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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

Stress is a major problem in the contem-

porary United States. It negatively

affects the daily lives of scores of

millions of Americans. It causes a

bewildering array of physiological,

psychological, and social malfunctions.

On an economic level, the effects of

stress probably cost the nation over $100

billion annually. Moreover, available

evidence suggests that stress-related

maladies are on the rise (Mitchell,

1977, p. vi).

Stress affects the lives of all people everywhere.

It affects personality, modifying an individual's percep-

tions, feelings, attitudes and behavior. It also reaches

beyond its immediate victims to affect the political, social

and work organizations whose activities they direct.

Top-level administrative health and well-being are

among the most critical resources available to an organiza-

tion. A great portion of any organization's effectiveness

derives directly from the personal effectiveness of the

small number of key administrators at the top (Albrecht,

1979). Those who set strategy, decide on major courses of

action, allocate its primary resources, and take risks in

guiding the organization invest themselves as human beings

as well as merely their talents (Albrecht, 1979). It has

become increasingly evident, that the mental and physical
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well-being of this particular group of administrators has a

direct impact upon the quality of an organization's overall

effectiveness in carrying out its mission.

Recently, top-level administrative stress has

received considerable attention from medical specialists,

behavioral scientists and organizational development spe-

cialists. Clearly, the monetary impact of stress-related

problems to individuals and organizations are beyond calcu-

lation. The industrial sector has taken the lead in an

effort to identify the tremendous losses suffered by organi-

zations due to excessive occupational stress. The following

costs to industry have been identified as a result of execu-

tive mental and physical health problems:

0 Premature employee death costs American

industry $19.4 billion a year.

0 An estimated $10 to $20 billion is lost

through absenteeism, hospitalization, and

early death among executives.

O Alcoholism costs industry about $15.6

billion annually due to absenteeism and

medical costs.

0 Approximately 32 million workdays, and

$8.6 billion in wages is lost annually to

heart-related diseases.

0 The cost of recruiting replacements for

executives felled by heart disease is

close to $700 million a year (Goldberg,

1978).

In addition to these figures, other associated costs include

I‘lost skills, experience, contacts, and wisdom of executives

whose careers are cut short, and the diminished effective-

ness of managers plagued by nagging maladies and emotional

upsets“ (Goldberg, 1978, p. xii).

f
!
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Stress has been widely investigated from many per-

spectives. For this reason, a group of individual and

organizational factors contributing to top-level administra-

tive stress have been identified across a number of occupa—

tional settings. While several conceptual models of stress

exist, the model developed by Cooper and Marshall (1976) and

adapted by Yates (1979) to depict the leading sources of

top-level administrative stress, served as the primary model

for this study. The Cooper and Marshall model, thoroughly

illustrated and discussed in Chapter II, presents a classi-

fication of sources of stress at work and how these stres-

sors interact with characteristics of individual and extra—

organizational sources of stress (Yates, 1979). The model

divides the possible sources of stress in the work setting

into the two major categories of individual and organiza-

tional stressors. Several of the most common individual

stressors include: lack of meaning in the job, frustrated

ambition, obsessive concern for work, level of anxiety,

level of emotionality, tolerance for ambiguity, level of

stress tolerance and Type A behavior (Yates, 1979). The

second category, organizational stressors, is divided into

five primary areas: factors intrinsic to the job, role in

the organization, career development, relationships at work

and factors associated with organizational structure and

climate (Yates, 1979). From this conceptual model, stress

is characterized as the outcome of the interaction of the

characteristics of the individual and the environment.
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Although executive stress has been studied exten-

sively from a business and industrial point of view, little

attention has been focused on top—level administrative

officers of colleges and universities. Stressful situations

experienced by administrators and managers in all profes-

sions are familiar to college administrators as well:

0 the pressure of time and deadlines;

o experiencing rapid and multiple changes;

0 never having enough time to accomplish

everything;

fear of failure;0

0 being unsure about career and life direc-

tions;

0 working in a role whose responsibilities

are ambiguous or viewed differently by

different people in authority; and

0 disliking a job or finding it unfulfill-

ing but not knowing what to do about it

(Schuler, 1981, p. 14).

In addition to the previously identified common

causes of stress, there exist several sources of stress

unique to the top-level college and university administra—

tor. Responsibilities encountered by these administrators

that are both critical and typical sources of major uncer-

tainty include:

o employing tenured faculty and senior

staff as enrollment declines and/or the

budget shrinks:

0 identifying where the market for students

is and how best to serve it;

o determining how to compete effectively

against other institutions;

/
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o recruiting and retaining high quality

faculty and staff despite the institu-

tion's inability to grant competitive

salaries and merit increases;

0 coping with intensified public scrutiny

and trustee involvement;

0 articulating the mission of the institu—

tion well enough to secure needed

resources; and

o devising ways to assist graduating stu-

dents in their search for jobs (Schuler,

1981).

The limited information on stress in the higher

education literature in general, and the student affairs

area in particular, required the investigator to examine

literature in other fields; namely, studies of business and

industrial executives and managers. While some writers

would question the direct applicability of studies of busi-

ness and industrial executives when compared with, higher

educational administrators, the investigator believes that

the similarities found in the nature of the work of these

individuals justifies the comparison.

Typically, when the question of appropriateness of

comparing certain aspects of business and industrial organi-

zations with those in institutions of higher education,

writers point out that such comparisons are not desirable.

This viewpoint stems primarily from the belief that these

organizations are far too different in organizational struc-

ture and climate, purpose and goals, internal and external

operations, financial resources and the ability to accu-

rately measure effectiveness in terms of outputs (Corson,
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1960; Burns, 1962; Rourke and Brooks, 1966; Hester, 1971).

Most notably, in his book The Academic Community: An Essay

on Organization, Millet summarized his position in this area

when he stated, “...I believe that ideas drawn from business

and public administration have only a very limited applica-

bility to colleges and universities" (1962, p. 4).

Members of academic communities have resisted

changes in higher education management practices because

they have believed "that higher education could easily be

damaged by administrative innovations which might be per-

fectly acceptable in other types of organizations“ (Rourke

and Brooks, 1966, p. 1). In their book, The Managerial

Revolution in Higher Education, Rourke and Brooks point out
 

three primary reasons for resistance on the part of members

of the academic community to the application of business and

industrial management techniques:

Opposition from administrators and fac-

ulty members to the new form of manage-

ment is rooted in certain basic beliefs

regarding both the administrative and the

educational processes that have long been

prevalent in colleges and universities in

this country. These beliefs are (1) that

educational outputs cannot be measured,

and that any attempt to do so is ludi-

crous if not actually subversive of the

purposes for which academic institutions

exist; (2) that there is an inherent

conflict between administrative effi-

ciency on the one hand and academic

effectiveness on the other; (3) that

efforts to improve management efficiency

are really designed to increase the power

of administrators at the expense of

faculty members (1966, p. 8).
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However, there are also those who believe that a

group of fundamental responsibilities exist that are common

to all top-level administrators, irrespective of the type of

organizational setting in which they work. These primary

functions include: staffing, supervising, communicating,

budgeting, coordinating, organizing, planning, evaluating

and providing for an organizational climate that promotes

and encourages the realization of its goals and objectives

(Burns, 1962: Rourke and Brooks, 1966: Hester, 1971; Blau,

1973).

When considering academic institutions as bureau-

cracies, Blau, in his book The Organization of Academic

Work, stated that:

Universities and colleges have some

bureaucratic characteristics, such as a

formal division of labor, an administra-

tive hierarchy, and a clerical apparatus.

