’ Occupational Stress: A Contrastive Analysis

Between Public and Foundation Universities, Master’s Thesis, Ankara, [2020]

The present study was conducted to make a contrastive analysis about the occupational
stressors of English instructors working at School of Foreign Languages in the public
and foundation universities. The aim of this study was also to explore whether there
was significant differences between the occupational stress scores and the demographic
variables such as gender, years of experience in teaching profession, type of institution,
the involvement in any additional duty. By using ‘Teacher Stress Questionnaires’
including ‘Field-specific Stress Questionnaire’ and ‘Organizational Stress Factors
Questionnaire’ constructed by Petek (2008), data was gathered from 330 EFL teachers
working in the in both public and foundation universities in Ankara, Turkey. The
collected data were analyzed using SPSS Version 22, and descriptive analysis,
Independent Samples t-Test and One-way ANOVA were conducted. To determine the
differences in occupational stressors with respect to the demographic variables,
Independent Samples t-Tests was carried out. It was observed that instructors working
at public universities turned out to have more organizational stress than the ones
working in foundation universities while the other demographics played no significant
difference considering the scores of occupational stress. The results of ANOVA
revealed that there was a significant effect of teaching experience on field-specific
stress scores. Accordingly, the post hoc multiple comparison using LSD test was used
to find out the relationship between groups. After analyzing the descriptives, it was
also reported that ‘Student Attitude’ and ‘Work Overload” were the most prevalent
occupational stress factor of all for the English instructors participated in the current
study.

Keywords: Occupational Stress, Anxiety, Burnout, Occupational Stressors

Vi
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PULATSU, Giilsen. ingilizce Ogretim Gorevlilerinin Mesleki Stresi: Devlet Ve Vakif

Universiteleri Arasindaki Karsilastirmali Analiz, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ankara, [2020]

Bu calisma, Ankara’daki devlet ve vakif iiniversitelerinde calisan Ingilizce
okutmanlarinin mesleki stres faktorleri ile ilgili karsilagtirmali bir analiz yapmak ve
mesleki stres puanlari ile cinsiyet, toplam okutmanlik deneyimi, iiniversite tiirii ve
yonetim ya da herhangi bir ek birim gorev katilimi gibi demografik degiskenlerle
aralarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklar olup olmadigin1 ortaya koymak igin
yiiritilmiistiir.  Petek  (2008)  tarafindan  olusturulmus, ‘Alana  Ozel
Stres Faktorleri Anketi’ ve ‘Orgiitsel Stres Faktorleri Anketi’ni iceren “Ingilizce
Okutmanlarmin Stres Sebepleri Anketi” kullanilarak Ankara, Tiirkiye’deki hem devlet
hem de vakif iiniversitelerinin Yabanci Diller Boliimlerinde gorev yapan 330 Ingilizce
okutmanindan toplanan veriler bir araya getirilmistir. Toplanan veriler SPSS 22
kullanilarak analiz edilmis ve betimsel istatistik testleri ve parametrik yontemlerden
Independent Samples t-Test ve One-way ANOVA testleri kullanilmistir. Demografik
degiskenler g6z Oniinde bulunduruldugunda mesleki stres puanlarinda olusan
degisiklikleri saptamak i¢in Independent Samples t-Test uygulanmistir. Devlet
tiniversitelerinde gérev yapan okutmanlarin vakif tiniversitelerinde ¢alisanlara oranla
mesleki strese bagli olan o6rgiitsel strese daha ¢ok sahip olduklari gozlemlenirken, diger
demografik degiskenlerin mesleki strese etkileri ile ilgili istatiksel anlamli bir fark
Ol¢iilmemistir. ANOVA bulgulari, 6gretmenlik deneyiminin, alana 6zel stres puanlari
tizerinde anlaml1 bir etkisi oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Bunun tizerine hangi gruplar
arasinda anlamli bir etki oldugunu saptamak icin LSD testi kullanarak coklu
karsilastirma yapilmistir. Betimsel istatistikler sonucunda, “Ogrenci Tutumlarr” ve “Is
Yiikii Fazlaligi”nin bu ¢calismaya katilim saglayan Ingilizce okutmanlari i¢in en yaygin

mesleki stres kaynagi oldugu goriilmektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Mesleki Stres, Kaygi, Tiikenmislik, Mesleki Stres Faktorleri
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1.Introduction

In our century, teachers face new challenges day by day, which can be highly
stressful, especially for the non-native teachers of English. The researches on teacher
stress have a long history. It has become one of the most common research topics.
Occupational stress is the most prevalent problem teachers have been experiencing
recently (Kyriacou, 2001). While most of the professions involve stress, the level of
teacher stress and strain have been well documented (Kelly & Berthelsen, 1995;
Travers & Cooper, 1997; Kyriacou, 2001). It is indicated by these scholars that about
one-quarter of teachers consider teaching profession as a very or extremely stressful

job.

Stress can be defined by teachers in connection with negative emotions such
as anger, anxiety, tension, frustration, and depression resulting from characteristics of
their occupations (Kyriacou, 2001). Teaching has widely been considered as one of the
high stress occupations in the literature (Johnson et al., 2005; Travers & Cooper, 1996).
The factors which mostly appeared in the studies include learners’ disruptive behavior,
task overload, and collegial and managerial issues (Timperley & Robinson, 2000;
Travers & Cooper, 1996). A study has reported that different stress levels are

experienced by female and male teachers (Chaplain, 2008).

Throughout the last decades, many researchers have conducted studies about

the association between work-related stress and individuals’ well-being in higher



education institutions. Canessa (2006) conducted a study, which was related to the
field-specific stress factors of the current study, to search for the causes of the foreign
language teaching anxiety of English as Foreign Language (EFL) teachers The first
research question of the study was about whether English instructors are affected by
EFL teaching anxiety. The other research question tries to explore whether there is a
relationship between the teaching experience in the target language and English

instructors’ FL teaching anxiety.

The findings showed that Canessa’s (2006) assumption in the research question
confirmed that English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instructors faces teaching anxiety
to some extent. The participants’ responses revealed that they have serious worries
about making some mistakes in front of the learner and around their colleagues. English
instructors experience anxiety when they do not have sufficient preparation before the

lessons due to the work overload and time restrictions.

Nowadays, the importance of learning English is on the rise worldwide because
of its significance of being a primary medium for communication in social, economic,
commercial and educational platforms. With the widespread usage of English
language, the role of the EFL instructors, especially working in Schools of Foreign
Languages has been broadening day by day with the increasing demand and need from
the young adult English language learners, which may result in more work pressure
and job responsibilities on the instructors. The job responsibilities of English
instructors working in the higher education institutions have no clear boundaries, which

may reasonably create occupational stress.



In the context of Turkey, considering the non-native English instructors, the
field specific and organizational requirements such as having a breath of knowledge
about the language, being good role models of using the English language, creating an
encouraging atmosphere for effective learning to happen may lead them to feel more
pressure and stress accordingly. Furthermore, English instructors generally have
additional job responsibilities such as being researchers to keep themselves informed
about the latest developments related to teaching profession; being unit members to
develop curriculum, to prepare exams and materials or to provide their colleagues
professional development sessions; being administrators to delegate the workload and
to coordinate the departmental issues. For this reason, the primary goal of the present
study was to unearth the factors that cause English Language instructors’ stress, to
search about the association between occupational stress and some demographic
factors in the Schools of Foreign Languages in higher education institutions, and to

investigate EFL teachers’ stress in the Schools of Foreign Languages in Ankara.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

As Butler defined (1993), “Stress is a dynamic process reflecting both internal
and external factors: characteristics of a person and his or her circumstances, as well
as the interactions between them.” (p.1). Stress is one of the biggest concerns in
organizational settings. Strategies coping with stress in a workplace to reach better
working conditions for employees can be composed regarding the level of the
occupational stress employees face every day. Considering spending longer hours at
work each and every single day, and the lesser time for the other things, stress can be

the main cause to be unhappy on employee’s social life and relationships, resulting in



the feeling of burnout. Moreover, the employee has a rapid deterioration in his or her
health; therefore, all organizations should consider the stress incident as a serious
problem, and try to find some logical ways to deal with it. If not, stress can cause some
problems such as sudden downfall in employee, high turnover rate, lower employee

morale in the workplace.

All of these problems create stress and correspondingly, stress can generate
the symptoms of physical and psychological health problems. Several researchers have
reported that the occupational stress affect the employers negatively with respect to
organizational commitment. Jackson and Rothmann (2006) report that teachers
generally have higher level of stress because of the excessive job demands and
characteristics, and this is the reason why they have lower level of commitment in the
organization they work in. Therefore, they experience the severe symptoms of ill

health.

The present study is conducted to investigate the factors leading the EFL
teacher to stress and stress-related factors in higher education environments. What
causes stress in the Schools of Foreign Languages in both public and foundation
universities? After analyzing the data collected from the volunteer respondents in the
field, the outcomes related to field-specific and organizational stress can be beneficial
for administrators and instructors working in higher education institutions to have a
realistic opinion about the major occupational stressors affecting the professional and
social contexts of working environments, which may help preserve employee health

and well-being accordingly.



1.3. Aim and Significance of the Study

As it is known, occupational stress is, in fact, a case of psychological stress in
relation to one’s job. It must be noted that occupational stress often stems from certain
pressures, which is not generally come from a person’s job knowledge, skills, or
motivations. This study aims to make a contrastive analysis of the factors causing stress
for instructors of English who work in the Schools of Foreign Languages in public and
foundation universities in Ankara. The other aspect to research in this study is to find
out whether there are any statistically significant differences between the scores of
occupational stressors and the English instructors’ demographic information such as
gender, teaching experience and involvement of any additional administrative or unit
duty. The answers to the following research questions will be researched in order to

fulfill this general aim of the current thesis:

1.4.Research Questions

1. What are the occupational stress profiles of English instructors working in the
Schools of Foreign Languages in Ankara?

2. Are there any significant differences in occupational stressors with respect to
gender?

3. Are there any significant differences in occupational stressors between public and
foundation universities?

4. Are there any significant differences in occupational stressors with respect to
having any administrative or unit duty or not?

5. Are there any significant differences in occupational stressors with respect to

experience in English Language Teaching Profession?



1.5. Definitions of Terms

Stress: Many various definitions have been made about stress; however, Selye
(1974) made the first biological stress definition as the unspecific bodily response to

any outside demand (p. 14).

Eustress: It is a type of stress, which is related with the positive feelings of

the body (Selye, 1956)

Anxiety: It can be expressed as feeling of tension which triggers emotional

and physical change in human body.

Burnout: It can be explained as an emotional matter of fact mainly caused by
exhaustion, frustration and anger, to the excessive amount of stressors encountered in

the workplace.

Occupational Stress: The European Commission (2002) which makes the
definition of occupational stress as a set of physical, emotional, mental, behavioral

responses to negative elements of work environment, organizational structure.

Teacher Stress: It can be described as a teacher’ adverse and noxious
emotions including anxiety, burnout, anger and depression stemming from the work-

related contents (Kyriacou, 2001).

Organizational Stress Factors: Organizational stress factors can be
portrayed as mental and physical response to the challenging and competitive aspects

of organizational climate and workplace setting.



Field-specific Stress Factors: Field-specific stress factors are the profession
related factors that are being mentioned in the current study as the stress causes
emerged upon the high standard requirements of English Language Teaching

profession.

Lazarus’ Theory of Stress: This theory two basic forms of appraisal, which
includes primary and secondary appraisal (Lazarus, 1990). Primary appraisal is
relevant to individual's wellbeing, while secondary appraisal concerns the options of

coping process.

1.6.Conclusion

This chapter had a significant role to convey the introduction part of the study,
which has been referred to the problem stated, the purpose and importance of the study,
the research questions, and the definitions of the terminology. The next chapter will
present the review of the literature about the occupational stress in English Language

Teaching profession in a detailed way.



CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter aims to declare the definitions and the rationale of the concepts
that are relevant to stress and to summarize the studies conducted and the related
theoretical frameworks in the existing literature. For this purpose, initially, the
definitions and factors of the term °‘stress’ will be defined, then the theoretical
background will be mentioned; and finally the previous studies conducted in Turkey

and on abroad will be exemplified in the end.

2.2 Stress: definitions and rationale

Stress is often considered primarily an emotional process, but can affect physical
health as well. Many definitions have been made about stress but most definitions
characterize that stress is psychologically and physically disturbing or destructive
conditions in response to negative external influences (Riatano & Kleiner, 2004, p.32).
Stress can be defined as hardship and adversity in one’s life (Lumsden, 1981). Selye

(1956) used stressor to indicate the stimulus, stress to indicate the reaction.

The definitions that are commonly made about stress can be outlined into three
types as stimulus-based, response-based, and stressor-strain interaction (Butler, 1993,
p.1). Consequently, accepted views on how stress should be defined incline to think of
stress as an outcome of a ‘transaction’ between person and environment (Lazarus,

1990). The most important theory of all literature related to ‘stress’ is Lazarus’s ‘Stress



Theory’. As Lazarus (1993) indicates, “psychological stress refers to particular kinds
of relationship between person and environment”. The most crucial thing to
acknowledge about stress is the transaction between individual and the environment.
The term transaction refers that stress is neither in the individual nor in the
environment, yet the relationship between the two. As Lazarus (1990) put it: “The
stress relationship is one in which demands tax or exceed the person’s resources” (p.3).
Hence, stress arises when the weight of the stressor surpasses the ability to overcome.
In the cognitive-relational theory, Lazarus (1990) pointed out that negative or positive
emotional reactions such as anger, anxiety, shame, envy, joy, pride, love have a huge
impact on people to be stressed out in their work or personal lives, and eventually, to

have some health-related outcomes.

The concept of stress is well summarized in The Stress Cycle in Figure 1 (Claxton,

1989, p.70) as follows:



Conflicts

Duties Wishes
(imposed (willed
change) change)
Increased ;mitations
demands
Overload &
Decreased pressure
performance Injunctions
Drugs/drink
Bad feeling
(threat)
Aches & /——b Isolation
pains Iliness
Tension Avoidance
Withdrawa]‘_/
(shame)
More
injunctions Projection
(blame)

Figure 1. The Stress Cycle

Source: Claxton, G. (1989). Being a Teacher: A Positive Approach to Change and

Stress. Cassell Academic, p.70.

Claxton (1989) claims that stress refers to both pressures and demands from the
environment that an individual may face and the outcomes of these stress factors on
the performance, physical and psychological health. He emphasizes when the gap
between job responsibilities and limitations increase, this leads to overload and more

pressure on employees, which causes stress.