But, they do not have other bureaucratic

attributes: for example, there is no

direct supervision of the work of the

major group of employees, the faculty,

and there are no detailed operating rules

governing the performance of academic

responsibilities (1973, p. 11).

In addition to the above view, the author further

added that even though colleges and universities are organi-

zations, they are unquestionably different in many ways from

most work organizations (Blau, 1973). "However, this dif-

ference does not extend to senior administrators, whose

basic management functions of mobilizing and distributing

resources for the effective achievement of objectives are



8

essentially the same in academic institutions and other

organizations, albeit the ways to execute these responsibil—

ities successfully are not the same" (Blau, 1973, p. 49).

More specifically, the role of the Chief Student

Affairs Administrator (CSAA) in higher educational institu-

tions as related to managerial behavior in a business or

industrial setting, was directly addressed by Bursch (1962)

when he stated:

Centralized, coordinated student person-

nel administration is mainly justified

from a management viewpoint, that is, the

dean of students or vice-president for

student affairs makes his (her) profes-

sional contribution largely by enabling

the institution to carry out its total

purpose more efficiently (1962, p. 144).

Later, Bursch added that:

The administrative problems of a dean of

students boils down to budget, communica-

tions, evaluation, and planning, even as

do the problems of administrators in

other areas (1962, p. 147).

With the previous discussion in mind, justification

is, therefore, made for comparing top-level administrators

in higher educational institutions with executives and

managers in business and industrial organizations. The

rationale for this comparison is established in that there

exist an identifiable group of primary functions that are

common to all top-level administrators irrespective of the

organizational setting in which the administrator works.

More specifically, the investigator believes that the sim-

ilarities found in the nature of the work of these individ-

uals supports the comparison.
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The extensive research on stress in business and

industrial executives (Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Cooper and

Payne, 1978; Kets de Vries, 1979; Marshall and Cooper, 1979;

Yates, 1979; Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980; Cooper and Mar-

shall, 1980; Moss, 1981), as well as the considerable evi-

dence of stressful work conditions in the higher educational

setting, created by decreasing enrollment, changing-student

clientele, increasing public scrutiny, declining financial

resources and diminishing career opportunities for higher

education administrators (Cross, 1972; Bailey, 1974; Nelson

and Murphy, 1980; Schuler, 1981), has led the investigator

to conclude that stress should be investigated in top-level

college and university administrators. Thus, the pertinent‘

research relevant to the key individual and organizational

factors contributing to stress in business and industrial

executives is examined and related to a particular group of

top-level administrators in the college and university

setting. More specifically, the focus of this study is on

the CSAA in selected four-year public and private colleges

and universities.

Therefore, the interest of the investigator is to

identify and analyze those key individual and organizational

stressors within the higher educational setting, which

emerge as prominent in the context of the performance of the

CSAAs' duties and responsibilities. To that end, a critical

analysis of the data collected for this study, specific to

the CSAA and the higher educational setting, is presented in

Chapter IV.
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Statement of the Problem 

Stress in the workplace is a significant and timely

problem. It has been the subject of extensive investigation

from many viewpoints, most importantly, from a psychologi-

cal, physiological and social—psychological perspective

(McGrath, 1976). In any event, 'stressor effects that lead

to distress for individuals are undesirable because distress

is often associated with identifiable individual and organi-

zational costs" (Quick and Quick, 1979, p. 22). Some top-

level administrative stress is beneficial and necessary to

motivate individuals toward better performance and personal

growth and development. However, most of the recent liter-

ature on stress calls attention to the fact that managerial

stress exists as a real problem in the work world, with

serious implications for the health and well—being of indi-

viduals in managerial positions (Cooper and Payne, 1980).

Subsequently, the organization's overall effectiveness is

dependent upon the mental and physical well-being of its

chief administrative officers. Their individual effective-

ness has a direct impact upon the organization's success in

carrying out its mission, goals and objectives.

Change has been rapid everywhere in the past sev-

eral years. Student affairs administrators are not exempt

from these changes; finding themselves beset with problems

on how to keep abreast of theoretical, operational and

technological change (Paul and Hoover, 1980). Along with

the unstable economic conditions for higher education, the



11

viability of student affairs is being severely tested. To

amplify the situation, in recent years, a vacancy in the

CSAA position has provided institutions with the opportunity

to assess the relative worth and organizational structure

for student affairs (Rickard, 1982). The impact of change,

then, on the organization and administration of student

affairs programs and services has contributed significantly

to the stressful work conditions for CSAAs.

Major studies outside of higher education have

identified a group of individual and organizational inter-

acting factors contributing to executive and managerial

stress (McGrath, 1976; Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Cooper and

Payne, 1978; Marshall and Cooper, 1979; Yates, '1979;

Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980). These identifiable work

conditions include such factors as task difficulty, work

overload, role conflict, role ambiguity and relationships

with individuals at work.

While there has been limited direct discussion of

stress in the higher education literature in general, and

the student affairs area in particular, there is consider-

able evidence of stressful work conditions in the higher

educatioual setting, created by decreasing enrollment,

changing student clientele, increasing public scrutiny,

declining financial resources and diminishing career oppor-

tunities (Cross, 1972; Bailey, 1974; Nelson and Murphy,

1980; Schuler, 1981). However, to the best of this investi-

gator's knowledge, a critical analysis of the key individual
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and organizational factors contributing to stress among

CSAAs in selected four-year public and private colleges and

universities has not been conducted. With this in mind, the

major problem addressed in this study has been to determine

whether or not there are certain individual and organiza-

tional factors which contribute to more stress at work than

other factors for CSAAs in selected four-year public and

private colleges and universities.

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the investigator is to analyze the

key individual and organizational factors contributing to

stress among CSAAs in selected four-year public and private

colleges and universities. To that end, the central

research question of this study is: Are there certain

individual and organizational factors which contribute to

more stress at work than other factors for CSAAs in selected

four-year public and private colleges and universities?

Secondary purposes of the investigator are: (1) to

analyze the differences in the key individual and organiza—

tional factors contributing to stress among CSAAs in simil—

arly sized four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities, and (2) to examine the extent of the relationship

between organizational stress and the CSAAs' characteristics

of age, educational preparation, number of years of admini-

strative experience and marital status among CSAAs in

selected four-year public and private colleges and univer—

sities.
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Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined as they are used in

this study:

Chief Student Affairs Administrator (CSAA): An individual

within a four-year public or private higher education insti-

tution who reports directly to the institution's chief

executive officer and is responsible for administering the

student affairs and services area of the institution. The

various titles for CSAAs used most frequently include: vice

Chancellors, vice presidents, deans, and directors of stu-

dents, student life, student affairs, student development,

student services and student personnel (Crookston, 1974).

 

Stress: The nonspecific response of the body to any demand

made upon it (Selye, 1974). More simply stated, stress is

the result of an individual‘s response to various life

pressures and strains.

Stressor: A cause or source of stress.

Individual or personal stressors: Those stressors that

reIate to an individual's personal makeup (e.g. personality,

age, sex, and similar attributes).

 

Organizational or environmental stressors: Those stressors

that arise from sources at an individual's workplace.

égginistrative area (of concentration: A concentration in

Business Administration, Public Administration, Educational

Administration. Student Personnel Administration and Higher

Education Administration (Paul and Hoover, 1980).

 

Nonadministrative area of concentration: A concentration in

Guidance and Counseling, general and other areas of Educa-

tion, Social Sciences, Physical Science, and the Humanities

(Paul and Hoover, 1980).

 

Four-year public college or university: Those institutions

of higher education offering at least programs of studies

culminating in the bachelor of arts or bachelor of science

degree and whose primary financial support is generated from

tax revenues.

 

Four-year private college or university: Those institutions

of higher education offering at least programs of studies

culminating in the bachelor of arts or bachelor of science

degree and whose primary financial support comes from

sources other than taxes.
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Statement of the Research Questions and General Hypotheses

In view of the stated problem, this study attempted

to answer three major research questions. First, are there

certain individual and organizational factors which contri-

bute to more stress at work than other factors for CSAAs in

selected four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities? General Hypothesis One stated: There will be

certain individual and organizational factors which contri-
 

bute to more stress at work than other factors for CSAAs in
 

selected four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities. Secondly, are there differences in the key indi-

vidual and organizational factors contributing to stress

among CSAAs in similarly sized four-year public and private

colleges and universities? General Hypothesis Two stated:

There will be no differences in the key individual and
 

organizational factors contributing to stress among CSAAs in
 

similarly sized four-year public and private colleges and

universities.

Job stress is a condition arising from the inter-

action of people and their jobs and is characterized by

changes within individuals that force them to deviate from

their normal functioning (Brief, Schuler and VanSell, 1981).

There is a growing body of research evidence to suggest that

in any job there are a wide variety of potential sources of

stress (Cooper and Payne, 1978; Marshall and Cooper, 1979;

McLean, 1979; Cooper and Marshall, 1980). However, three

broad areas of sources of stress appear to be prevalent

across several diverse occupations: “characteristics and
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processes of organizations; particular job demands, working

conditions, and interpersonal relationships; and character-

istics and needs of individuals“ (Brief, Schuler and Van-

Sell, 1981, p. 65).

A review of the related literature (Kearns, 1973;

Gowler and Legge, 1975; Cooper and Marshall, 1976; McGrath,

1976; Cooper and. Marshall, 1977; Cooper and Payne, 1978;

Kets deVries, 1979; Marshall and Cooper, 1979; Yates, 1979;

Cooper and Marshall, 1980; Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980;

Moss, 1981) revealed an extensive group of individual and

organizational interacting factors identified by researchers

and writers as common sources of stress across a wide range

of occupational settings. From this group of factors, seven

major categories of stress were identified: factors intrin—

sic to the job, role in the organization, career develop-

ment, relationships at work, organizational structure and

climate, extraorganizational sources of stress and charac-

teristics of the individual.

Of the major sources of stress previously listed,

colleges and universities are described in the higher educa-

tion literature as experiencing comparable problems which

could be classified as individual and organizational

stressors (Cross, 1972; Bailey, 1974; Bender, 1980; Nelson

and Murphy, 1980; Schuler, 1981; Rickard, 1982). These

job-related stressors which are identified for all of higher

education are likely to be intensifying the problem areas

specific to the student affairs profession and, increasing

the probability of stress in CSAAs.
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In portraying CSAAs as a group at risk in society,

the investigator is not making a claim that these higher

educational administrators suffer more stress than individu-

als in other occupational groups (Marshall and Cooper,

1979). But, rather, it appears to be more realistic to view

different sectors of society in terms of the distinctive

pattern of pressures and strains that they experience (Mar-

shall and Cooper, 1979). For example, paced-assembly line

workers suffer from monotonous work in poor physical condi-

tions; police officers may report feelings of social isola-

tion from the rest of the community (Marshall and Cooper,

1979); medical doctors may experience anxiety regarding

society's high expectations of their profession (Cooper and

Marshall, 1980); and CSAAs may report problems unique to

their work conditions within the higher educational setting.

More specifically, the changes in the role and

functions of CSAAs over the past few decades have been

determined primarily by changing societal demands on insti-

tutions of higher education as well as increasing needs and

interests of students. A review of the major studies

related to the role and demands of the CSAA revealed that

there is a continuing pattern of change in the role and

functions of individuals occupying these positions (Rey-

nolds, 1961; Rodgers, 1963; Ayers, Tripp and Russel, 1966;

Upcraft, 1967; Dutton, Appleton and Birch, 1970; Brooks and

Avila, 1974; Lilley, 1974). In addition, college and uni-

versity administrators, faculty, presidents and students
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hold different perceptions of the role of CSAAs. As a

result, it becomes increasingly apparent that CSAAs may be

subject to role conflict and ambiguity. Thus, the CSAAs'

role in the organization may serve as a major source of

stress.

With respect to the student affairs profession,

another source of stress is related to career development.

Career development, which refers to the impact of overpro-

motion, underpromotion, status incongruities, lack of job

security, thwarted ambition and other areas (Cooper and

Marshall, 1976; Marshall and Cooper, 1979; Davidson and

Cooper, 1983), plays a critical role in every professional's

life. Reductions in force or consolidation of positions,

decreasing professional mobility and widespread underemploy-

ment may be contributing to increased frustration and stress

for CSAAs (Bender, 1980; Harder, 1983). Therefore, the area

of the CSAAs' career development may also serve as a major

source of stress. '

The third and final major research question was:

is there a relationship between organizational stress and

the CSAAs‘ characteristics of age, educational preparation,

number of years of administrative experience and marital

status among CSAAs in selected four-year public and private

colleges and universities? Specifically, four General

Hypotheses were formulated:

a) There will be a lower overall level of organiza—
 
tional stress associated with CSAAs over the age of

45.
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b) There will be a lower overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs who received a

graduate degree in an administrative area of con—

centration.

 

 

c) There will be a lower overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs who have over

11 years of administrative experience.

 

 

 

d) There will be a lower overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs in the single,

marital status category.

 

 

 

When investigating stress in CSAAs, as with any

occupational group, it is important to be aware that all

individuals have their own unique life histories; demo-

graphic variables; experiences; behavior patterns and per-

sonalities (Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Marshall and Cooper,

1979; McLean, 1979; Cooper and Marshall, 1980; Cooper, 1981;

Davidson and Cooper, 1983). All of these characteristics

can be instrumental in determining individual responses to

stress (Davidson and Cooper, 1983).

Previous research has demonstrated that age, educa-

tional preparation, number of years of administrative exper-

ience and marital status are related to stress. As far as

the relationship between age and level of stress is con-

cerned, the related research indicates that individuals who

are older are more likely to experience lower levels of

job-related pressures and to be more satisfied with their

jobs (Stouffer, et a1., 1949; Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960;

Langner, 1962; Indik, Seashore and Slesinger, 1964; Bender,

1980). The adequacy of preparation and training or famili—

arity with the situation as a result of past experience are
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major determinants in which situations are viewed as stress-

ful by the individual (Farber and Spence, 1956; Pronko and

Leith, 1956; Ulrich, 1957; Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960;

Berkun, et a1., 1962; McGrath, 1970). Finally, in relation

to the issue of marital status and, more specifically to

being married, it appears that there are certain "pressures

and stresses that are built into the process of two or more

people sharing a life together ..." (Pines, Aronson and

Kafry, 1981, p. 181). This view of marriage as a stressful

event is reflected in the widely used Holmes-Rahe "Life

Events Survey" (Shaffer, 1982). The survey, designed to

take into account the consequences of changes in people's

lives, indicates that five of the top 10 most stressful life

events are related to marriage and various marital crises.

There is considerable research evidence to support the

contention that individuals who marry and remain in profes-

sional positions do experience additional stress (Broschart,

1979; Cooper and Marshall, 1980; Cooper, 1981; Pines, Aron-

son and Kafry, 1981; Shaffer, 1982; Cooper 1983). However,

most of these studies and related literature have involved

samples of a wide range of occupational groups, complicating

attempts to segregate the impact of the personal character-

istics from other organizational factors. The present

investigation attempted to eliminate the issue of diverse

occupational settings by surveying a homogeneous population;

namely, CSAAs in selected four-year public and private

colleges and universities.