10



2.2.1. Types of Stress

In the related literature, types of stress include the differences between both
eustress and distress, and also the stress as a stressor variable and stress as a reaction

variable.

2.2.1.1. Stress as a Stressor Variable and Stress as a Strain Response Variable

Most of the researchers have agreed one area considering the definitions of
two terms 'stressor' and 'strain’ (Beehr and Franz 1986). Selye defined stressor to
emphasize the stimulus like social disequilibrium and strain to denote the collective
reaction like panic or riot (Lazarus, 1993). A stressor acts as an occasionally physical,
psychological or attitudinal stimulus. A 'strain’ response is used as an indicator of an

individual’s ill health or well-being (Travers & Cooper, 1996).

2.2.1.2. Selye’s General Adaptation Syndrome (GAS)

Selye emphasized in 1950 the importance of the intersection between
physiological and psychological stress (Lazarus, 1993). In General Adaptation
Syndrome (GAS), a stressor would create the similar level of psychological defense
which is called stress reaction. This reaction process has three phases including alarm

reaction stage, resistance stage and exhaustion stage.
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Figure 2. Selye Stress Diagram

Source: Selye, H., 1956. The stress of life. New York: Mcgraw-Hill.

GAS can be considered as the coping mechanism of psychological outcomes of
physiological manifestations. Psychological elements were thought to affect the
occurrence of GAS. In spite of the importance of common aspects between
psychological and physiological stressors, they require the different approaches while
analyzing. This means the causes of physiological stress and psychological stress may

not be always the same (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).

2.2.1.3. Theories about Stimulus, Response and Transaction

Stress is conceived as a manifestation stemming from interactions between
stimuli from the outside setting called stressor, and an individual in the form of strain.
Stress can be specified as the consequence of ‘transactions’ between the individual and

the environment. Lazarus (1990) states that the relationship of both people and the
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environment they live in play same amount of role in creating stress. Therefore, stress
can be expressed as a reaction of an individual given both physiologically and
psychologically to environment. Individual differences play important roles in personal
motivation and cognitive elements, which mediate between the sources of stress and
the reaction occurred accordingly (Lazarus, 1993). Stimulus is an outer power, which
has a negative effect on the individual whereas response is the inner, physiological or

psychological outcome to a stressor (Hendrix et al., 1995).

2.2.1.4. Eustress and Distress

Every individual faces some amount of stress in his life, which is even
beneficial (Singer, 2010). Lazarus (1994) states that the types of stress changes
according to demographic variables such as age, socio-economic features, job choices
and personal traits. He also mentions that stress is a psychological and physiological
concept, and in his transaction approach, stress results in the course of action between
the individual and the environment (Lazarus, 1994). Claxton (1989) emphasizes the
positive stress can be possible to feel as embracing, giving energy to what’s needed

and focusing on what is necessary in a challenging situation.

Selye (1956) draws a distinction between eustress, which is related with the
positive feelings of the body; and distress, which is associated with the negative
emotions and disturbed bodily conditions. In Travers and Cooper (1996) states that
eustress is the type of stress, which has positive effect on people, and distress has
oppositely the negative outcome. According to Hartney (2008), there are the two types
of stress; positive stress, eustress—positive feelings to a challenge, and negative stress,
distress—negative emotions out of control or under any bad circumstances. Cosgrove
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(2001) also mentions that type and effect of stress may change depending on personal
characteristics, social context, and people’s feelings under stress. Cosgrove (2001)
stresses out that one needs some amount of stress to pursue some goal in life and
continue living on. Lazarus (1993) expresses that eustress may enhance the competence
of the immune system of an individual; whereas distress may have the opposite effect

on a person.

2.3. Occupational Stress: Definitions and Rationale

Occupational stress is one of the major issues which organizational
psychology has been recently concerned about. Occupational stress occur either
psychologically, physically or in both ways at the same time. Over the years, various
definitions of occupational stress has been revealed in the literature. Occupational
stress can be enunciated as a negative state of quality resulting from insufficient coping
ability against the sources of stress, and can lead an individual to have some negative
psychological and physical health-related outcomes (Cummings & Cooper, 1979).
There are many stressors in the workplace. According to Robbins & Judge (2012, p
595), “Stress is an unpleasant psychological process that occurs in response to
environmental pressures”. Furthermore, Robbins, Coulter & Woods (2013) also
considered occupational stress as a negative reaction of employees, the result of the
extreme job demands, job duties, and constraints at workplace. In addition,
occupational stress is described as an employee’s psychological state trying to find a
solution of a demanding condition or any constraint in the organization, which he/she
feels uncomfortable, and threatening (Nagra & Punjab, 2013). Kyriacou, (2001) states

that teacher stress is felt in teachers, who have negative emotional breakdowns related

14



to anxiety, nervousness, frustration, anger, most importantly, depression. Chan, Chen,
and Chomg, (2010) considered occupational stress as an displeasing feeling, that can
come out when people overwork, get stressed out or worry about; under these

circumstances, their coping mechanism may collapse with excessive stress.

2.3.1. Sources of Occupational Stress

In the medical field, stress is known as a form of both psychological and
physiological reactions to dangerous situations (Lazarus, 1993). In the literature, there
is a term ‘occupational medicine’, which was originated in the United Kingdom as a
result of increasing damaging physical and psychological outcomes related to
occupational stress in the workplaces. Most of the findings about stress in higher
education institutions are established by the researchers from the United States,
England, Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and other developed countries (Gillespie et
al., 2001; Tytherleigh, Webb, Cooper, & Ricketts, 2005). As a matter of fact,
considerably limited studies on stress experienced in higher education have been

conducted in other developed or developing countries in the existing literature.

A few decades ago, academicians working in higher education institutions was
considered to be the employees with little or no stress; however, this aspect has changed
over the years. There are some evidence that teaching is not a low stress profession any
longer. Occupational stress among the academic personnel and other members working
in higher education institutions is becoming an increasing concern (Kinman & Jones,
2003; Winefield et al., 2003). Il health, low organizational commitment and most
importantly occupational stress have been highly important threats to higher education
institutions recently (Mostert, Rothmann, Moster & Nell, 2008).
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Researchers in different fields have identified that there are several factors that

are experienced by all the professionals of every field.

Job demand: The tasks and responsibilities given in the workplace associated with the
job descriptions (Fisher, 1994)

Job security: Feeling insecure in the organization causes higher levels of stress.
(Ablanedo-Rosasa, 2011)

Work overload: Excessive amount of tasks and responsibilities associated with time
constraint in the working environment is the most prevalent work-related stressor in
many studies in the existing literature (Weiskopf, 1980; Westman & Eden, 1992;
Winefield & Jarrett, 2001).

Role ambiguity: Role ambiguity occurs when the organization does not set a clear
vision about expectations (Kyriacou, 2001).

Insufficient time: Time constraint associated with the workload triggers the level of
occupational stress in the workplaces (Bress, 2006; Adams 2001)

Inadequate resources and physical conditions: Insufficient resources in the working
environment (Kyriacou, 1987), or physical conditions such as working outdoors
increase the work-related stress related to natural elements related to weather

conditions.

2.3.2. Sources of Occupational Stress in Higher Education Institutions
In different countries, many studies have been carried out to research what the
reasons and outcomes of occupational stress exposed by employees working in

universities were. All these studies found that the reason why the level of stress was
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increasing more and more day by day was increased work pressure and reduced support
from the government, especially to public universities (Kinman 2001; Winefield et al.
2003; Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005). In the research literature, the stressors are specified
as work overload and time constraints, academic change, types of authority, inadequate
resources and new organizational structures (Winefield & Jarrett, 2001; Winefield, et
al. 2003, Coetzee & Rothmann 2005). These findings were collected from a
longitudinal study of 17 Australian universities in which included academicians and
general staff to get a realistic idea about the sources, outcomes and variables relevant

to stress factors (Winefield et al., 2003).

In South Africa, Coetzee and Rothmann (2005) reached quite alike results.
No considerable differences considering the stressors were detected in these studies
between the academicians, and other members in the institutions. A study carried out
in UK reported that, “occupational stress in university staff is widespread and lends
further support to the growing evidence that universities no longer provide the low-
stress working environments they once did” (Tytherleigh, Webb, Cooper & Ricketts,
2005, p. 54). In their studies, they similarly indicated that academicians experienced
stress due to the colleagues not being collaborative, low job control over a decision-
making process in their organizations, which affected their work, insufficient
resources, not enough information given from their supervisors, work-family life, time
constraints to complete the tasks assigned, lack of opportunities for promotion, and low
pay and benefits. According to Fisher (1994), the reason why the stress level was
getting higher in higher education institutions was that academic staff members had job
demands and work overload, which were specified as being a teacher, organizer,

researcher and administrator. It is obvious that the ones who have administrative
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positions added to teaching, research tasks or other obligatory roles cause role stressors
among academic staff generating psychological strain in the end (Kebelo, 2012). As a

result of those reasons, academicians had high level of stress in the institutions

The data-based studies related to teacher stress (Coates & Thoreson, 1976;
Maslach &Jackson, 1981) and non-databased visions (Styles & Cavanagh, 1977;
Fimian, 1980, 1982a) have been sufficiently recorded. Many sources contribute to level
of teachers stress. A number of sources was defined by Weiskopf (1980) as excessive
load at work, lack of vocational success, long hours of work, student attitude, no clear
job responsibilities. Fimian (1982a) found out 135 sources and manifestations of

teacher stress presented in the literature.

Teachers who have limited or no control over the organizational structure,
academic planning and administrative duty-bound processes in the institutions they
work in were the main issues related to teacher stress. Unclear job descriptions and
work overload for teachers have been seen in the studies conducted over the years as
the most prevalent sources of stress (Fimian 1987; Kyriacou 2001; Austin et al .2005).
Insufficient time to do the job descriptions, lack of teaching resources, salary,
inadequate peer support and collegial relationships, students’ attitudes, the problems
occurred in the classroom are the sources of stress mentioned in the literature (Adams
2001; Kyriacou 2001; Fimian 1987). Especially for EFL teachers, Bress (2006)
conducted a study and it emphasized that the most notable factors of stress were time
management problems, undesired observations by a mentor or an administrator and
poor relations with colleagues. Additionally, 138 Canadian secondary school educators

completed the surveys about their occupational stressors. The most important source
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was found as ‘time constraints’ and the second one was ‘student attitudes and behavior’

(Bryne, 1991).

Studies in the literature have shown that the sources of stress associated with
teaching are intensive workload, long working hours, low status, low income, a great
number of paperwork, anxiety related to assessment, and dealing with changing job
descriptions (Travers & Cooper, 199; Pithers & Soden, 1998). Kyriacou (1987)
reported that teachers experience stress related to workload, students’ behaviors, lack
of promotion, low quality working conditions, poor relationships with students, co-
workers, and managers. Many studies take the common perception of stress among
teachers into consideration (Kyriacou 1987). Many studies conducted in the field surely
demonstrates that teaching is one of the ‘high stress’ occupation (Travers & Cooper,
1996; Dunham & Varma, 1998; Kyriacou, 2000). As it is previously indicated, my

research will add more findings into the related literature.

2.3.3. Karasek’s Demand-Control Support (DCS) Model

Occupational stress is a major outbreak in the organizations, which guides
work-related stress research recently done. Demand Control Support (DC/S) model
developed by Karasek (1979) was about the job strain experienced by individuals. The
model explains the relationship between psychological and working conditions and the
employee’s well-being and job productivity. The model also describes how job stress
could affect individuals considering the differences in job characteristics of
organizations. It anticipates that "the most adverse reactions of psychological strain

(fatigue, anxiety, depression, and physical illness) occur when the psychological
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demands of a job are high and the worker's decision latitude in the task is low" (Karasek

& Theorell, 1990, p. 32).
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Figure 3. Karasek Job Strain Model

Source: Karasek, R. & Theorell, T. (1990). Healthy Work: Stress, Productivity, and

the Reconstruction of Working Life. New York: Basic Books.

According to the model, high-strain jobs would create the highest levels of
strain, and low-strain jobs would generate lower levels of strain where job demands are
low but job control is high. Average levels of strain would be experienced in inactive
jobs (low demands, low control), and in jobs in which individuals are actively involved
(high demands, high control). Employees working in the professions experiencing high
strain are at a high risk of having symptoms of health problems. They, accordingly,
would expose the maximal level of stress and are inclined to have serious illnesses such

as heart diseases (Karasek et. al., 1981).
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According to the DC/S model (Karasek, 1979), since the demands in the
universities are increasing, and the autonomy is decreasing, higher education
institutions are turning to increasingly a high level of stress workplaces. By using the
DC/S Model, the results of longitudinal study related to the occupational stress in 17
Australian universities (Gillespie et al., 2001; Winefield et al., 2002) showed that
academicians and non-academic personnel experienced high level of stress with low

level of control or autonomy resulting in high level of the psychological strain.

2.3.4. Travers and Cooper’s Model of Occupational Stress

Travers and Cooper (1996) conducted The Teacher Stress Questionnaire on
1790 teachers to measure the level of occupational stress in teachers whose ages range
from 22 to 65 in UK. The outcome of the study set light to the fact that ten stressors
were detected related to the teachers. The sources of stress were ‘student-teacher
interaction’, ‘administration and structure of schools’, ‘overcrowded classes’,
‘organizational changes in education, ‘teacher assessment’, ‘management concerns,
‘lack of promotion’, ‘shortages of staff’, ‘insecurity at work’, and role ambiguity of

teachers.

The stress factors related to the occupation are listed by Cooper (Travers &
Cooper, 1996). Stress factors may be about inner structure of the organization such as
workload, job responsibilities, and physical working conditions. Role ambiguity and
role conflict may be the reason why the employees feel stressful at work. Limited career
advancement opportunities including having job insecurity and getting not enough

promotion are the triggering cause of getting stressed in a workplace.
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Figure 4. A Model of Occupational Stress by Travers and Cooper

Source: Travers, C.J., & Cooper, C.L. (1996). Teachers Under Pressure: stress in the

teaching profession. London, Routledge: p.36.

Work-family interface and organizational structure are the stress factors
mentioned in the model developed by Travers and Cooper (1996). According to the
model, all the stressors mentioned in the model are related to each other and interactive;

therefore, they should be treated as they are relevant entities.