  

_
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In an effort to measure the dependent and independ-

ent variables identified in these research questions, the

investigator has developed a questionnaire for use in the

data collection process. The items were organized into a

four-part questionnaire and distributed to a sample of CSAAs

in selected four-year public and private colleges and uni-

versities.

Design of the Study
 

This study utilizes a self-reporting method of

information collection designed to measure the perceived

extent to which certain individual and organizational fac-

tors contribute to stress among CSAAs in selected four-year

public and private colleges and universities. with this in

mind, a questionnaire was developed for use in this study

that consisted of four major parts: (1) demographic infor-

mation, (2) personality characteristics, (3) physical health

measure and (4) organizational characteristics.

The information collected on the completed. ques-

tionnaires is used to: (1) verify that respondents are

CSAAs; (2) collect demographic information on the CSAAs; (3)

determine whether or not there are certain individual and

organizational factors which contribute to more stress at

work than other factors for CSAAs in selected four-year

public and private colleges and universities; (4) analyze

the differences in the key individual and_ organizational

factors which contribute to stress among CSAAs in similarly

sized four-year public and private colleges and universi-

ties; and (5) examine the extent of the relationship between
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organizational stress and the CSAAs' characteristics of age,

educational preparation, number of years of administrative

experience and marital status among CSAAs in selected four-

year public and private colleges and universities.

All CSAAs within the National Association of Stu-

dent Personnel Administrators (NASPA) four—year public and

private member institutions in Region IV—East were surveyed.

Of the 135 CSAAs surveyed, 100 usable questionnaires were

returned. The results of the survey were subjected to

computer tabulation and statistical analysis.

Limitations of the Study 

The population selected for examiniation is limited

to CSAAs within NASPA four-year public and private member

institutions in the United States. This study is further

limited in scope to the number of institutions selected for

inclusion in the sample; namely, those NASPA four—year pub-

lic and private member institutions in Region IV-East. In

addition, since this study involves only NASPA region IV-

East, which is comprised primarily of midwestern states, the

findings may not be generalizable to other geographic

regions of the country.

Secondly, this study is limited by factors intrin-

sic in the use of the questionnaire as a form of information

collection. These factors include the problems of non-

returns, truthfulness of respondents, the biases of the

respondents, validity depending on the ability and will-

ingness of the respondents to provide the information and
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the possibility of misinterpretation. of the questionnaire

items by the respondents. In addition, and especially

pertinent to this study, is the difficulty involved with

respondents accurately measuring their own levels of stress.

Lastly, this study is restricted to an analysis of

the key individual and organizational factors contributing

to stress among CSAAs. Ths lack of research in this area

limits the extent to which the results may be generalized.

Delimitations of the Study
 

The intent of this study has been to analyze the

key individual and organizational factors contributing to

stress among CSAAs in selected four-year public and private

colleges and universities. While there are several vari-

ables involved in the complex ‘phenomenon of stress, this

investigator has focused only on some selected individual

and organizational related characteristics of the CSAA,

acknowledging that a number of aspects of the CSAAs' per-

sonal makeup and work environment will not be addressed.

Further, while it is recognized that a thorough and

accurate understanding of stress as it relates to the CSAA

may be useful in assisting CSAAs in the development of

various strategies for minimizing and managing stress, this

study was not intended to address any stress coping tech-

niques and strategies. For this reason, no attempt is made

to identify and examine the various individual and organiza—

tional stress management strategies CSAAs utilize in dealing

with stress.
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Finally, examination of the stress literature has

not been exhaustive by any measure. Only the relevant edu-

cational, business and industrial literature has been

reviewed, with the intent of identifying key individual and

organizational factors contributing to stress among various

white collar and professional workers.

Importance of the Study
 

Although there is considerable evidence of stress-

ful work conditions in the higher educational setting

(Cross, 1972; Bailey, 1974; Nelson and Murphy, 1980; Schu-

ler, 1981), to the best of this investigator's knowledge, a

critical analysis of the key individual and organizational

factors contributing to stress among CSAAs in selected

four-year public and private colleges and universities has

not been conducted. Results of a study of this nature could

have implications for all members of the academic community.

First of all, a study with this focus is an essen-

tial move toward developing a more comprehensive and system-

atic body of knowledge about the major individual and organ-

izational factors which contribute to stress among CSAAs in

higher educational institutions. A thorough and accurate

understanding of stress as it relates to the CSAA could be

useful in assisting CSAAs in the development of various

strategies for minimizing and managing stress.

Secondly, CSAAs themselves could utilize the

results of this study to gain a clearer understanding of the

various aspects of the CSAA position which could serve as
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potential sources of stress to them. This knowledge could,

in turn, affect the way in which CSAAs approach and inter-

pret their future roles within the profession.

Finally, individuals differ in their susceptibility

to specific stressors, that is, in their psychological and

physiological response to stress and the resulting i11-

nesses. Therefore, it may be useful and valuable to deter-

mine the differences among individuals in susceptibility

which are due primarily to personal characteristics. This

knowledge could be beneficial in the process of identifying

within the student affairs profession, those individuals at

high risk due to identifiable personal characterisitics. In

addition, this information could be useful with respect to

the recruitment, promotion, training and professional devel-

opment concerns related to the CSAA.

Clearly, then, the consequences of excessive stress

to individuals and organizations are many and varied. How-

ever, most consequences are dysfunctional, disruptive and

potentially harmful to both the individual and the organiza-

tion. A study of this nature could serve to minimize or

reduce the individual and organizational costs and effects

associated with excessive stress experienced by CSAAs. The

identification and subsequent analysis of the key factors

contributing to stress among CSAAs in the higher education

environment, should yield timely and valuable information to

both those in the student affairs profession as well as

other members of the academic community.
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Organization of the Study
 

This study includes five chapters. Chapter I has

introduced the study and provided the relevant background

information; stated the problem addressed; described the

purpose of the study; defined the terms of the study; stated

the major research questions and general hypotheses; ex-

plained the design of the study; outlined the limitations of

the study; expressed the delimitations of the study; stated

the importance of the study; and concluded with this over-

view of the general organization of the study.

Chapter II is a review of the relevant literature

related to the concept of stress, the role and demands of

the CSAA applicable to this study and summary of the common

sources of individual and organizational stress across vari-

ous white collar and professional work groups. Special

attention is given to the relevant stress research concern-

ing business and industrial executives and managers.

Chapter III, which sets forth the design of this

study, outlines the procedures used in the sample selection,

describes the data collection instrument, summarizes the

data collection process, states the research hypotheses and

discusses the method of data analysis. .

Chapter IV consists of an analysis and interpreta-

tion of the data collected for this study. This chapter

presents a summary of the main characteristics of the sam-

ple, analyzes the responses to the four-part questionnaire

and reports the results of the tests of the hypotheses.
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Chapter V contains an overview of the study, a

summary of the major findings and conclusions, implications

for the student affairs profession, speculation and recom-

mendations for further research.



 

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

This chapter contains a review of the relevant

literature related to the present study of key individual

and organizational factors contributing to stress among

Chief Student Affairs Administrators (CSAAs) in selected

four-year public and private colleges and universities. The

chapter consists of a review of the related literature in

three major areas: (1) the concept of stress, (2) the role

and demands of the CSAA applicable to the present investiga-

tion, and (3) the common sources of individual and organiza-

tional stress across various occupational groups. Since

there is limited information on stress in the higher educa-

tion literature in general, and the student affairs area in

particular, special attention is given to the relevant

literature and related studies concerned with business and

industrial executives and managers.

The Concept of Stress
 

Stress is a word derived from Latin and was used

popularly in the 17th Century to mean 'hardship, straits,

adversity or affliction (Cooper, 1981). Only during the

late 18th and early 19th Centuries did its use evolve to

27
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denote force, pressure, strain or strong effort with refer—

ence to a person or to a person's organs or mental powers

(Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Marshall and Cooper, 1979;

Cooper, 1981; Davidson and Cooper, 1983). It was these

connotations of an external pressure being resisted by the

person or object which sought to distort and disrupt which

were taken up when the term gained currency in engineering

and physics and, subsequently, the social science (Cooper

and Marshall, 1977; Marshall and Cooper, 1979). "In phy-

sics, then, 'stress' refers to the internal force generated

within a solid body by the action of any external force

which tends to distort the body; 'strain' is the resulting

distortion and the external force producing the distortion

is 'load'" (Cooper and Marshall, 1977, pp. 2-3).

The notion that both stress and strain contribute

to long-term ill health rather than merely the short-term

discomfort described in the aforementioned physics defini-

tion, can be found early in the development of the stress

concept (Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Marshall and Cooper,

1979; Cooper, 1981). "In 1910, for example, Sir William

Osler assumed a causal relationship between hard work,

stress and strain with his patients suffering from 'angina

pectoris" (Davidson and Cooper, 1983, p. 11).

It is apparent, then, that a chronological history

of thought on stress is difficult to set forth, since the

word stress itself predates the relevant history of the

concept of stress in modern usage (Ivancevich and Matteson,
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1980). However, the origins of the stress concept as it

relates to this study can be traced back to the beginning of

the 20th Century when the social and biological sciences

began investigating the effects of stress on the physical

and mental health of people (Davidson and Cooper, 1983). At

that time, American physiologist Walter Cannon introduced

the term homeostasis to designate the maintenance of the

internal milieu. The idea of distortion and the object's

natural homeostatic tendency to resist is seen in Cannon's

use of the word stress in connection with the laboratory

experiments on the “fight or flight" reaction (Cooper and

Marshall, 1977; Marshall and Cooper, 1979) "He described his

subjects (humans and animals) as being 'under stress' when

they displayed certain reactions of the adrenal medulla and

the sympathetic nervous system in the situations of cold,

lack of oxygen, excitement, etc., to which he exposed them“

(Cooper and Marshall, 1977, pp. 3-4).

Although the focus of Cannon's early research was

on specific reactions that were critical in maintaining

internal balance during emergencies, it was evident that he

was dealing with the concept of stress (Ivancevich and

Matteson, 1980). In his later work, Cannon adopted "the

term stress and spoke of critical stress levels which he

defined as those which could bring about a collapse of the

homeostatic mechanisms" (Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980, p.

4). From a homeostatic point of view, then, "stress is some

stimulus condition that results in disequilibrium in the
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system and produces a dynamic kind of strain, that is,

changes in the system against which mechanisms of equili-

brium are activated“ (Lazarus, 1966, p. 12).

Even though Cannon's work in the 19205 was clearly

dealing with the concept of stress, the current usage of the

term is most closely associated with Hans Selye. Selye, an

endocrinologist, is frequently referred to as I'the father of

stressfl' His early work in the 19305 provided the first

significant breakthrough in stress research and formed the

foundation for much of the subsequent work in this area

(Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980).

After reviewing numerous research results and con—

ducting several scientific experiments of his own, Selye

developed the "General Adaptation Syndrome" (G.A.S.) theory

in an attempt to explain the process of stress-related

illness (Cooper, 1981). Stress, then, was defined by Selye

as "the state which manifests itself by the G.A.S., and,

alternately, as the nonspecific response of the body to any

demand made upon it" (Greenwood and Greenwood, 1979, p. 30).

“Stress is a condition with which every human being

is familiar, yet the term is so widely misused that it is

often subject to confusion and ambiguity" (Yates, 1979, p.

19). Selye addressed this confusion with the meaning of

stress when he stated:

Stress is part of our daily human experi-

ence, but it is associated with a great

variety of essentially dissimilar pro-

blems, such as surgical trauma, burns,

emotional arousal, mental or physical

effort, fatigue, pain, fear, the need for
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concentration, the humiliation of frus-

tration, the loss of blood, intoxication

with drugs or environmental pollutants,

or even with the kind of unexpected

success that requires an individual to

reformulate his (her) lifestyle. Stress

is present in the businessman (person)

under constant pressure; in the athlete

straining to win a race; in the air-

traffic controller who bears continuous

responsibility for hundreds of lives; in

the husband helplessly watching his

wife's slow, painful death from cancer;

in a race horse, its jockey and the

spectator who bets on them. Medical

research has shown that, while all these

subjects face quite different problems,

they respond with a stereotyped pattern

of biochemical, functional and structural

changes essentially involved in coping

with any type of increased demand upon

vital activity, particularly adaptation

to new situations" (Selye, 1976, p. 14).

These stress-producing factors that make such demands are

called stressors (Selye, 1974, 1976). Distinguishing

between the widely differing specific effects of stressors

"and the common biologic response that they elicit is the

key to a proper understanding of biologic stress" (Selye,

1976, p. 14). It was this conceptual distinction between

the specific and nonspecific consequences of any demand made

on the body that was the most important step in the scien-

tific analysis of stress phenomena (Selye, 1976).

The three phases of this nonspecific defense reac-

tion were labeled the General Adaptation Syndrome by Selye.

He referred to it as “general because the consequence of

stressors had effects upon several areas of the body; adap-

tation refers to its stimulation of defenses designed to

help the body adjust or deal with the stressor; and syndrome
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indicates that individual pieces of the reaction occur more

or less together, and in fact, are at least partially inter-

dependent" (Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980, p. 11). The

G.A.S. is illustrated below in Figure 1 and involves three

stages: (1) alarm reaction, (2) resistance, and (3) exhaus-

tion.

Stage 1 Stage 2 5W3

.//// \\\ NumuLudd

“\\\v/// \\nwnma

Alarm Reaction Resistance Exhaustion

 

 

  

Figure 1. Selye's General Adaptation Syndrome (G.A.S.).

(Yates, 1979, p. 73)

The G.A.S. theory was one of the'first attempts to

explain the process of stress-related illness by describing

three stages an individual encounters in stressful situa-

tions (Copper, 1981). Selye postulated the three stages in

the G.A.S. as:

l. the alarm reaction in which an initial

shock phase of lowered resistance is

followed by counter-shock during which

the individual's defense mechanisms

become active;

2. resistance, the stage of maximum adapta-

tion and, hopefully, successful return to

equilibrium for the individual. If,

however, the stressor continues or the

defense does not work, he (she) will move

on to the third stage;
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3. exhaustion, when adaptive mechanisms

collapse (Cooper, 1981, pp. 6-7).

This framework provides a distinction between short- and

long-term implications of harm and suggests that ultimate

outcomes of stress can be beneficial (Marshall and Cooper,

1979). In current usage the immediate discomfort and anxi-

ety (Stage 1) are typically referred to as the stress reac-

tion, while long-term sufferings (Stage 3) are viewed as

consequences of stress (Marshall and Cooper, 1979).

Selye's G.A.S. theory reflected the prevalent

feeling of the 19303 and 19409 that stress could be under—

stood exclusively by a stimulus-response model (Cooper,

1981). An example of a simple stimulus-response model of

stress is illustrated below in Figure 2.