2.4. Occupational Stress and Demographic Factors

Bharathi (2013) emphasizes that the findings of the study that was conducted
showed that occupational stress factors and demographic variables such as the field
training received by individuals are significantly related. Conversely, the occupational
stressors and demographics such as age, income, type of family, marital status,
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academic qualifications and the years of experience in related occupation do not have

any significant relationship with one another (Bharatti, 2013)

As for gender, Check & Okwo (2012) stated that gender, as a demographic
factor has no effect on feeling stressful. The findings may reveal that teachers feel
stressed because of the factors, which are not related to personal traits. These findings
are consistent with the results of the study carried out by several researchers (ipek,
Akcay, Atay, Berber, Karalik & Yilmaz, 2018). According to Ipek et. al. (2018),
considering gender as a demographic factor, the findings of the study reveal that even
though the stress levels of both male and female are moderate, occupational stress that
female teachers experience stress more apparent than the male participants. However,
two genders who experience occupational stress are not significantly different from
each other. Conversely, the results of Check &Okwo (2012), and Ipek et. al (2018)
differ from the results of the study conducted by Aftab and Khatoon (2012). With

respect to the study, male teachers are more stressful than their female colleagues

In a study conducted by the APA (2010), women reported that they experience
physical stress indications, which were emotional breakdown, irritability or anger,
exhaustion, lack of interest or motivation, feeling nervous, headaches, sadness,
problems related to digestion, eating disorders. The findings reveal that women are
more likely to experience stress physically. The females are spotted to be more likely
than men to have physical manifestation of stress, and they are thought to be more

prone to stress as a gender.

23



2.5. Outcomes of Occupational Stress

It is widely understood by many organizations that occupational stress can
have some major outcomes at both the individual and organizational level. The
individual may be experienced such issues as violent behaviors, depression, heart
disease, or other types of medical issues that may affect employees’ health. The more
level of stress increases, the more level of absenteeism may appear in workplaces.
Moreover, facing with quitting or being fired, consequently employee turnover
becomes very costly to organizations and increases overall workforce expenses. It is
known that some organizations have employees who have lost their motivation and job
satisfaction, which may relatedly affect the organizations and make it very hard to
continue their collaboration and participation with the organization (Ornelas & Kleiner,

2003).

A finding from the study (Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005) was very interesting
in the sense that university staff felt the organization is not fully committed to the
employees whereas the employees perceive themselves as highly committed to the
institutions. This situation makes them feel discouraged and affects the level of
commitment of the employees. Considering the study of Tytherleigh et al. (2003), the
only direct comparison between two studies is the commitment levels, both of which
were perceived from the organization and were felt toward the employees. This was a
serious concern, which may result in low productivity and lack of desire to accept
responsibility in the institution (Chow, 1990). Making a direct comparison is not
possible since the two studies applied different measuring data instruments to find out

the levels of psychological strain. Winefield et al. (2002) used the General Health
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Questionnaire, GHQ-12 (Goldberg & Williams 1988), which is a well-validated
psychiatric screening instrument for measuring mental health in occupational stress,
whereas in the study of Tytherleigh (2003), Organizational Stress Screening Tool,
ASSET (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002), was used as a psychological wellbeing subscale.
Both studies’ validity and reliability are certain; however, the emphasis of what they

concentrated on was distinctive.

Coetzee and Rothmann (2005) reported that the psychological and physical
results of the occupational stress were very high compared to the normative data. The
findings were similar to the results of Winefield et al. (2002) who, in the longitudinal
study of workplace stress in the universities in Australia, revealed that 43% of
academicians, compared to 37% other members in the universities, were experiencing
psychological illness by using the highly validated measuring instrument, GHQ-12
(Goldberg & Williams, 1988). It was also found that 50% of the employees working in
the Australian university participated in the study has a tendency of psychological
health problems; however, only 19% of the the population in Australian was at risk of
psychological outcomes of occupational stress. These findings are different from the
outcomes found in the study of Tytherleigh et al. (2003) who reported normative levels
of psychological ill-health and lower levels of physical stress factors. Moreover, the
outcomes of Tytherleigh (2003) also do not support low level of satisfaction compared
to the findings related to the responses of both academic and non-academic staff

working in Australian universities in the study of Winefield et al. (2002).

Two national surveys between 2000 and 2003/4 were carried out about work-

related stress in 15 universities in Australia (Winefield et al., 2008). In survey 1,
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psychological ill-health, measured by the GHQ-12, is significantly related to individual
differences and then organizational factors; job satisfaction was the main source
regarding the workplace factors; organizational commitment was significantly related
to both personal differences and the work environment factors. In survey 2, the level

of psychological stress considerably increased.

Some studies have detected that women experience higher level of
occupational stress than men (Blix et al., 1994; Boyd & Wylie 1994); otherwise, some
did not find any gender differences about the level of psychological stress (Winefield
& Jarett, 2001; Winefield et al., 2003). There is no clear explanation for the

contradictory outcomes.

Consequently, there may be negative outcomes for both employees and the
workplaces when there are occupational stress factors such as frustration triggered by
the excessive amount of work, depression and stress-related heart problems, which may
lead employees to reduce the quality and the quantity of their work (Ornales & Kleiner,
2003), and to exceed the level of absenteeism, presenteeism and turnover intentions in

the organizations (Mostert et al., 2008).

2.6. Occupational Stress in Teachers in Higher Education Institutions
Occupational stress have very serious effects on the instructors in educational
systems because of the impact that it may create on both teachers as individuals and
the education institutions. Teacher stress might cause psychological and physical health
issues that might lead an individual to absenteeism, sick leave, intention to quit. Wilson

(2002) emphasized that high working load, bad communication, a poor school
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communities and culture, and poor working conditions are the main causes for

teachers’ occupational stress.

In the related literature, it is emphasized that ESL/EFL teachers also feel
stressed related to the job demands of English Language Teaching. The causes of
occupational stress perceived by EFL teachers under some circumstances in their
organizational settings may change according to personal, psychological and field-
specific factors. In the literature, demographic variables such as age, gender, individual
characteristic, experience in teaching profession, curriculum overload, administrators,
the level of learners, students’ individual traits, age and attitudes, relationship with
colleagues, poor physical conditions can be regarded as the factors of field-specific
stress and increase the stress levels experienced in teaching. EFL teachers’ job
responsibilities such as encouraging the students who do not have the motivation of
learning English, communicating with the students for learner participation in
classroom activities. The potential stress factors put great deal of pressure on teachers;
therefore, the occupational stressors should be explored (Mohammdi & Mohammad,

2015).

2.6.1. Impacts of Occupational Stress in Higher Education Institutions

Occupational stress may not be considered as a problem of an individual but
as a serious concern for administrators of organizations (Mostert, Rothmann, Mostert
& Nell, 2008). Psychological stress is now accepted as a part of occupational life for
higher education institution staff members (Fisher, 1994), emerging not only in the
United Kingdom (Kinman & Jones, 2003) but also in Australia (Winefield et al., 2003)
too. It can be inferred that academic and non-academic staff reported that stress related
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to working environment creates a disruptive impact on one’s occupational life, and

more importantly, personal well-being (Gillespie et al., 2001).

Two types of strain, physical and psychological, can be experienced in the
organizations. Physical strain comes out when an individual reacts to unexpected
situations physiologically in the process of stress. There are two types; short term and
long-term strain (Frese & Zapf, 1999 as cited in Mostert et al. 2008). Individuals may
face a long-term physical strain including heart problems; beside, they may also
experience a short-term physical strain such as immune system problems or high-blood
pressure (Mostert et al., 2008). On the other hand, psychological strain may include
anger, depression, panic attacks, intrapersonality, difficulty in coping, tiredness
(Jackson & Rothmann, 2006). Many studies in the literature make it clear that the
occupational stress have a huge negative impacts on mostly psychological (Winefield
et al., 2002; Mostert et al., 2008; Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005) and also physical
wellbeing of the employees working in the higher education institutions (Boyd &

Wylie, 1994).

2.6.2. Impacts of Field Specific and Organizational Stress Factors in Higher

Education Institutions

Over the last decades, many researchers were conducted studies related to
stress causing factors for the instructors working in higher education institutions.
Physical and psychological strain are caused by occupational role stressors (Kebelo,
2012) and by some problematic stress factors such as job control, adequacy of
resources, relationship with students, collegial relationships (Mostert et al., 2008).
Administrators or supervisors sometimes may give some unclear directions for the
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employees that can make them lead to role ambiguity about what the subordinates
should do. This may create the lower performance and job satisfaction, and also the
higher tension and anxiety on the employees (Yang, Che, & Spector, 2008). These
stressors negatively affect organizational commitment. With regard to these negative
impacts, one suffers in the work place resulting with the upsetting consequences
including absenteeism, presenteeism, burnout, and intentions to quit. Correspondingly,

it is costly to the institution (Mostert et al., 2008).

According to the DC/S model (Karasek, 1979), since the demands in the
universities are increasing, and the autonomy is decreasing, higher education
institutions are becoming increasingly a high level of stress workplaces. By using the
DC/S Model, the outcomes of longitudinal study related to the occupational stress in
17 universities in Australia (Gillespie et al., 2001; Winefield et al., 2002) showed that
academicians and general personnel experienced high level of stress with low level of

control or autonomy resulting in high level of the psychological strain.

Similarly Gillespie et al. (2001) have found that the level of occupational
stress in academic staff was higher than administrative staff. The respondents reported
that they were experiencing stress-related ill health including anger, burnout,
depression, tiredness. Coetzee and Rothmann (2005) have also reported the

psychological stress in a higher education institution in South Africa.

In the study of Winefield et al. (2003), employees working as academicians
experienced distress higher than general staff did. Moreover, the level of job
dissatisfaction was higher for academic staff than for general staff. The lowest level of
job dissatisfaction found in the academic staff who were occupied with teaching or
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both research and teaching. The types of universities, which are old, middle and new,
affected the level of psychological strain. The study showed that the academicians
working in the new universities were affected from occupational stress more than the

ones working in the old universities.

2.7. Related Studies Abroad Related to Occupational Stress

Several questionnaires carried out on the teacher stress factors have shown
that up to teaching was regarded as a highly stress-causing occupation according to one
third of teachers (Borg & Falzon, 1989; Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1979a, 1979b). Even
though the differences in demographic information of the respondents including age,
experience, gender, and the additional duty assigned to the teachers may clearly seen
in the literature, evidence suggests that most teachers experiences a discernible range
of stress (Borg et al., 1991; Brown & Ralph, 1992; Laughlin, 1984; Punch &
Tuetteman, 1990). Moreover, a study was conducted with the participation of 200
teachers in the upper secondary school, who were randomly selected (Ravichandran &
Rajendran, 2007) The results show that the demographic variables including gender,
age, educational background, experience, make a significant impact on the findings

considering various stress factors related to the teaching profession.

Negative affectivity was the strongest predictor according to the findings in
the second national survey of Winefield et al. (2003). University staff who experienced
negative emotions in the work environment were highly affected by psychological
distress. Work-home conflict, low levels of job control, feeling insecure at work created

more psychological stress in both academic and non-academic staff in 13 Australian
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universities. Moreover, low trust for the administrators of the institutions was also

significantly related to high occupational stress (Winefield et al. 2008).

Doss et. al. (2018) conducted a study aiming to analyze the level of work-
related stress and burnout experienced in teaching profession working in private and
public schools. 240 teachers in both public and private schools participated in the study.
The levels of stress and burnout are significantly different among participants who are
male and female in the Indian schools, where the study took place. Public schools have
higher stress levels than private school. The results of the study pointed out that
inadequate salary is a notable component affecting the stress levels that teachers would
face. Doss et. al. (2018) mentioned, in the discussion chapter, that teachers in public
schools having duties being administrator or administrator assistant had higher income
compared to the teachers who worked in private ones. The researchers assumed that

this was the important reason to have high stress levels.

Aubrey (2014) used a mixed method to explore both the qualitative and the
quantitative aspects of stress scores. In the quantitave scale, 134 participants responded
to the research. The headings of occupational stressors were discovered as teaching in
the classroom, administrative issues, professional development issues and teachers’
assessment styles. The major stress contributor was detected as ‘Teaching uninterested
students’ (p.58). Aubrey reported that the next highest source of stress , followed by
‘Teaching uninterested students’ and ‘Keeping students motivated’ was ‘Last minute

urgent announcement by administration’ (p. 84)

Eres and Atanasoska (2011) investigated to find out the stress level of Turkish
and Macedonian teachers who experienced different socio-cultural and economic
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situations. The researchers, themselves, developed the scale conducted in the study.
416 Turkish and 213 Macedonian teachers participated in a study; the findings of which
revealed that Macedonian teachers have higher stress levels compared to Turkish
teachers. The stress scores of male teachers are higher than those of female teachers in
Turkey, on the contrary, there is no significant difference between female and male

teachers in Macedonia regarding total stress scores.

2.8. Related Studies in Turkey Related to Occupational Stress

Onkol (2002) aimed to explore the organizational stress factors of English
instructors in both public and foundation universities in Turkey. The study
demonstrated the findings about the differences between the organizational stress
scores and various demographic variables such as experience in teaching, and

additional duties the English instructors had in the institution they currently work in.

Petek (2008), in her thesis, conducted a study on 112 English instructors
working in Ankara University and Middle East Technical University English
Preparatory Schools in Turkey. Data related to occupational stress was collected from
the participants by using questionnaires including a demographic inventory, and a
semi-structured interview. “Student attitudes” and “work overload” were the factors
causing stress, which gave a clear vision about the most stressful situations for English
instructors. Considering the relationship between the total stress scores and
participants’ genders, the findings revealed that female instructors’ stress scores were

higher than male respondents’ were.

Birincibubar (2013) investigated the occupational stress factors affecting the
English instructors in the higher education institutions by carrying out survey method.
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The respondents were 110 English instructors from four public universities in Turkey.
The findings of the study displayed those instructors who had less weekly teaching
hours found out to have more stress than the ones who had more. In terms of gender,
there was no significant difference between female and male participants regarding
both field-specific and organizational stress factors. Furthermore, the most stress
causing factors were “teacher competence”, one of the sub factor of field-specific

stress, and “organizational structure” of all the sub factor of organizational factors.

In a study conducted, Ipek et al. (2018) recently aimed to discover the
relationship between teachers’ occupational stress and demographic variables such as
gender, age, year of experience, and educational background. 84 English instructors
working at a preparatory school of a public university in Turkey participated in the
study. Occupational stress related data was collected via Teacher Stress Inventory
(Boyle et. al., 1995) with a demographic inventory developed by the researchers. The
results of the study showed that the experienced level of occupational stress was
moderate. The policies of administration and teaching environment were the factors
affecting the English instructors’ stress. As for gender as a demographic variable, there
was no statistically significant difference between female and male respondents
considering occupational stress. In terms of the difference among the groups divided
as 0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21 and above years of experience in the profession of

English language teaching, there was no significant difference.
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2.9. Conclusion

As it is indicated up until now, the occupational stress has not been taken up
extensively. In the existing literature, that is why the research is undertaken to
contribute the related research areas. This chapter mainly began with the definitions
and rationale of the stress and occupational stress. Later, the types and the sources of
stress were presented with the light of the literature on the field, which included the
relevant studies conducted in order to understand the problematic matters studied
within the scope of the current study. Theoretical frameworks and teacher stress models
of the existing literature were also taken place to make use of the breadth of knowledge
on the field. In the following chapter, the presentation of the overall methodology of

the current study will be presented in a systematic way.
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CHAPTER 11

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the presentation of the overall design of the current
study with the lights of the quantitative data analysis of several statistical tests. Then,
the characteristics of the participants and setting will be explained. Lastly, the
information about the data collection instrument and the construction of questionnaire
will be given briefly. The findings of the study are formed along with the research

questions set in the study.

3.2. Design of the Study

In the overall design of this study, survey method -the form of a quantitative
research-is used. Burns and Grove (2001) defines quantitative research as “formal,
objective, systematic process in which numerical data are used to obtain information
about the world” (p.26). One of the primary goal of this study is to analyze whether
English instructors working at the SFL in both public and foundation universities in
Ankara have significantly different occupational stress levels. Therefore, conducting
the current study using the questionnaire adapted and piloted by Petek (2008) in which
the factor analysis and the reliability and the validity tests, which provided results with
high reliability, were done and evaluated by four specialists can be regarded as a
powerful type of survey method to obtain the quantitative findings about the research

questions.
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3.3.  Participants and Setting
This study was conducted as as survey and the questionnaire was administered
to the subjects including 330 Turkish EFL instructors who were working at the Schools

of Foreign Languages both in public and foundation universities in Ankara

Table 1

Frequency table of English instructors according to gender

Gender Frequency Percent
female 256 77,6
male 74 22,4
Total 330 100,0

Table 1 displays the frequency distribution of the data with respect to gender. Out of
330 participants, 77,6% (n=256) were female and 22,4% (n=74) were male shown in

Table 1.

Table 2

Frequency table of English instructors according to age

Age Frequency Percent
25-30 133 40,3
31-35 100 30,3
36-40 35 10,6
41-45 31 9,4
46-50 14 4,2
51-60 17 52
Total 330 100,0

Mean age falls in the category of 31-35 age range (M= 2.22, SD= 1.43). 40,3

% (n = 133) of the subjects were in the group of 25-30 years of age, 30, 3% (n = 100)
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were in the group of 31-35 years of age, 10,6% (n = 35) were in the group of 36-40
years of age, 9,4% (n = 31) were in the group of 41-45 years of age, 4,2% (n = 14)
were in the group of 46-50 years of age, and 5,2% (n=17) were in the group of 51-60

years of age shown in Table 2.

Table 3

Frequency table of involvement in any units or any administrative duties

Involvement of Additional Duty Frequency Percent
yes 115 34,8
no 215 65,2
Total 330 100,0

The instructors have different number of teaching hours in a week. In addition,
115 instructors had some duties in administration or some different units such as
Testing Unit, Material Development Unit, and Curriculum Unit. On the other hand,
215 instructor did not have any additional duties observed in Table 3. If they had any
administrative unit responsibilities, they would have additional working hours assigned
by the administration.

The study was administered in both public and foundation universities in
Ankara. The study was carried out on a voluntary basis. The permissions were
personally obtained from the administrations of universities in order to deliver the
questionnaire to the English instructors who were currently working in the SFL in both

public and foundation universities.
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3.4. Data Collection Instruments

In the present study, ‘Demographic Inventory’ and ‘Teacher Stress
Questionnaires’(see Appendix D), which include ‘Field-specific Stress Factors
Questionnaire’ and ‘Organizational Stress Factors Questionnaire’, was used to collect

quantitative data, which was constructed by Petek (2008).

(

/l.[ Student Attitude J

Teacher Competence ]

T [ In-class Situations ]

Field-specific
Stress Factors

Items 1-21

Teacher Stress

Questionnaire
Organizational
Structure

4’[ Work Overload ]

Physical Conditions ]

Organizational
Stress Factors

Items 22-42

-

Figure 5. Teacher Stress Questionnaire for English Instructors

Source: Petek, E. (2008) An Investigation on Stress Factors and Coping Strategies of
English Instructors Working at the English Preparatory Schools of METU and Ankara

University. Master Thesis. Trakya University, p. 43.

Teacher Stress Questionnaire (Petek, 2008) includes two parts. In the FSS
Factors Questionnaire, there are eleven items related to ‘Student Attitudes, which are
item1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 16,17, 19, and 21 (e.g. item 2: “Students’ lack of interest in the
lessons due to negative attitude towards English”); 5 items relevant to ‘Teacher

Competence’, which are item 8, 9, 10, 18 and 20 (e.g. item 9: “Not having been in the
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country of the target language before as an instructor”; and 5 items related to ‘In-class
Situations’ including item 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 (e.g. item 14: “Always having to find
meaningful context for vocabulary teaching”. Furthermore, in the OrgS Factors
Questionnaire, there are three sub factors, which are ‘Organizational Structure’, ‘Work
Overload’ and ‘Physical Conditions’. The items related to the ‘Organizational
Structure’ are item 22, 23, 24, 30, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37 and 38 (e.g. item 24:
“Administrators’ ignorance of instructors’ problems related to teaching and students™).
Moreover, there are 6 items about “Work Overload’, which are 25, 27, 31, 39, 40, and
41 (e.g. item 25: “Too much workload in terms of course hours per week”). Item 26,
28, 29 and 34 are related to the last sub factor of OrgS Factor Questionnaire, ‘Physical

Conditions’ (e.g. item 29: “Overcrowded classes”).

Considering that the participants are all English instructors and they do not have
any difficulty in understanding the items of the questionnaire, the instrument was
delivered in English. It was scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging between ‘None’
to “Very Much’. The instrument was completed by the subjects anonymously, and the

respondents voluntarily participated in the study.

3.4.1. Demographic Inventory Form

The first part of the data collecting instruments was Demographic Inventory
form. The demographic inventory was delivered to the participants to accumulate some
demographic information about the subjects including the gender, institution, teaching
experience, involvement of additional duties pertaining to the job responsibilities

related to unit or administration of the institution.
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3.4.2. Field-Specific Stress Factors Questionnaire

Petek (2008) had created the items 1 -21, which were related to the field-
specific stress factors. It was scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging between
‘None’ to ‘Very Much’ measuring field-specific stress factors which English as a
Foreign Languages instructors may deal with during their professional lives. In the light
of the factor analysis, the three-factor solution for first 21 items in the questionnaire
were extracted for Field-Specific Stress Factors, which were named as ‘Student
Attitude’ referring to the items that cause stress related to the problems such as
students’ negative behaviors, lack of responsibility, and so forth, ‘Teacher
Competence’ based on the items such as the teachers’ perceptions of adequacy in the
teaching profession, and ‘In-class Situations’ referring to the items about the
unexpected events spontaneously occurred in the language classroom. ‘The difficulty
of motivating students to learn a foreign language’ (item 4),” Students’ lack of
systematic study habits’ (item 6) are the sample items in the Field-specific Stress

Questionnaire.

3.4.3. Organizational Stress Factors Questionnaire

The second part of questionnaire items from 22 to 42, which were related to
organizational stress factors, were created in guidance of ‘Organizational Stress
Questionnaire’ by Onkol (2002) and ‘Occupational Stress of the Instructors
Questionnaire’ by Balci‘s (2000), both of which were designed by reviewing the
relevant literature about several related international questionnaires. It was scored on
a five-point Likert scale ranging between ‘None’ to ‘Very Much’. The three-factor
solution for the remaining 21 items was structured for Organizational Stress Factors
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after the application of the factor analysis conducted were revealed. These three-factor
solution is as follows: ‘Organizational Structure’ including the items related to attitudes
of the administration towards the instructors about the involvement in all the processes
about the structure; “Work Overload’ referring to the items about working conditions
such as salary, the amount of work; ‘Physical Conditions’ including the items about
insufficient resources, opportunities or services that the institution should provide for
a better English Language Teaching process. ‘Too much workload in terms of course
hours per week’ (item 25), and ‘Lack of flexibility in the institutional practices such as
attending meetings, ceremonies, deadlines of reports and so forth’ (item 30) are the

sample items in the Organizational Stress Factors Questionnaire.

3.4.4. Reliability and Validity of the Study

In order to find out the internal consistency of the items of the questionnaire,
Cronbach’s Alpha value was calculated for both parts of the data instrument separately.
Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) were reported that Cronbach’s Alpha value should be at

least .70 to be considered as reliable.

Table 4

Reliability Statistics for Field-specific Stress Factors (items 1-21)

Cronbach’'s Alpha Based
Cronbach's Alpha on Standardized Items N of Items

87 87 21

The Cronbach’s Alpha value of the items about field-specific stress factors

(items 1-21) was .81. as it is shown in Table 4.
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Table 5

Reliability Statistics for Organizational Stress Factors (items 22-42)

Cronbach's Alpha Based on
Cronbach's Alpha Standardized Items N of Items
93 93 21

Besides, Cronbach Alpha value of the items about Organizational Stress
Factors (items 22-42) was measured as .92, which can be seen in Table 5, with the help
of SPSS Version 22, which shows that the data instrument is reliable to conduct the

present study.

3.5. Procedure

All of the participants were the English instructors of the School of Foreign
Languages working in both public and foundation university in Ankara, Turkey. After
obtaining the acceptance of conducting the study from the Ethics Committee Approval,
the permissions were taken from a number of public and the foundation universities in
Ankara, and hence the process of the survey had been started. The participants were
ensured that the information they filled in would be kept confidential so that it is not
necessary for the respondents to write their names on the questionnaires. Before
delivering the instruments, all the subjects were informed that they would stop
responding to the questions when/if they felt unconfident in continuing the
guestionnaire to answer. After delivering the questionnaires to the participants, enough
time was given them to reply the questions properly and return them back to the

researchers, which made the answers more reliable and valid.
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3.6. Data Analysis

In the initial stage of the process, the collected responses from the
questionnaires were submitted by using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS® Version 22.0 for Windows) S0 as to be assessed. Test of Normality was run to
make sure the data has been drawn from a normally distributed sample population.
When applied Normality Tests, extreme and missing values were not found; therefore,
it was not necessary to conduct data clearance accordingly. Test of homogeneity was
conducted to find out whether different samples came from same population. After
computing all the data collected from both public and the foundation universities,
descriptive statistics including means and standard deviations, and frequencies were
calculated to summarize the data. This set the stage for computing means and standard
deviations in order to make an inquiry of the highest scores of both field-specific and
organizational stress factors related to English instructors’ occupational stress. When
these steps have been completed, Independent-samples T-test was used to find out the
significance of the differences in stress scores considering gender, additional unit or
administrative duty, type of institution as demographic variables. For the independent
samples T-test, Cohen's d was determined by calculating the mean difference between
the two groups that were found significantly different, and then dividing the result by
the pooled standard deviation (Cohen, 1988), to see whether the effect size of the

difference was small (0.2), medium (0.5), or large (0.8)

Afterwards, The next set of analyses, which were conducted by using One-
way ANOVA, highlighted the impact of teaching experience on English instructors’

occupational stress scores. One-way ANOVA was tested to make multiple comparisons
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related to five categorical year range seen as 0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21-25 years of
experience in English teaching profession. In other words, it was administered to test
whether the multiple comparisons have any significant effect of field-specific and
organizational scores on the English instructors’ experience in teaching. To identify
the effect size, Eta Squared (h?) was calculated as the ratio of the effect variance
(SSeffect) to the total variance (SStotal). Calculating the effect sizes made a valuable
contribution to the current study about deciding whether a meaningful effect was found

and helping determine the sample size for a possible future study.

3.7. Conclusion

This chapter was devoted to present the details of the overall design of the
study in which “Teacher Stress Questionnaire” constructed by Petek (2008) was
delivered to the participants, then the collected the data and finally processed and
analyzed to explore the findings within the scope of the research questions of the
present study. After giving the information about all the in line with the methodology,
the reliability issues were explained. The next chapter will present the findings related
to current study about the occupational stress in English Language Teaching profession

by explaining the quantitative data collected thoroughly.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

4.1. Introduction

The primary purpose of this chapter is to report the results of the current study
obtained as a consequence of a number of different statistical data analyses. The data
extracted from the 5-Likert scale items were analyzed through descriptive statistics in
the SPSS Version 22. After the analysis of each item, the frequency values and
percentage rates of the responses for gender, institution, administrative or unit duty and
experience are presented in the form of tables and figures. For some calculations,
Independent Samples T-test and One-Way ANOVA are used to reach the outcomes

structured along with the research questions specified in the present study.

4.2. Assumption Checks

4.2.1. Sample size

The sample size was evaluated before conducting any tests. Tabachnick and
Fidell (2012) give the formula: N > 50 + 8m where m = number of independent
variables (p.117). The minimum sample size for this study was calculated as 218 with
21 independent variables for each instrument. Thus, sample size in this study (N=330)

was appropriate.
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4.2.2. Normality Tests

Tests of normality were run for ‘Field-specific Stress Questionnaire’ and
‘Organizational Stress Factors Questionnaire’ to find out whether the universe of the

collected data was a normally distributed sample population.

Table 6

Tests of Normality for FSS and OrgS Factors

Kolmogorov-Smirnov@ Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig.  Statistic df Sig.
FSS Factors ,04 330 20" ,99 330 ,460
OrgS Factors ,05 330 ,02 ,98 330 ,001

As it can be easily seen in Table 6, the data of the FSS factors had been drawn
from a normally distributed population, considering the p-values of both Kolmogorov-

Simornov (p=.20) and Shapiro-Wilk (p=.46) tests.
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Figure 6. Histogram of Test of Normality for FSS Factors
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Histogram of FSS factors scores were explored to examine the validity of normality
assumption. It can be shown in Figure 6 that the histogram of the data produced a

smooth normal curve.
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Figure 7. Histogram of Test of Normality for OrgS Factors

On the other hand, considering the p-values of both Kolmogorov-Simornov (p=
.02)and Shapiro-Wilk (p=.001) tests, the data for OrgS factors were not regarded as a
normally distributed one. However, the histogram of the test of normality for Orgs
factors suggests that the data is approximately normal. The histogram presented in
Figure 7 also shows the approximation to normality with the middle peaks and
symmetry of the curves. According to Samuels, Marshall and Lahmar, (2012), “as long
as the data is approximately normally distributed, with a peak in the middle and fairly

symmetrical, the assumption of normality has been met” (p.2).
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4.2.3. Test of Homogeneity

The assumption of homoscedasticity could be made that different samples had
the same variance, even if they came from different populations (Kinnear and Gray,
2006). Kinnear and Gray (2006) indicated that the ANOVA for between subjects
experiments requires that there must be homogeneity of variance from group to group

(p.262).