FORCE

overload

resisting INDIVIDUAL

nonspecific state

of stress

 

DEFENSE MECHANISMS—D failure to

adapt

RETURN TO EQUILIBRIUM

DISTORTION:

long-term ill effects

Figure 2. Stimulus-Response Model of Stress

(Cooper, 1981, p. 7)
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While Selye's work of the 19305 was of considerable

importance, his early research efforts were somewhat

restricted to the stimulus-response laboratory setting

(Cooper and Marshall, 1977). Later, in the 19403 and 19503,

a more contemporary view of stress was formulated by Harold

G. Wolff. Wolff viewed stress as a state of the human

organism and was concerned with describing it as an inherent

characteristic of life (Cooper and Marshall, 1977). This

view of stress was apparent when he stated that "stress is a

dynamic state within an organism in response to a demand for

adaptation, and since life itself entails constant adapta-

tions, living creatures are continually in a state of more

or less stress' (Wolf and Goodell, 1968, p. 4). Having

generalized this concept, Wolff recognized its individualis-

tic nature and, therefore, placed considerable importance on

the idea that different stressors will have different mean-

ings for various individuals, depending upon their past

experience (Cooper and Marshall, 1977).

Although many current definitions of stress are

closely related to the stimulus-response or energy-exchange

models of earlier researchers, there is a movement toward

viewing stress as an interactive process (Lazarus, 1966;

Appley and Trumbull, 1967; McGrath, 1970; McLean, 1976;

Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Marshall and Cooper, 1979;

Cooper, 1981). This interactional theory of stress "pro-

vides for individual differences, variability of measures,

variability of situations, social context, and implicit,

inner reactions“ (Sells, 1970, p. 137).
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During the 19603 and 19705, the interactionist

thinking about stress became prominent (McGrath, 1970;

Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Marshall and Cooper, 1979;

Cooper, 1981). The modern theorist most closely associated

with this position is Lazarus (Cooper and Marshall, 1977).

Lazarus noted that it is the nature of the relationship

between the environmental stimulus and the reacting individ-

ual that is crucial in defining stress (Marshall and Cooper,

1979). Therefore, Lazarus referred to stress as "a very

broad class of problems differentiated from other problem

areas because it deals with any demands which tax the syse

tem, whatever it is, a physiological system, a social sys-

tem, or a pmychological system, and the response of that

system“ (Cooper, 1981, p. 8). Further, Lazarus added that

“the reaction depends on how the person interprets or

appraises (consciously or unconsciously) the significance of

a harmful, threatening or challenging event“ (Cooper, 1981,

p. 8).

Lazarus viewed the concept of threat as a key

intervening variable in psychological-stress theory. In

addition, he recognized the importance of cognitive proc—

esses in the production of threat and the reactions to it

when he stated:

For threat to occur, an evaluation must

be made of the situation, to the effect

that a harm is signified. The individ-

ual's knowledge and beliefs contribute to

this. The appraisal of threat is not a

simple perception of the elements of the

situation, but a judgment, an inference
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in which the data are assimilated to a

constellation of ideas and expectations

(Lazarus, 1966, p. 44).

If change occurs in any one element, for example, the back-

ground situation against which the stimulus is perceived, it

could radically alter the perceiver's interpretation (Cooper

and Marshall, 1977; Cooper, 1981).

Accordingly, in Lazarus' view, “an environmental

demand can produce (psychological or perceived) stress only

if the focal organism anticipates that he (she) will not be

able to cope with it, or cope with it adequately, or cope

with it without endangering other goals“ (McGrath, 1970, p.

17). With this in mind, "stress exists not in an imbalance

between objective demand and the organism's response capa-

bility, but in an imbalance between perceived or subjective

demand and perceived response capability" (McGrath, 1970, p.

17). Therefore, in Lazarus' view, it is the cognitive

appraisal of a demand capability imbalance that is the

necessary and sufficient condition for threat or psychologi-

cal stress (McGrath, 1970).

Modern writers have, then, moved away “from the

early preoccupation with external force and acknowledge that

stress is essentially individually defined and must be

understood with reference to characteristics of both the

focal individual and his (her) environment, as it is the

outcome of a particular combination of the two“ (Cooper and

Marshall, 1977, p. 6). These contemporary writers tend to
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endorse this person-environment fit theory in their discus-

sions, if not their definitions, of the stress concept

(Marshall and Cooper, 1979; Cooper, 1981).

This general person-environment fit model is sum-

marized below in Figure 3.

 

THE INDIVIDUAL

 

Attitudes and Traits

   Needs

ENVIRONMENT

POTENTIAL

STRESSORS JUDGMENT

\ OF

BACKGROUND THREAT

mTUAUONAL"”dr state of stress

FACTORS | *

COPIING—> OVERCOME

PROBLEMS

unsuccessful

LONG-TERM

EFFECTS

Figure 3. The Person-Environment Model of Stress

(Cooper, 1981, p. 10)

Overall, the person-environment fit theory is con-

cerned "with how characteristics of the person and environ-

ment affect well-being” (Caplan, 1983, p. 35). Human behav-

ior is, then, not understood in terms of either the environ-

ment or the person alone, but in terms of the interrelation-

ship between the two (Harrison, 1978). The person-environ-

ment fit theory is a theory of stress which illustrates this

“interrelationship of the person and the environment in

terms of their 'fit' or 'congruence' with each other" (Har-

rison, 1978, p. 175).
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There are two types of fit between the individual

and the environment that the theory distinguishes: (l) ”the

fit of needs and values of the person with the environmental

supplies and opportunities to meet these needs and values“

(Caplan, 1983, p. 36) and, (2) ”the fit between the demands

of the environment and the abilities of the person to meet

those demands” (Caplan, 1983, p. 36). The fit between the

person and his or her environment is important when one

considers the possible individual and organizational conse-

quences of person-environment discrepancies (Ivancevich and

Matteson, 1980b).

In summary, there exist two primary theories of

stress: (1) stimulus-response and (2) person—environment

fit. The stimulus response theory characterizes the indi-

vidual “as reacting to situations with learned coping mech-

anisms activated by homeostatic principles and fueled by

energies which are in finite supply. Problems arise when

the organism's supplies are insufficient to meet the physi-

cal, psychological, and/or sociocultural. demands made lof

them“ (Cooper, 1981, p. 7). This stimulus-response theory

reflects the early preoccupation with the view of external

force or pressure being resisted by the individual with his

or her own defense mechanisms.

While several variations of the stimulus-response

theory of stress were prevalent in the 19303 and 19405,

there was a later movement toward viewing stress as an

interactive process (Davidson and Cooper, 1983). This
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interactive relationship between the individual and his or

her environment was the foundation for the contemporary

person-environment fit theory of stress. Essentially, this

modern theory of stress is an attempt to understand human

behavior as a function of the interrelationship of charac-

teristics of the person and the environment. Therefore, the

concept of stress becomes more realistic when seen as an

imbalance in the context of an individual-environment trans-

action rather than being response-or situation-based

(Cooper, 1981). With this in mind, in order to fully

understand the sources of stress for the population of

interest in the present investigation; namely, CSAAs, it is

important to identify their individual and organizational

causes of stress.

The Role and Demands of the Chief

Student Affairs Administrator

 

 

The historical develOpment of programs and services

in American colleges and universities, concerned with the

welfare of students and their extra-classroom development,

are functions whose heritage extends back to the early colo-

nial days (Svoren, 1977). "A preliminary study of the

founding of the earliest educational institutions within the

boundaries of the present United States indicated that the

assumption of responsibility for the extra-classroom life of

the students grew out of the religious, social, and politi-

cal life of the early colonists rather than from divergent

or unique purposes of the founders of the institutions"
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(Leonard, 1956, p. 4). This responsibility for overseeing

the general welfare of students was, then, first assumed by

the early colonial academies and colleges (Leonard, 1956).