Table 7

Test of Homogeneity of Variances for Teaching Experience

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
FSS Factors ,26 4 325 90
OrgS Factors 1,99 4 325 ,09

For that reason, before conducting One-way ANOVA tests, homogeneity of
equal variance was also considered. It can be seen in Table 7 that the data had been

derived from normal distributions with equal variance.

4.3. Results of the Study Regarding the Research Questions

In line with the quantitative analyses applied up until now, the answers to the research

questions can be enumerated as follows:
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4.3.1. Findings about Research Question 1: What is the occupational stress
profiles of English instructors working in the Schools of Foreign Languages in

Ankara?

Table 8

Frequency table of English instructors according to gender

Gender Frequency Percent
female 256 77,6
male 74 22,4
Total 330 100,0

Among the 330 participants involved in the study, 77,6 % (n = 256) were
females, whereas 22,4 % (n =74) were males. In Table 8, the distribution of English

instructors according to their gender can be seen.

Table 9

Frequency table of English instructors according to type of institution

Type of Institution Frequency Percent
foundation 203 61,5
public 127 38,5
Total 330 100,0

Regarding the type of the institution they work in, among the 330 respondents,
61,5 % (n = 203) of the instructors were involved in the study from the foundation
universities, 38,5 % (n = 127) were from the public universities. According to type of

institution, the frequency distribution of English instructors was shown in Table 9.
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Table 10

Frequency table of instructors according to total teaching experience

Teaching Experience Frequency Percent
0-5 years 100 30,3
6-10 years 107 32,4
11-15 years 61 18,5
16-20 years 25 7,6
21-25 years 37 11,2
Total 330 100,0

Considering English instructors’ total experience in teaching profession among
the 330 respondents, 30,3% (n = 100) of the instructors were in the group of 0 - 5 years,
32,4% (n = 107) were in the group of 6-10 years, 18,5% (n = 61) were in the group of
11-15 years, 7,6% (n=25) were in the group of 16-20, 11,2% (n=37) were in the group
of 21-25. The frequency distribution of English instructors according to their total

teaching experience was shown in Table 10.

Table 11

Frequency table of involvement in any units or any administrative duties

Involvement of Additional Duty Frequency Percent
Yes 115 34,8
No 215 65,2
Total 330 100,0

Among the 330 respondents, 34,8 % (n = 115) of the participants answered the
question as ‘yes’, in which it was investigated whether the English instructors had any

administrative or unit duties in the institution. On the other hand, 65,2 % (n = 215) of
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the English instructors gave the response of ‘no’. In Table 11, the distribution of

frequencies related to the question asked about duty was given.

Table 12

Descriptive Statistics of Overall Mean Scores related to FSS and OrgS Questionnaires

Data Instruments N Min. Max. Mean Std. Deviation
FSS Questionnaire (1-21) 330 1.19 4.24 263 57
OrgS Questionnaire (22-42) 330 1,10 4,76 2,86 86
Valid Number 330

As it is shown in Table 12, with regards to the overall mean scores of both
questionnaires, organizational stress factors (M= 2.63, SD= .57) had higher mean
scores than the field-specific stress factors (M= 2.86, SD= .86). The results indicated
that English instructors working in the Schools of Foreign Languages experienced
organizational stress more than field-specific stress. Item 5 (M=3.57, SD=1.11) has the
highest mean score in FSS Factors Questionnaire (Item 5: “Students’ lack of systematic
study habits”) (see APPENDIX E), and Item 27 (M=3.47, SD=1.33) has the highest
mean score in OrgS Factors Questionnaire (Item 27: “Too much paperwork such as

marking the exams, filling in the reports™) (see APPENDIX F).

Table 13

Descriptive Statistics of Field-Specific Stress Factors

Sub factors of FSS N Min. Max. Mean Std. Deviation
Student Attitudes 330 1,00 4,82 3,15 ,69
Teacher Competence 330 1,00 4,80 2,22 ,70

In class situations 330 1,00 4,40 1,92 76
Valid N 330
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In Table 13, it can be seen the descriptive statistics of the factors which cause
occupational stress related to the FSS scores. There were three sub factors of field
specific stress factors shown in Table 13 as teacher competence, in-class situations and
student attitudes. The mean scores of the sub factors of FSS are ‘student attitudes’
(M=3.15), ‘teacher competence’ (M=2.22), and ‘in-class situations’ (M=1.92)
respectively. Out of these calculations, teacher competence has the highest score that

cause stress the most for the English instructors in higher education institutions.

Table 14

Descriptive Statistics of Organizational Stress Factors

Sub Factors of OrgS N Min. Max. Mean Std. Deviation
Organizational Structure 330 1,00 4,91 2,72 93
Work Overload 330 1,00 5,00 3,06 ,89
Physical Conditions 330 1,00 6,25 2,95 1,15
Valid N (listwise) 330

Furthermore, the mean scores of Organizational Stress factors including
Organizational Structure, Work Overload and Physical Condition were presented in
Table 14. The results of the descriptive statistics of the factors was reported below as
for ‘organizational structure’ (M= 2.72), ‘work overload’ (M=3.06), and ‘physical
condition” (M=2.95) respectively. It is obvious that the most prominent occupational
stress related to the OrgS factors was work overload (M=3.06) for English instructors
working at the School of Foreign Language in higher education institutions.

Considering both of the instruments, some of the items had greater mean than
average (M > 2.5) on a five-point scale. As one of the Field-Specific Stress Factors,
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‘Student Attitudes’ (M= 3.15) has greater mean score than average seen in Table 13.
‘Organizational Structure (M= 2.72), ‘Work Overload’ (M=3.06) and ‘Physical
Conditions’ (M=2.95 were indicated as creating above average stress upon English
instructors, which belong to the dimensions related to the Organizational Stress Factors

shown in Table 14.

4.3.2.Findings about Research Question 2: Are there any significant differences

in occupational stressors with respect to gender?

To examine the stress scores with respect to gender, the mean scores and the
standard deviation scores related to gender were calculated in the first place. The results

regarding the scores of gender was given in Table 15 below.

Table 15

Independent-samples T-test Mean Scores According to Gender

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation
FSS Factors female 256 2,64 ,59
male 74 2,61 51
OrgS Factors female 256 2,89 ,86
male 74 2,76 ,85

A close look at mean scores according to gender displays that females (M=2.63,
SD=.59) experience slightly more stress compared to their male colleagues (M=2.61,
SD= .51) considering the FSS scores. Similarly, when regarding the OrgS scores,
female participants have higher scores of stress (M= 2.89, SD= .86) than their male

colleagues do (M= 2.76, SD=.85).
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An independent-samples t-test was conducted to see whether there was a
significant difference between female and male participants’ FSS and OrgS scores

presented in Table 16 below.

Table 16

Independent-samples T-test Results for Gender

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of
Equality of VVariances Means
Sig. (2-
Gender F Sig. t df tailed)
FSS Factors  Equal variances 272 10 36 328 72
assumed
OrgS Factors  Equal variances 003 96 113 328 26
assumed

Equal variances

not assumed 1,15 120,62 25

The findings revealed that there was no significant difference in the field-
specific stress mean scores for female (M=2.63, SD=.58) and male (M=2.61, SD=.50)
participants; t(328)=.35, p =.72. These results suggest that gender does not have an

effect on field-specific stress scores.

Similarly, there was no significant difference in the organizational stress scores
for female (M=2.88, SD=.86) and male (M=2.75, SD=.84) participants shown in Table
16; [t(328)=1.33, p =.26] seen in Table 16. Specifically, when equal variances assumed,
the results suggested that the organizational stress levels of the participants did not

drastically change according to their gender differences.
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4.3.3. Findings about Research Question 3: Are there any significant differences

in occupational stressors between public universities and foundation universities?

To analyze the occupational stress scores related to the type of institution in
which the English instructors were currently working, the mean scores and the standard
deviation scores were calculated. The findings related to the type of institutions can be

observed in Table 17 below.

Table 17

Independent-sample T-test Mean Scores for Type of Institution

Type of Institution Institution N Mean  Std. Deviation

FSS Factors foundation 203 2,65 ,58
public 127 2,61 ,55

OrgS Factors foundation 203 2,75 78
public 127 3,03 ,96

A quick look at the mean scores with regard to the type of institution illustrates
that, in FSS factors scores, that the English instructors working in foundation
universities (M=2.65, SD= .58) were slightly more stressful than the ones working in
the public universities (M=2.61, SD= .55). On the contrary, considering the OrgS
factors, participants from public universities experienced higher scores of stress (M=
3.03, SD= .95) than the ones who were currently working in foundation universities

(M= 2.75, SD=.78).

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to see whether there was a
significant difference between the types of the institution the English instructors

working at considering FSS and OrgS scores.
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Table 18

Independent-sample T-test Results for Type of Institution

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of

Equality of Variances Means
Sig.
(2-
F Sig. t df tailed)
FSS Factors  Equal variances
assumed ,014 ,90 58 328 ,56
OrgS Factors  Equal variances
assumed 9,54 ,002 -2,95 328 ,003

Equal variances

not assumed -2,81 227,06 ,005

There was no statistically significant difference between English instructors
working in public universities (M= 2.65, SD= .58) and in foundation universities (M=

2.61, SD=.55) regarding the FSS scores [t (328) = .58, p = .56.] shown in Table 18.

Contrary to the findings related to FSS scores, there was a significant difference
in OrgS scores between English instructors working at a foundation (M=2.75, SD=.78)
and public universities (M= 3.03, SD= .96); [t (227) = -2.81, p= .005] regarding
unequal variances assumed. Regarding the calculations of Cohen’s d (d= 0.32), the
effect size for the difference between the types of universities was between the range
of small and medium.

These results in Table 18 show that working at the different type of the
institutions did have an effect on organizational stress scores related to occupational
stress of English instructors. In other words, the results suggested that the English
instructors working in the public universities had higher organizational stress scores

than the ones working in the foundation universities.

56



4.3.4. Findings about Research Question 4: Are there any significant differences
in occupational stressors with respect to having any administrative or unit duty

or not?

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to find out whether there was a
significant difference between the English instructors who had additional unit or
administrative duty and the ones who were not involved in any additional duty

regarding FSS and OrgsS scores.

Table 19

Independent-sample T-test Mean Scores for Involvement of Additional Duty

Involvement of any

additional duty N Mean Std. Deviation
FSS Factors yes 115 2,56 ,56
no 215 2,67 57
OrgS Factors yes 115 2,79 ,85
no 215 2,89 ,87

As can be seen in Table 19, for FSS factors, the mean score of the English
instructors who had no involvement in any additional was detected relatively higher
than the ones who responded ‘yes’ (M = 2, 67) with a standard deviation of .57.
Moreover, regarding the OrgS factors, the mean score of the response of ‘no additional
duty’ is higher (M = 2.89) with a standard deviation of .87, similar to the findings
related to FSS scores. Based on these results, it can be interpreted that the English
instructors who had the additional administrative or unit duty experiences more stress

that the ones who had no duties in their institutions.
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Table 20

Independent-sample T-test Results for Involvement of Additional Duty

Levene's Test for

Equality of t-test for Equality of
Variances Means
Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed)
FSS Factors Equal variances 17 68 1,74 328 08
assumed
OrgS Factors Equal variances 001 08 98 328 33
assumed

The findings revealed that there was not a significant difference in FSS scores
between the English instructors, who got involved in any unit or any administrative
duties such as testing, material development, head of department, coordinator and so
forth (M= 2.55, SD=.55), and the ones who did not have any additional duty in their
institutions (M= 2.67, SD=.57; t (328)=-1.74, p = .08). The results are given in Table
20.

Furthermore, there was a not a significant difference in OrgS scores between
instructors who involved in any administrative or unit duties suck as testing, material
development, head of department, coordinator and so forth seen in Table 20 (M= 2.79,
SD= .84), and those who did not have any duty (M= 2.89, SD= .86); t(328)=-.97, p =
.32. The findings indicted that having any administrative or unit duties did not have an
effect on either field-specific or organizational stress scores related to occupational

stress.
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4.3.5. Findings about Research Question 5: Are there any significant differences

in occupational stressors with respect to experience in ELT Profession?

The last research question explored the effect of years of experience in teaching
profession on English Language instructors’ reported level of occupational stress as

follows:

Table 21

One-way ANOVA Results for Teaching Experience

Teaching Experience N Mean Std. Deviation

FSS Factors 0-5 100 2,75 57
6-10 107 2,55 57
11-15 61 2,70 ,56
16-20 25 2,59 ,55
21-25 37 2,49 ,52
Total 330 2,63 57

OrgsS Factors 0-5 100 2,91 ,92
6-10 107 2,87 ,86
11-15 61 2,82 ,88
16-20 25 2,77 ,65
21-25 37 2,80 ,82
Total 330 2,86 ,86

The findings of the test related to the means and standard deviation scores of
both field-specific and organizational stress factors for the groups of English instructors
with different total experience of teaching, were reported in Table 21. With respect to
the field-specific stress mean scores, from the group with the highest scores of stress
to the lowest can be ranged 0-5 years of experience (M= 2.75, SD=.57) , 11-15 years
of experience (M=2.70, SD= .56), 16-20 years of experience (M= 2.59, SD= .55), 6-

10 years of experience (M= 2.55, SD=.57), 21-25 years of experience (M= 2.49, SD=
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.52) respectively. Regarding the organizational stress mean scores, same with the field-
specific stress scores, the group with 0-5 years of experience has the highest mean
scores (M= 2.90, SD=.92). It is followed by the group with 6-10 years of experience
(M= 2.87, SD= .86). The next groups are with the one that has 11-15 years of
experience (M= 2.82, SD= .88) and 21-25 years of experience (M= 2.80, SD= .82).
The lowest mean score of the organizational stress factor was observed in the group

with the 16-20 years of experience (M= 2.77, SD= .65).

Table 22

One-way ANOVA Test Results for Teaching Experience

Teaching Experience Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
FSS Factors  Between Groups 3,08 4 77 2.42 048
Within Groups 103,26 325 ,32

Total 106,33 329

OrgS Factors Between Groups 66 4 16 22 93
Within Groups 243,27 325 75
Total 243,93 329

A One-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of
teaching experience (0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, and 21-25 years of experience) on field-
specific stress . There was a significant effect of teaching experience (F (4,325) = 2.42,
p = 0.048) on field-specific stress scores shown in Table 22. Regarding the effect size
of the One-way ANOVA test, Eta square (h?) was calculated regarding the between
groups of teaching experience. Eta square (h?) of 0.03 indicated that 3% variance was

associated with FSS Factors. In the light of this consideration, LSD test, which is one
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of the multiple pairwise comparison tests, was used for carrying out a further analysis

on the effect of teaching experience on FSS scores.

Furthermore, a One-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to examine
the effect of teaching experience (0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years, and
21-25 years of experience) on organizational stress. There was no significant effect of
teaching experience (F (4,325) = .22, p=.927) on organizational stress scores given in
Table 18; therefore, there was no necessity to conduct any post- hoc comparison tests
accordingly in terms of investigating the multiple comparisons about the effects of
teaching experience on the organizational stress among the five distinct groups

appeared in the current study.
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Figure 8. Means Scores of the effect of teaching experience on both FSS and OrgS

The graphic in Figure 8 represents the findings related to the mean scores of
FSS and OrgS factors. As it was emphasized that there was a significant effect of
teaching experience (F (4,325) = 2.42, p = 0.048) on field-specific stress scores. When
considering the FSS scores in Figure 8, the English instructors who had 0-5 years of
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experience , had the highest scores of both FSS (M= 2.75, SD=.57) and OrgS factors
(M= 2.91, SD= .92); surprisingly, while the ones who had 21-25 years of experience
had the lowest score of FSS factors (M= 2.49, SD= .52), they got a considerably high
score of OrgS Factors (M= 2,80, SD=.82). The different levels of stress scores related
to both field-specific and organizational stress factors are demonstrated in the mean

plot in Figure 8.

A follow-up test was conducted to explore the post-hoc multiple comparisons
using LSD’s contrasts, which indicated a statistical difference between the groups with
0-5and 6-10 years of teaching experience, and the groups with 0-5 and 21-25 years
of experience in teaching but not the groups of 11-15 and 16-20 years of experience in

teaching profession.

Table 23

Post Hoc Multiple comparison of LSD Test Results for Teaching Experience

Dependent Teaching Teaching Mean
Variable Experience Experience Difference  Sig.
FSS Factors 0-5 6-10 ,19 ,01*
11-15 ,05 ,60
16-20 ,16 21
21-25 ,26 ,02*
6-10 0-5 -,19 ,01*
11-15 -,15 11
16-20 -,04 7
21-25 ,07 ,54
11-15 0-5 -,05 ,60
6-10 ,15 11
16-20 11 42
21-25 21 ,07
16-20 0-5 -,16 21
6-10 ,04 77
11-15 -,11 42
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21-25 ,10 49

21-25 0-5 -,26 ,02*
6-10 -,07 54
11-15 -,21 ,07
16-20 -,10 49

* Items that show significant differences between groups

This indicated that years of teaching experience did have a slightly noticeable
effect (F(4,325) = 2.42, p = 0.048) on the field-specific stress scores of the English
instructors who work in the SFL in both public and foundation universities shown in

Table 23.

4.4. Conclusion

This section started with the results of the normality tests of the data collected.
Afterwards, the findings of the five-scale Likert type questionnaire were reported after
analyzing the transcribed data by using the descriptive statistics, independent T-test,
and One-way ANOVA tests. The related tables and figures were given to report the
findings statistically.

Regarding the first research question, the findings of the Independent T-test
conducted with respect to gender suggest that the organizational stress scores of the
respondents did not change significantly. The next research question was related to the
type of the institutions the English instructors were currently working in. According to
the results related to FSS factors, there was not a meaningful difference between
English instructors working in public universities and foundation. Moreover, the results
showed that the English instructors working in the public universities had higher

organizational stress scores than the ones working in the foundation universities. When

63



the third research question was considered, the results showed that having any
administrative or unit duties did have a significant effect on neither field-specific nor
organizational stress scores related to occupational stress. The last research question
constructed to explore the effect of the experience in teaching profession on the scores
of FSS and OrgS factors. The findings supported that there was a significant effect of
teaching experience on field-specific stress scores. However, there was no significant
effect of teaching on OrgS scores. With the consideration of the effect of teaching
experience on the FSS factors, LSD test was conducted accordingly. The test results
indicated that the statistical differences between the groups with 0-5 and 6-10 years
of teaching experience, and the groups with 0-5 and 21-25 years of experience in
teaching were detected, yet not between the groups of 11-15 and 16-20 years of
experience in teaching profession.

The next chapter will highlight the similarities and differences between the

results of the current study and the key findings in the existing literature.
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CHAPTERV

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.1. Introduction

In this chapter, the results of the current study are compared with the findings
of the similar studies conducted in the existing literature. Subtitles are created in line

with the major features of the present study.

5.2. Discussion of the Findings

Considering the findings of study related to the research questions, which was
investigated the stress scores of English Language instructors working at the Schools
of Foreign Languages in both public and foundation universities. After analyzing
several variables, the research questions such as the type of institution, gender, years
of experience in the teaching profession, involvement in any additional duties were

analyzed.

5.2.1. Discussion Regarding the Most Stress Causing FSS and OrgS Factors
The findings of the current study indicate that the highest score of FSS is
‘student attitude’, and of OrgS was ‘work overload’ for the English instructors in higher
education institutions. The findings of the current study is consistent with the results of
the study of Bhatti et al. (2011), in which it was addressed that the role ambiguity
workload, role conflict, and job pressure about performance were the reasons why the
instructors felt stress. In parallel with this study, Masuku and Muchemwa (2015)

explored that the most common stressors were increased workloads, necessity of
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meeting targets/deadlines set, and working hours, as pointed out by the mean scores of
2.67, 2.63, and 2.92 respectively. Consistent with the findings of the current study,
Petek (2008) revealed that the most stress causing FSS factor was ‘student attitude’;
furthermore, when the highest score of OrgS Factors was investigated, it was found
out that the most stress causing organizational stress factor was ‘workload’.

Contrary to the results of the current study, when stress factors the instructors
experienced were considered, some studies found out the highest level among all the
stressors mentioned was the structure of the organization (Kyriaccou & Chien, 2004;
Birincibubar, 2013). The other stress-causing factor was work overload for the field of
teaching profession. According to the findings of the study, Kyriaccou and Chien
(2004) recommended that when the organizations considered putting the workload
weight down, job-related stress experienced in the teaching profession might
considerably decrease. Moreover, in the existing literature related to this study, Balci
(2000) investigated the stress level the faculty members of a university and their
performances under job-stress related pressure. The findings of that study showed that
principles in the academic settings were the main field-specific stress cause factor.
Besides, job conflict and inconsistency at work were the other significant occupational
stressors.

Considering the literature related to the current study, work overload was the
primary source of occupational stress for English instructors in most of the studies
conducted about occupational stress, even though the secondary factors that might lead
one to get stressed out in higher education institutions was found to show differences
from one study to the other. Similarly, Chan, Chen, and Chomg, (2010) mentioned that

occupational stress as an intense feeling that could come out when people overwork;
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as a result, excessive stress may hit their coping mechanisms, and alarm stage might
step in. As Ferris (1996) emphasized that although there are a great number of
occupational stressors that would cause the inevitable deterioration, one might
commonly experience stress due to role unclarity such as uncertain job requirements
or excessive workload and responsibilities, and organizational issues. Taken together,
therefore, the occupational stress may occur when job tasks and responsibilities are not
clearly defined. With the obligation of fulfilling excessive job demands in an
institution, one may fail to prioritize or perform core tasks related to the teaching
profession adequately. This may happen because the organizational stressors sensitize
them to get confused, overworked, and unable to work effectively and efficiently when

the occurrences of the stress factors in working environment are consistent.

5.2.2. Discussion Regarding the Differences between Gender

The current study aimed to investigate the difference between English
instructors’ occupational stress and gender as a demographic variable. As for the
gender, the findings revealed that there was no significant difference in the field-
specific stress mean scores for female and male participants. In terms of organizational
factors of occupational stress, there was no significant difference in the organizational
stress scores for female and male subjects.

Consistent with the results of the current study related to gender, Masuku and
Muchemwa (2015) stated that no statistically significant difference was observed in
responses when it comes to gender. Moreover, the findings supported by Alkhadher
and Al-Naser (2006) who reported that there was no significant difference between

male and female teachers in any of the stress, which include ‘Occupational Role
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Questionnaire’ and ‘Personal Strain Questionnaire’ in that study. These findings are in
line with Kyriacou and Chien’s findings (2004) as they also found no statistically
significant difference between the stress levels of female and male teachers, which
were similar to findings of Check, and Okwo (2012).

Klassen (2010), inconsistent with the findings of this study, emphasized that
workload and student attitude issues lead female teachers to experience higher levels
of occupational stress when compared to male ones. These findings are consistent with
the study conducted by Kiziltepe (2007) in which she stated that female teachers
displayed higher level of stress than male respondents did. Similarly, the study of
Jeyaraj, (2013) revealed that female teachers experienced occupational stress more than
male ones.

Another inconsistency is between the current study and the study done by Doss,
et. al. (2018). The researchers reported that male teachers were more stressful than
female colleagues are. Likewise, Eres and Atanasoska (2011) indicated that male
teachers experienced more stress than the female teachers did. The study of Aftab and
Khatoon (2012) has a consistency with the findings of the previous study, which was
stated that the occupational stress scores of male teachers were higher compared to
females.

Considering the FSS and OrgS scores of the current study related to
occupational stress, insignificant gender differentiations may be explained by both
genders experiencing the work-related stressors in similar ways considering the role
expectations, workload, collegial issues. Taken from different aspect, the reason why
both genders had similar stress scores related to their occupation might be because they

have many issues in mind to consider -regardless of their gender differences- related to
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teaching profession. According to Altinkurt and Y1lmaz (2012) reported that in Turkey
the “a man’s job” versus “a woman’s job” distinction is very prevalent. On one hand,
for female English instructors. The roles of motherhood and the familial minding
posture imposed on females may correspondingly be the collateral stress sources
related to work-family balance. On the other hand, when considering male context,
Yorulmaz and Altinkurt (2018) emphasized that in such cultures with a paternalistic
social structure as Turkey, since teaching profession is perceived as a female profession
might be a for males to experience ‘more depersonalization and perception of reduced
personal accomplishment’ (p.42). As a reflection of these value judgments, even
though both female and male English instructors may experience a quite similar level

of stress, the perception of stress may differ according to the gender roles in society.

5.2.3. Discussion Regarding the Type of University

The present study also investigated whether there was a significant effect of
occupational stress on English instructors working public or foundation universities. In
this investigation, two different results appeared after analyzing the differences
between the type of universities regarding FSS and OrgS Factors. On one hand, the
results showed that the findings about FSS scores demonstrated that there was not a
significant difference between the two types of institutions. This result is partially
consistent with the findings of the study conducted by Onkol (2002), in which was
emphasized that the type of university English instructors worked at did not have any

significant difference when the participants’ total stress was considered.
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On the other hand, the results of the study with respect to the OrgS factors,
advocated that there was a significant difference between the two types of universities.
Considering the mean scores of the Organizational Stress related to public universities
(M= 3.03, SD=,78), foundation ones (M=2.75, SD= .96), it is clearly seen that the
English instructors working at public universities experienced higher organizational
stress levels than the ones working at foundation universities. According to Cohen
(1988), if two groups' means differ by 0.2 standard deviations, the effect size of the
difference has a small, 0.5 medium, and 0.8 large. Considering the calculations of
Cohen’s d (d= 0.32), the effect size for the difference between the types of universities
was uttered between the range of small and medium. The findings of current study is
partially in line with the study conducted by Ozday1 (1990) in a way that the findings
showed that there was no significant difference between the stress scores of
government and private university considering the total scores of occupational stress;.
However, regarding the subscale of the study ‘time management’, teachers working at
public schools experienced more occupational stress than the ones working at private
schools. Similar with the findings of the study of Ozday:1 (1990), Doss et. al. (2018)
pointed out that the teachers working in the governmental schools experienced more
stress than the ones working in the private schools.

Consistent with the present study, Hatti, et. al.(2016) indicated that there was
no significant difference in public and private school teachers when considered the total
scores of occupational stress, yet, when the subscales of the study was regarded, there
was a statistically significant difference in public and private school teachers.

Consequently, the reason why occupational stress is higher for English

instructors working in public universities compared to those working in foundation
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ones seems to be because, in the context of Turkey, most of the public universities seem
to have more students and loaded classrooms and less opportunities of professional
development affecting their job satisfaction negatively. Consequently, contextual,
emotional, environmental and demographic factors, and personality traits of the
English instructors may play an important role in identifying the reason behind the
findings. In addition, with respect to the instructors who work in public universities,
feeling pressure on ideological and political issues, being exposed to ever-changing
educational systems is likely to be one of the primary reason underneath the stress.
According to the Hofstede model of six dimensions of national cultures,
Hofstede (2005) found out that Turkey is a society, which has a considerably high
power distance that might bring centralized and hierarchical authority together. The
rigid regulations related to the educational system controlled by the government and
the autocratic leadership styles of administrators while micro-managing, might as well
be the reason for the English instructors in public universities to feel more stressed out

eventually.

5.2.4. Discussion Regarding the Involvement of Additional Duty

Teachers have always been the center of the workload and related stress in the
higher education institutions. However, the sources of stress and concerns have been
found out to be slightly varied for each individual. EFL/ESL teachers, along with
teachers in other fields, have much more responsibilities than it was in the past, and
researches indicated that teaching was one of the most stressful jobs in comparison to
other professions (Adams, 2001). Considering the findings about the involvement of

any additional administrative or unit duty of English instructors, it can be observed that
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there is no significant difference between the English instructors who are involved in
any additional duty and their colleagues who are not.