"Pioneer conditions augmented the need for extra-classroom

care of students, but it was chiefly the compelling urge of

the colonists to have their children learn the principles of

their particular religion that led to the establishment of

the early academies and colleges and to the housing, board-

ing, and disciplining of the students in accordance with

their sharply defined standards of conduct” (Leonard, 1956,

p. 106).

In the colonial college, much of what was later to

be called ”student personnel work” was done by the college

or university president and members of the faculty (Upcraft,

1967). Leonard, in his book the Origins of Personnel Ser-
 

vices in American Higher Education, stated that:
 

The first personnel officers in an Ameri-

can college were the colony overseers at

Harvard and the members of the boards of

trustees in the other colleges. Later,

presidents and members of the faculties

shared the responsibilities and were

assisted by tutors, ushers, stewards, and

student monitors. They acted in loco

parentis and were required to patrol the

dormitories frequently and report all

absences and misdemeanors to the board of

trustees, which determined the punish-

ments. There is evidence that these

officers were concerned also with the

health, recreation, and general welfare

of the student. These services were not

organized but existed as part of the

situation in which older and younger

people lived in close proximity in an

environment that was often isolated from

the rest of the colony (Leonard, 1956, p.

108).
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Later, Leonard added that:

While the basic belief that the adminis-

trative staff should act in loco parentis

still permeated every phase of college

government, interpretation of the par-

ental functions, especially concerning

discipline, altered considerably' during

the period. The increased number of stu-

dents, the lack of isolation from com-

munity life, the dependence of the insti-

tutions upon larger enrollments, and the

rising tide of articulate youths who

would not give unreasoning obedience and

demanded a hearing of their problems all

contributed to the mitigation of many of

the rules inherited from previous genera-

tions.

 

The personnel in charge of disciplinary

problems underwent considerable change

during the period. The trustees still

wrote the rules for the colleges but

tended to retire from active participa-

tion in disciplinary actions. The presi-

dents remained the chief disciplinary

officers but delegated many of the

responsibilities to others (1956, p.

112).

Historically, then, it was not until the 19th

Century that college and university presidents began to

assign staff members to assist them in the areas of campus

life outside the classroom (Rodgers, 1963). It was during

this time that the broader aims of colleges, increased

student enrollment, enlarged fiscal responsibilities and the

demand for new and additional services resulted in the need

for presidents to delegate some of their responsibilities to

others (Svoren, 1977).

Along with these major changes, it became apparent

that the college and university personnel services needed to

be organized and expanded to meet the needs of the ever
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increasing number and variety of students (Leonard, 1956).

This group of personnel services became known as "student

personnel work" (Rodgers, 1963). Subsequently, there was

the need to create administrative offices to administer

these services. "One of the administrative positions that

came into being in the early years of administrative expan—

sion was that of the college dean. The role of the college

dean was seen as an effort to counteract the standardization

that was taking place in educational institutions" (Svoren,

1977, pp. 26-27).

In referring to the role of the dean, Rudolph, in

his book The American College and University, stated:
 

To an extent, the deans were an effort to

maintain collegiate and human values in

an atmosphere of increasing scholarship

and specialization. This is why so many

of the early deans resisted the full

swing to intellectualism which their

faculty colleagues represented (Rudolph,

1962, p. 435).

The development of student personnel work over the

years has been largely an outgrowth of changes in American

higher education (Johnson, 1970). ”When colleges existed

solely for men, when the curricula were limited to prepara-

tion for a few professions such as law, teaching, and theol-

ogy, and when the numbers in attendance were few, the facul-

ty was quite self-sufficient in assuming responsibility for

selecting students and counseling with them on curricular,

vocational, and even personal matters" (Johnson, 1970, p.

6). However, with the expanded system of American higher
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education, it became apparent that college and university

presidents and faculty were no longer able to handle all the

concerns related to campus life.

During the 19th Century, "a number of events

signaled the further development of extra-classroom services

for students" (Williamson, 1961, p. 4). One of these impor-

tant events is stated below:

Oberlin College Opened her doors to women

in 1833; this move led to the appointment

<3f lady principals or preceptoresses to

give special attention to problems of

women students. Out of this experience

emerged the position of dean of women

(Williamson, 1961, p. 4).

In addition, Wrenn (1951) stated that:

The first personnel deans appeared in the

late eighteen hundreds with the appoint-

ment of the first dean of men at Harvard

in 1890, and the first deans of women by

that title at Swarthmore College in 1890,

the University of Chicago in 1892, and

Oberlin College in 1894 (p. 30).

Although the first full-time position in student

personnel administration was created at the turn of the cen-

tury at the University of Illinois (Nygreen, 1968), the

development of an office to coordinate and direct student

personnel services did not occur until post-World War 11

(Reynolds, 1961; Rodgers, 1963; Upcraft, 1967; Birch, 1969;

Svoren, 1977). It was during this time period, that the

call for coordination and direction of student services was

initiated. Later, Lloyd-Jones stated the following about

the dean of students position:



44

Often this job, as presidents will fre-

quently state, has been created because

they did not know what to do with the

many personnel specialists who had taken

possession of their campuses and they

felt the need of someone to curb their

ambitions, settle their jurisdictional

fights, and relate them effectively to

each other (Lloyd-Jones, 1954, p. 342).

Along with this period of expansion in the American

system of higher education came the need for a more sophis-

ticated. and. complex administrative structuring and func-

tioning of student personnel work. With this in mind, the

develOpment of post-World War 11 student personnel adminis-

tration was traced in a series of definitive statements

published by the American Council on Education Studies (ACE)

in student personnel work in colleges and universities. In

the concluding brochure of this series, the following sum-

mary was provided regarding the status of student personnel

work:

Organizational structure and proper staf-

fing are the basis for accomplishing the

objectives and functions of student per-

sonnel services. During the development

period of these services, related func-

tions frequently operated in isolation

... Objectives and functions were clouded

and confused. Positions such as those of

dean of men and dean of women have

existed for many years. Responsibilities

inherent in these positions have varied

among institutions and the positions

often have had no consistent relationship

to administrative structure.

This lack of coordination, or of struc-

tured administrative plan, has been

characteristic of the growing-up period

of student personnel services. It has

never been corrected completely in many

institutions, despite their acceptance of

the specific contributions of these

services as essential to the educational

process“ (Feder et a1., 1958, p. 32).
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With the development of centralized

organization of student personnel serv-

ices, confusion has arisen concerning

titles for those holding administrative

responsibility. No universally accepted

designation has yet appeared which re-

flects uniformity of job description ...

The usage of the title Dean of Students

to designate a chief administrative

officer in a coordinate student personnel

service program has become very common.

In many institutions the title carries

with it essential responsibility for

staff coordination and supervision. To

the student clientele, however, the title

carries an implication of direct contact

and service. Since such student contact

is often difficult because of administra-

tive load, the title of vice-president

has been adOpted in many institutions

having coordinated programs. The adminis-

trative officer who works closely with

other administrative officers and

directly with a staff serves a function

quite different from that of the dean

whose major time and effort is spent in

direct contact with students (Feder et

a1., 1958. PP. 38-39).

In general, then, the vast majority of colleges and

universities provide administrative leadership and delegate

administrative responsibility to a person identifiable as

the chief student personnel administrator (Ayers, Tripp and

Russel, 1966). However, the functions and consequently the

role of the chief student personnel administrator has con-

tinued to change since the post-World War II origins of the

position (Birch, 1969). These changes in the role and

functions of CSAAs have been determined largely by changing

societal demands on institutions of higher education as well

as the increasing needs and interests of students (Birch,

1969).
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The role and functional responsibilities of CSAAs

have been significantly expanded since they were identified

in The Student Personnel Point of View in 1937 (Brodzinski,
 

1982). Several studies have been conducted regarding the

role and functions of CSAAs in four-year institutions of

higher education (Reynolds, 1961; Rodgers, 1963; Ayers,

Tripp and Russel, 1966; Upcraft, 1967; Dutton, Appleton and

Birch, 1970; Brooks and Avila, 1974; Lilley, 1974). All of

these studies have, then, contributed to a more thorough

understanding of the CSAAs' role and functions.