Quite similar findings were viewed in the study of Birincibubar (2013) who
indicated there was no statistically significant difference considering both the FSS and
OrgsS scores with respect to the participants’ involvement in any administrative or unit.
Even though the significant difference was not detected between the groups responding
‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the involvement of any additional duty, regarding to the mean scores
of the groups, the group responding ‘no’ to any additional duty involvement was seen
slightly more stressful compared to the other group. One possible cause that the
instructors having additional duties feel less stressful seems to be about the role clarity
and the strong beliefs of being a piece of a whole, and the power of being involved in
the decision-making processes in the organization. Sense of belonging to the
organization may be the primary reason that the participants who are involved in any
administrative or unit might feel responsible for the job that have to be done
periodically assigned by the administration of the department.

Conversely, Doss, et. al. (2018) indicated that teachers with higher workload
as being a "Headmaster’ or an ‘Assistant Headmaster’ experienced the higher level of
stress than their colleagues with no additional duty. In a same manner, Kourmousi and
Alexopoulos (2016) stressed out that teachers having administrative duties deal with
the stress more than their colleagues did due to time management issues such as
paperwork and organizational matters. This could be explained by the fact that time
pressure, diversity of work-related duties and work overload are the major components
predicting stress in teaching profession. Administrations of the organizations may

foster the sense of belonging with creating an effective organizational culture,
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providing support and encouragement, implementing a shared vision related to the
workload, and favoring the transparency in the working environment. Otherwise, the
problems in the organizational level can occur when an administration has rigid rules
and regulations. In the end, the power of organizational identification and commitment
disappear, and sense of belongingness cannot be developed in the organization

accordingly.

5.2.5. Discussion Regarding Teaching Experience

Experience-wise analyses showed that there was a statistically significant effect
(p=.05) of teaching experience on field-specific stress scores. When considering the
effect size of the One-way ANOVA test, Eta square (h?) of 0.03, which was calculated
regarding the between groups of teaching experience indicated that 3% variance was
associated with FSS Factors. Even if the p-value shows that the significant difference
was seen between the groups of teaching experience, the effect size calculations
showed that it was not a meaningful one. Even though the effect size demonstrated that
the difference was trivial, LSD test, one of the post hoc multiple comparison tests, was
conducted. After analyzing the scores with a follow-up test called LSD, the findings of
the multiple comparisons reported that the groups with English instructors having 0-5
and 6-10 years of experience (p=.01), and 0-5 and 20-25 years of experience (p=.02)
were affected significantly by the FSS factors. In connection with the findings, teaching
experience had a noticeable on FSS scores of English instructors working in the School
of Foreign Languages in both public and foundation universities. However, the results
indicated that there was no statistically significant effect of years of experience in

teaching on OrgS scores. Considering the mean scores of the groups of teaching
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experience, the English instructors having 0-5 years of experience in teaching
displayed the highest score of field-specific stress of all. This finding can be explained
by the fact that since the novice teachers do not have enough experience or practice in
the profession, the group with 0-5 years of experience are affected by the occupational

stress the most.

Some studies showed that seniority might not add a difference to the level of
stress scores (Kyriacou & Chien, 2004), whereas, some studies revealed that senior
teachers experienced low levels of stress (Meng & Liu, 2008). Similar with the results
of the current study, Kourmousi and Alexopoulos (2016) found that younger and less
experienced teachers reportedly had more occupational stress than their colleagues did.
This study also confirmed the findings of the study conducted by Eres and Atanasoska
(2011) in which it was also indicated that teachers with different levels of teaching
experience were affected by the occupational stress differently. The least affected
group by stress was the teachers having 21 or over years of experience. It
can reasonably be considered that seniority may provide teachers with coping strategies
related to professional investment and experience specifically in the field. Partially in
line with the present study, Onkol (2012) emphasized that when considering the years
of experience at the English instructors’ current universities, the novice and the senior
instructors experienced more stress compared to the junior ones (38-84 months of

experience).

The results of the study by Aftab and Khatoon (2012) are inconsistent with the
current study with respect to teaching experience. In that study, there was a significant

relationship between four subgroups related to seniority in teaching. Furthermore,
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teachers who had 0-5 years of experience in teaching had lower stress scores, quite
opposite to the findings of the present study. The most stressful groups of all were the
teachers having 6-10 and 11-15 years of seniority, which was assumed by the
researcher that was because they might get more and more tired and burnout so that
they might feel demotivated and less competent to endure in the challenging situations
in the teaching environment. This might make them feel less competent, less successful
and incompetent to cope with the challenging demands of their jobs. Yorulmaz and
Altinkurt (2018) mentioned that the teachers with 11 or more years of experience had
more emotional exhaustion and less personal success was a surprising result since
senior teachers would be expected to have lower stress levels than their novice
colleagues (p.44). The findings of both the current study and the study just mentioned
merge in the sense that it may result from that the expectations of novice teachers
before starting to the profession does not match with the reality. It may not be easy to
comply with the organizational culture and structure yet, which brings all the

regulations and workload along.

5.3. Pedagogical Implications

Kyriacou (2001) emphasized that each teacher may experience different
source of stress, for it will depend on the unique interaction between their personalities,
skills and contexts, values. Regarding the general overview in the field, it should not
be focus on the specific concerns of individuals. Additionally, there may be differences
in the main sources of teachers’ stress between countries in terms of the precise features

of national educational systems, the various contexts of institutions in those countries
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and the common values and attitudes, regarding teachers and institutions (Kyriacou,

2001).

The occupational stress factors mostly reported in the studies have been
enunciated as student attitude, work overload, and lack of collegial or managerial
support (Timperley & Robinson, 2000; Travers & Cooper, 1996). Being aware of the
problems, identifying what their sub factors really are, and taking some precautions for
the future happenings in advance may provide a positive effect on organizational

climate, and pave the way to prevent occupational stress from occurring.

When the findings of the current study are examined, the most prevalent
source of organizational stress factors is observed as ‘workload’. If a leader cannot
balance using the types of ‘task and relationship’ behaviors effectively, that can create
a huge problem about the delegation of the workload, the level of employee
satisfaction, and the willingness of productivity in the organization (Hersey &
Blanchard, 1999). Rather than aiming to become educational managers, improving the
managerial skills to be educational leaders by determining which administrative style
is appropriate for which situation may possibly lead teachers to experience more
organizational commitment and less occupational stress accordingly. There are the
different approaches and the theories about Educational Leadership the most important
one of which is the situational approach developed by Hersey and Blanchard (1969).
This type of leadership has two dimension, which are directive and supportive
behaviors. Administrators must choose the most effective leadership model to

determine the competency for delegation of work and to find out the organizational
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commitment of the group. Balanced workload, sense of commitment, social synergy

among the instructors may highly contribute to the prevention of occupational stress.

During the processes of analyzing and discussing about the data through the
findings, the need to search for the techniques of dealing with the work-related stress
such as allowing sufficient time to prepare for the responsibilities, avoiding too much
work or unnecessary administrative paperwork, sharing decision-making, providing
help for professional improvement and advancement, and recognition result in the

instructors’ psychological and physical well-being in the workplace.

5.4 Limitations

No research is without limitations. First limitation of the study is that the
sample of this study was limited to the English instructors working at some preparatory
schools of public and foundation universities in Ankara, Turkey. A national
longitudinal research needs to be conducted to generalize the factors of field-specific
and organizational stress that EFL instructors experience, and the relationship between
the stress levels experienced by the EFL instructors working in the Schools of Foreign

Languages in public and foundation universities.

Second limitation is that the data instruments of this research have been
carried out for collecting data. The nature of the data gathering was based on giving
the participants’ answers according to their own experiences and perceptions.
Therefore, the results may not completely be objective to reflect the EFL instructors’

everyday working experience in higher education institutions.
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Thirdly, the distribution of gender of the respondents are not balanced in the
current study (female 77,6 % (n = 256) ;male 22,4 % (n =74). The results of the analysis
about the difference between the occupational stressors and the gender as a
demographic variable might be slightly different if the distribution of gender would be

equal or well-matched.

The next issue to consider is that, although stress per se is primarily thought
as an emotional burst-up, it has physical and psychological effects as well.
Psychological and physiological stressors have common important aspects; however,
they require the different approaches while analyzing. This means while investigating
the causes of physiological and psychological stress, several different approaches
should be taken into considerations (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). This study cannot
reveal the collateral effects that one can experience physically or psychologically,

which may cause chronic medical diseases or feeling of burnout in teaching profession.

The last but not the least limitation is related with the educational background
of the English instructors participated in the study from different universities in Ankara.
It is essential to explore educational differences of English instructors in occupational
stress in more detail in order to be able to analyze the occupational stress factors and
to measure the level of stress they may experience in a broader perspective. More
specifically to the context of the current study, the differences in occupational stress
between different educational groups as English instructors should be seriously taken
into considerations. It can easily be seen that the English instructors working in the
SFL in both public and foundation universities have various backgrounds in teaching

such as Bachelor’s Degree (BA) from the departments of ELT, English Language and
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Literature, American Culture and Literature, Translation and Interpreting, and English
Linguistics. On one hand, the departments related to English Language except ELT,
does not offer all professional development (PD) courses necessary for pedagogical
formation during their BA degree process, and does not provide training for teaching
profession since it is not related to the program objectives and learning outcomes. On
the other hand, student teachers studied in English Language Teaching Department
have a full exposure to all PD courses for four years of their education; in other words,
they have the chance to digest and practice the challenges of teaching before they even
start doing their life-long profession. This aspect should be considered while

investigating the stress factors of English instructors.

5.5.Suggestions for Further Research Studies

A logical assumption can be made that EFL teachers who feel stressed of
having excessive job responsibilities, who do have some different opinions about
administrative issues, who have to use rules and regulations they feel uncomfortable,
may experience more stress in their workplaces. Possible stress outcomes may be
mentioned that these teachers feel less motivated to change their teaching practices, to
spend time preparing for their lessons and to be impatient about students’ misbehaviors.
Therefore, these possible consequences need to be systematically investigated by doing
future researches such as student attitudes and motivation, work overload issues,

organizational structure and administration policies.

The fact that EFL instructors feel demotivated and chronically stressed while
trying to give effective instructions, to implement useful teaching strategies, to use
classroom-management techniques, and to create safe and encouraging classroom
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climate may affect their students’ attitude, achievement and motivation. Instructors’
higher levels of occupational stress may be contagious, and create classroom tension
on students. For this reason, the possible suggestion can be reasonably made that
students’ view should be taken into consideration while making further researches

about EFL instructors’ occupational stress.

Conclusion

This study aimed to provide a guide for understanding the pinpoints of the
written literature to highlight the existing structural frameworks about the occupational
stress-related health problems in the higher education institutions, which were similarly
defined, empirically tested, and presented in the literature over the last decades. It is
very apparent that occupational stress is a universal fact. Not only the masters of the
literature about stress including Lazarus (1990) who found the ‘Stress Theory’ in 1990
and Karasek who developed the ‘Demand-Control-Support Model’ in 1979, but also
the researchers conducted the recent related studies about occupational stress were
included in the review of the literature in order to refer the increasing concern of having
high level of stress and relatedly physical and psychological ill health as the way they

discussed and reflected in their studies.

The outcomes of the studies have showed that higher education institutions
are not low-level stress organizations anymore as they used to be. On the contrary, the
stress level are increasing day by day among the university staff in higher education
institutions (Tytherleigh et al., 2003; Winefield et al., 2002, Coetzee & Rothmann,
2005). There are many factors and sources of stress concerned in many studies. While
it was obvious that English instructors who were under pressure of field-specific and
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organizational factors of occupational stress experienced high level of stress, there is
ongoing discussion about which occupational stress factors including an individual, a
field specific or an organizational is the most effective one for English instructors
working in higher education institutions. The factors and the outcomes of how
occupational stress affected the English instructors in higher education institutions

were discussed in this paper.

The study concludes that English instructors working in the public universities
have turned out to experience higher organizational stress than their colleagues
working in the foundation universities do. Moreover, the other demographic variables
including gender, the involvement of additional duty and teaching experience have
played no significant difference with regard to the scores of occupational stress
experienced by EFL instructors. The study also points out that occupational stress is
most prevalent among teachers with 0-5 years of experience (M= 2.75, SD=.57) and
least among 20-25 years of experience (M= 2.49, SD=.52) in teaching profession. _In
addition, the study also supports the researchers in the existing literature who have
found ‘Student Attitude’ and ‘Work Overload’ are the most common occupational
stress factor of all the sub-factors for the English instructors participated in the current

study.
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APPENDIX-B: Declaration of Ethical Conduct

DECLARATION OF ETHICAL CONDUCT

In this thesis study, | hereby declare that

o I have prepared this theses in accordance with the thesis writing
guidelines of the Graduate School of Social Sciences of Ufuk University;

o all the information and documents in the thesis have been obtained in
accordance with academic rules and regulations, and results have been presented
according to the rules of scientific ethics.

o I did not do any distortion and/or manipulation in data set;

o In case of using other works, related studies have been fully cited in
accordance with the scientific standards, and listed in list of References;

. and NO part of this study was presented as a part of any other thesis at
this or any other university

o It was produced by myself in consultation with supervisor (Prof. Dr.
Mehmet DEMIREZEN) and written according to the rules of thesis writing of Social
Sciences Institution at Ufuk University.

..... [oodooo...

Giilsen PULATSU
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APPENDIX-C: Volunteer Consent Form
GONULLU KATILIMCI FORMU

Sayin Katilimet,

Bu calisma Ufuk Universitesi- ingiliz Dili ve Egitimi Béliimii’nde yiiriitiilen bir arastirmadar.
Bu karsilastirmali ¢aligmanin amaci; Ankara’daki vakif ve devlet {iniversitelerinin Yabanci
Diller Yiiksekokullarinda ¢alisan ingilizce Ogretim Gérevlilerinin {izerinde strese yol agan
faktorlerin farklilik gosterip gostermedigini incelemektir.

Bu calismaya katilim tamamen goniillikk esasina dayalidir. Eger katilmay1 kabul ederseniz,
sizden, verilecek olan, konuyla ilgili dl¢ekleri doldurmaniz istenecektir. Verilecek olan
demografik envanteri ve anketi tamamlama siiresinin 10 ile 15 dakika arasinda olacagi
ongoriilmektedir. Liitfen sorulart olmasi gerektigini diislindiigiiniiz bigimde degil, sizin
diisiincelerinizi tiim gercekligi ile yansitacak bigimde cevap veriniz. Samimi ve igtenlikle
vereceginiz cevaplar ¢alismanin sagligi ve giivenilirligi agisindan ¢ok énemlidir.

Sizden anket iizerinde belirtilecek higbir kimlik belirleyici bilgi istenmeyecektir. Cevaplariniz
sadece arastirmanin amacina uygun olarak bilimsel ag¢idan kullanilacak ve gizli tutulacaktir.
Bu ¢alismaya katilmay1 kabul edebilir, reddedebilirsiniz ayrica ¢alismanin herhangi bir yerinde
onayinizi ¢ekme hakkina da sahipsiniz. Ancak formlari sonuna kadar ve eksiksiz doldurmaniz,
bu arastirmanin gegerli olabilmesi i¢in 6nem tagimaktadir.

Calisma ile ilgili herhangi bir bilgi almak isterseniz, asagidaki elektronik iletisim adresinden
ulasabilirsiniz.

Arastirma Koordinatérii: Prof. Dr. Mehmet DEMIREZEN
Telefonu: 0 506 555 18 63
E-posta adresi: mehmet.demirezen@ufuk.edu.tr

Arastirmaci: Ogr. Gor. Giilsen PULATSU
Telefonu: 0 533 384 50 62
E-posta adresi: gulsen.pulatsu@gmail.com

Katihmimz ve ayirdiginiz vakit icin simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Katihmer beyani:

Aragtirma 1ile ilgili yukaridaki bilgiler bana aktarildi. Bana yapilan tiim agiklamalar
ayrintilariyla anlamis bulunmaktayim. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amagli yaymlarda
kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum. Bu arastirmada ‘katilimc1’ olarak yer alma kararmni aldim.

isim Soyad:

Imza:

NOT: Bilgi ve kontak adresleri kismu kesilerek sizlere verilecektir. imza ve isim
sadece ¢aligmaya goniillii olarak katildiginiz1 gosterir niteliktedir. Anketleriniz size verilmeden
teslim aliacak ve ayri olarak tutulacaktir.
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10.

11.

APPENDIX D: Data Instrument
DEMOGRAPHIC INVENTORY

Gender: oFemale OMale
Education: (please indicate the final degree you gained)
oUniversity OMaster’s Degree oPhd Degree
Please mark the alternative that applies to you.
aol’m currently involved in a Master’s Program
al’m currently involved in a Phd Program
ol’m not involved in a postgraduate program.
ol’m not in a postgraduate program, but I’m planning to in the future.
Age: 025-30 031-35 036-40 041-45 046-50 051-60

For how many years have you been working as an English instructor?

00-5 years 06-10 years 011-15 years 016-20 years 021-25
years

Have you ever taught English in another institution before? If yes, for how many
years?

00-5 years 06-10 years 011-15 years o16-20 years 021-25
years

How long have you been working as an English instructor in your present
institution?

o0-5 years 06-10 years 011-15 years ol16-20 years 021-25
years

Your total teaching hours in a week:

00-5 06-10 ol1-15 016-20 021 and above

In the university you’re working now, are you involved in any units or any
administrative duties (testing, material development, head of department,
coordinator and so forth)?

oYes oNo

If you indicated ‘yes’ to the previous question, please indicate which unit or duties
you are involved in, and write the total number of unit work in a week.

I’m working at oTesting OMaterial Development oCurriculum Unit
for ... hours in a week.
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TEACHER STRESS QUESTIONNAIRE

In this part of the inventory there are statements about the field-specific in the
organizational stress factors that English instructors may face throughout their
professional lives. Please read each statements and decide how much stress each
statement creates in you. Indicate a response on the scale by putting a tick (V) in
the related column. Please do not leave any blank statements.

Explanation of scale
1-None 2-Little  3- Average 4- Much 5- 112|345
Very much

1.| Students’ unattendance problems due to the
negative attitude towards English

2.| Students’ lack of interest in the lessons due
to the negative attitude towards English

3.| Students’ reflection of personal problems
(problems related to family depression and
so forth to the classes)

4.| The difficulty of motivating students to learn
a foreign language

Students’ lack of systematic study habits

6.| Students unwillingness to do research and
investigation to improve their English

7.| Students coming to class without the
necessary class materials or not taking the
English lessons seriously

8.| Teaching your language (English) which is
not your (as an instructor) mother tongue

9.| Not having been in the country of the target
language before (as an instructor)

10 Having pronunciation difficulties as a non-
native speaker of English

11 Unexpected questions about vocabulary
which are irrelevant to the lesson or/and
which you are not familiar with as the
teacher

12 Unexpected questions about grammar
structures which are irrelevant to the lesson
13 Unexpected questions about grammar
structures which you haven’t prepared the
lesson for as a teacher

14 Always having to find meaningful context
for vocabulary teaching

15 Having students in the class who have been
in the target culture before

1§ Students’ lack of awareness of the

=
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importance of learning English

1-None 2-Little 3- Average 4-Much b5-
Very much

17

Difficulty to motivate students to speak in
English and students’ insistent tendency to
speak in Turkish

18

Conflict between your beliefs about
language teaching and your practice in the
classroom

19

Always having to prepare authentic and up-
to-date materials in English

20

The assessment of written performance

21

The assessment of oral performance

22

Role conflict (the conflict between the
personality and the various roles) in the
institution

23

Not receiving announcements about related
professional development (national and
international seminars, workshops, courses
etc.) on time

24

Administrators’ ignorance of instructors
problems related to teaching and students

25

Too much workload in terms of course hours
per week

26

Inadequate services (photocopying,
secretarial and so forth)

217

Too much paperwork (marking the exams,
filling in the reports)

28

Inadequate physical conditions (heating,
lighting, and so forth)

29

Overcrowded classes

30

Lack of flexibility in the institutional
practices (attending meetings, ceremonies,
deadlines of reports and so forth)

31

Varied type of courses to prepare and teach
(e.g. reading ,writing, grammar)

32

Being obliged to attend frequent department
meetings

33

Not being supported enough for personal
efforts on professional development

34

Inadequate instructional equipment materials
(technological tools, board, board marker and so
forth)

35

Insufficient in-service training opportunities

36

Lack of social and cultural facilities at the
university (sports center, library and so

102




forth)

37 Vague role definitions of instructors

38 Lack of harmony among colleagues

39 Lack of adequate salary

40 Too much homework load to read

41 The examination assessment overload

42 Insufficient financial support for attending
conferences related to the profession

If there are any other organizational or field-specific stress factors which you believe
or not covered in this in the entry please write them in the space provided below.

In general how stressful do you find being an English instructor? Please take the
appropriate alternative.

U l 0 ] l
None Little Average Much Very Much

*Field Specific Stress Questionnaire includes the items 1-21
*QOrganizational Stress Questionnaire includes the items 22-42

Source: Petek, E. (2008) An 1,,n,vestigation on Stress Factors and Coping Strategies
of English Instructors Working at the English Preparatory Schools of METU and
Ankara University. Master Thesis. Trakya University.
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APPENDIX E: Mean Scores of Field-Specific Stress Questionnaire

Std.
Deviati
N Min. Max. Mean on

Students' unattendance problems
due to the negative attitude 330 1,00 5,00 2,78 1,07
towards English

Students' lack of interest in the
lessons due to the negative 330 1,00 5,00 3,35 1,10
attitude towards English
Students' reflection of
professional problems (related to
family depression and so forth to
the classes

The difficulty of motivating
students to learn a foreign 330 1,00 5,00 3,26 1,08
language

Students' lack of systematic
study habits

Students' unwillingness to do
research and investigation to 330 1,00 5,00 3,49 1,16
improve their English

Students' coming to class without
the necessary class materials or
not taking the English lessons
seriously

Teaching the language (English)
which is not your (as an 330 1,00 5,00 1,88 1,06
instructor ) mother tongue

Not having been in the country of

330 1,00 5,00 2,81 1,04

330 1,00 5,00 3,57* 1,11

330 1,00 5,00 3,36 1,24

the target language before (as an 330 1,00 5,00 1,76 1,06
instructior)

Having pronunciation difficulties

as a non- native spearker of 330 1,00 5,00 1,81 ,92
English
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Unexpected questions about
vocabulary which are irrelevant
to the lesson or/and which you
are not familiar with as a teacher
Unexpected questions about
grammar structure which are
irrelevant to the lesson
Unexpected questions about
grammar structures which you
haven't prepared the lesson for as
a teacher

Always having to find
meaningful contexts for
vocabulary teaching

Having students in the class who
have beenin the target culture
before

Students'lack of awareness of the
importance of learning English
The difficulty to motivate
students to speak in English and
stuents' insistent tendency to
speak Turkish

Conflict betweeen your beliefs
about language teaching and your
practice in the classroom
Always having to prepare
authentic and up-to-date
materials in English

The assessment of the written
performance

The assessment of the oral
performance

Valid N (listwise)

330

330

330

330

330

330

330

330

330

330

330
330

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

1,92

1,83

1,76

2,35

1,71

3,35

3,44

2,78

2,53

2,88

2,67

94

1,12

1,09

1,21

1,09

1,17

1,12

*Item 5 has the highest mean score of all (M=3.57, SD=1.11)
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APPENDIX F: Mean Scores of Organizational Stress Factors Questionnaire

Std.
Deviati
N Min. Max. Mean on

Role conflict (the conflict
between the personality and the 330 1,00 5,00 2,56 1,21
various roles) in the institution
Not recieving announcement
about related professional
development ( national and
international seminars,
workshops, courses etc...) on
time

Administrators' ignorance of
instructors' problems related to 330 1,00 5,00 2,96 1,42
teaching and students

Too much workload in terms of
course hours per week
Inadequate services
(photocopying, secreterial, and 330 1,00 5,00 3,13 1,44
so forth)

Too much paperwork (marking
the exams, filling in the reports)
Inadequate pysical conditions
(heating, lighting, and so forth)
Overcrowded classes 330 1,001 11,00 2,96 1,48
Lack of flexibility in the
institutional practices (attending
meetings, ceremonies, deadlines
of reports and so forth)

Varied type of courses to prepare
and teach (e.g. reading, writing, 330 1,00 5,00 2,37 1,17
grammar)

Being obliged to attend frequent
department meetings

Not being supported enough for
personal efforts on professional 330 1,00( 11,00 2,77 1,41
developments

330 1,00 5,00 2,15 1,22

330 1,00 5,00 3,27 1,33

330 1,00 5,00 3,47* 1,33

329 1,00 5,00 2,90 1,47

330 1,00 5,00 3,12 1,35

330 1,00 5,00 2,90 1,36
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Inadequate instructional
equipment
materials(technological tools,
board, board marker and so forth)
Insufficient in-service training
opportunities

Lack of social and cultural
facilities in the university (sport
center, library and so forth)
Vague role definitios of
instructors

Lack of harmony among
colleagues

Lack of adequate salary

Too much homework load to
read

The examination assessment
overload

Insufficient financial support for
attending conferences related to
the profession

Valid N (listwise)

330

330

330

330

330
330
330

330

330

330

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00
1,00
1,00

1,00

1,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

5,00

11,00
5,00
5,00

5,00

5,00

2,79

2,28

2,43

2,89

2,85
3,01
3,01

3,20

3,01

1,41

1,29

1,28

1,34

1,38
1,42
1,24

1,24

1,36

*Item 27 has the highest mean score of all (M=3,47, SD=1.33)
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Frequency

APPENDIX G: Tests of Normality

Field-specific Stress Factors

Histogram
307 ] Mean = 2,63
Stdl. Dev. = 569
] M =330
204 ]
109 .
1,00 1,50 2,00 250 3,00 3,50 4,00

occpnlstrssmeani_21

T
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Frequency

Organizational Stress Factors

Histogram

307 - Mean = 2,86
Std. Dev. = 861
M =330

20

10

o T T
1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 5,00

occpnlstrssmean22_42
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q=

T
S Rean] 42
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APPENDIX-H: Values of Hofstede’s Cultural Indices

VALTUES OF HOFSTEDE'S CULTURAL INDICES FOR 40 COUNTRIES

Countre Power " Uncertainty Individualism ™  Masculinsty ! Confucian
¥ Distance Avordance Collectrvism Femumimty Dhnamism

Argentina 49 86 46 56

Australia 36 5l 80 61 il

Ausiria 11 70 55 79

Belgium 65 84 73 34 23

Canada 39 48 80 52

Chile 63 86 13 28

Colombia &7 80 13 64

Denmark 18 23 74 16

Finland 33 58 63 26

France 68 86 71 43

Great Britam 35 35 89 66 25

Germany (F.R) 35 65 67 66 il

Greece &l 112 33 37

Hong Kong 68 29 25 5 96

India 77 40 48 56

Iran 58 58 41 43

Ireland 2% 35 70 68

Tsrzel 13 81 54 47

Italy 30 75 76 T0

Japan 4 9 48 95 30

Mexico 3l 82 30 69 44

HNeatherlands k] 53 80 14

Horway il 50 69 ]

New Zealand 22 49 79 58 i0

Pakistan 33 70 14 50 i]

Peru &4 87 16 42

Phalippines 94 4 i1 64 19

Pormugal 63 104 27 il

South Afnca 49 49 65 63

Singapore 74 8 20 48 48

Spamn 57 86 51 42

Sweden il 29 7 5 33

Switzerland M 58 68 T0

Tarwan 38 69 17 45 87

Thaland 64 64 20 34 36

Turkey 66 g5 37 45

USA 40 46 a1 62 29

Venezuela al 76 12 73

Yugoslavia 76 88 2 21

Mean 52 65 50 30

Std. Deviation 20 24 25 20

Range 11-104 8-112 12-91 595
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APPENDIX-J: Yayimlama ve Fikri Miilkiyet Haklar1 Beyam

DECLARATION OF PUBLISHING AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
RIGHTS

| declare that I give permission to Ufuk University to archive all or some part
of my master thesis, which is approved by the Institute, in printed (paper) or electronic
format and to open to access with the following rules. With this permission, I hold all
intellectual property rights, except using rights given to the University, and the rights
of use of all or some parts of my thesis in the future studies (article, book, license, and
patent).

| declare that the thesis is my original work, I did not violate rights of others
and | own all rights of my thesis. | declare that I used texts with the written permit
which is taken by owners and | will give copies of these to the University, if needed.

As per the “Regulation on the Online Availability, Arrangement and Open
Access of Graduate Theses” of Council of Higher Education, my thesis shall be
deposited to National Theses Center of the Council of Higher Education/Open Access
System of U.U. libraries, except for the conditions indicated below;

0 The access to my thesis has been postponed for 2 years after my
graduation as per the decision of the Institute/University board.

0 The access to my thesis has been postponed for .... month(s) after my
graduation as per the decision of the Institute/University board.

0  There is a confidentiality order for my thesis.

Giilsen PULATSU
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