Reynolds (1961), surveyed all coeducational liberal

arts colleges in the United States with enrollment of under

2,000 students in an effort to determine current practices

of CSAAs and to ascertain the degree of relationship of stu-

dent personnel administrators to several student services

functions (Birch, 1969). The following major findings were

reported by Reynolds:

1. In the size and type group of institu-

tions studied, there has been a steady

growth in the establishment of offices

headed by chief student personnel offi-

cers since World War II. There has been

some tendency for the establishment of

these offices to be associated with size

(p. vi).

2. The median age of the responding group

was 41. Most of the respondents were

male and married. The respondents had a

median of 20 semester hours of graduate

student personnel work, or the equivalent

of a Master's degree (p. 188).

3._ Each of the 19 selected student personnel

functions is performed by some of the

responding chief student personnel offi-

cers. The functions most often performed
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are personal counseling, discipline,

student personnel records and orienta-

tion. Size of institution and region

seem to have little relationship to the

performance of the selected functions (p.

188).

The student recruiting function is the

only one not supervised by some of the

responding chief student personnel offi-

cers. Functions most often supervised

are extra—curricular activities, housing

(personnel), personal counseling, disci-

pline, and orientation. Size and

regional location of the institution do

not seem to be related to the extent of

supervision (p. 189).

The chief student personnel officer in

this study is responsible for final

administrative authority most often in

the areas of orientation, student person-

nel records, placement, discipline,

testing, health service, housing (person-

nel), personal counseling, extra-

curricular activities, and financial aids

(p. 193).

Personal and institutional characteris-

tics studied seemed to be somewhat

related to the degree of performance,

supervision and policy relationships of

the respondents,to the student personnel

functions. More study of individual

functions needs to be done in this area.

The amount of graduate student personnel

work and the amount of time devoted to

student personnel work by the respondents

seem to be related to the degree to which

they consider their relationships to

functions appropriate (p. vii).

The expectation that the role of the

chief student personnel officer in the

size group studied would be substantially

different than that of sudh officers in

larger institutions seems to have been

justified. The degree of performance and

personal supervison of specific functions

shown by the respondents would be imprac-

ticable if not impossible in the large

college or university (p. 194).
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8. It would seem important to be concerned

with experience and training for such

officers in the student personnel areas

where they personally perform or super-

vise to a high degree (p. vii).

In a second study concerned with the role and func-

tions of the CSAA, Rodgers (1963) investigated specific

behaviors which were critical to the work of CSAAs in state

supported coeducational colleges and universities with

enrollments of 2,000 to 10,000 students. The following

specific findings were summarized by Rodgers:

(1) Student Personnel Deans in smaller insti-

tutions do more counseling with students

than their counterparts in larger insti-

tutions.

(2) Student Personnel Deans in smaller insti-

tutions are comparatively ineffective in

developing cooperative relationships.

(3) Student Personnel Deans in larger insti-

tutions are more ineffective in conduct-

ing investigations of reports of student

misconduct than their counterparts in

smaller institutions.

(4) Student Personnel Deans do not consis-

tently take the initiative to provide

leadership and information, particularly

to students and student groups.

(5) Student Personnel Deans do not consis-

tently take the initiative in communicat-

ing the reasons for their decisions to

all parties concerned.

(6) Student Personnel Deans are consistently

successful when working with individual

students in disciplinary situations.

(7) A majority of the Student Personnel

Deans' contacts are with individual male

students and he (she) is generally suc—

cessful with these individuals.
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(8) Student Personnel Deans are not consis-

tently successful in their dealings with

student groups, especially with frater-

nity and sorority disciplinary problems.

(9) Public Relations is the category in which

the Student Personnel Dean is involved

with a wide variety of people, particu-

larly the press. Therefore, every con-

tact he (she) makes has implications for

his (her) effectiveness in public rela-

tions.

(10) Student Personnel Deans are not consis-

tently aware that any action in which

they participate exerts great influence

on all considerations of their effective-

ness as judged by their professional

peers.

(11) Student Personnel Deans do not consis-

tently analyze and evaluate all areas of

their responsibility to develop policies

that will give direction and support to

help reach the objectives of their pro-

gram.

(12) When policies or rules and regulations

are either introduced or altered by the

Student Personnel Dean, they are not

always fully explained to all parties

concerned.

(13) Student Personnel Deans are more effec-

tive when dealing with fraternities

through an interfraternity council or the

fraternity advisers than with the frater-

nity groups themselves.

(14) Student Personnel Deans are most effec-

tive when working personnally with all

phases of in-service training (Abstract,

pp. 2-3).

A more recent study, published by the United States

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare on behalf of

the Office of Education, also studied the CSAA. This study

was based upon a comprehensive questionnaire which was

”completed and returned by approximately 95 percent of a
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50-percent sample of the universities, liberal arts col-

leges, teachers colleges, and junior colleges of the Nation“

(Ayers, Tripp and Russel, 1966, p. 4). From this study,

”twenty administrative functions have been identified as the

student services most prevalent in American higher educa-

tion" (Ayers, Tripp and Russel, 1966, p. 43). Fifteen of

the 20 administrative functions were provided by between 80

and 100 percent of the institutions. These functions

included: recruitment, admissions, academic records, non-

academic records, counseling, testing, financial aids and

awards, nursing services, residence halls, job placement,

other extracurricular, social or cultural programs, inter-

collegiate athletics, intramural athletics, food services,

and religious affairs (Ayers, Tripp and Russel, 1966). From

this study, it became apparent that CSAAs at different

institutions were not always responsible for the same group

of functions.

In a fourth study, Upcraft (1967), attempted to

describe and analyze the role expectation of CSAAs in insti-

tutions of higher education with 10,000 or more students.

These expectations were analyzed according to the following

variables: “type and size of institution in which the

participants work, degree held, type of training, recency of

training, previous work experience, and the person in the

university structure to whom the CSAA reports" (Upcraft,

1967, p. 3). The study concluded "that there is a consensus

of expectations concerning the role of the chief student
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personnel administrator in the large university" (Upcraft,

1967, p. 99). The significant findings of the study relat-

ing to the job performance of the Chief Student Personnel

Administrator (CSPA) are summarized below according to the

factors selected for role analysis (e.g., faculty relations,

research and evaluation, public relations, student govern-

ment, discipline, professional relations, staff relations,

university relations, and student relations):

(1) A significant consensus (69.9%) felt the

CSPA should make use of a faculty commit-

tee for the purpose of advising the chief

student personnel administrator in major

policy formulation (p.87).

(2) A significant consensus (94.0%) felt the

CSPA should attempt to communicate the

purposes and functions of the student

personnel office to the faculty by

appearing before faculty meetings, etc.

(p. 88).

(3).A significant consensus (100%) felt the

CSPA should work closely with academic

deans in areas of mutual concern (p.88).

(4) A significant consensus (77.1%) felt the

CSPA should conduct research studies

which would contribute to the field of

student personnel (p.88).

(5) A significant consensus (92.8%) felt the

CSPA should conduct evaluation studies of

the student personnel office (p. 88)

(6) A significant consensus (73.5%) felt the

CSPA should speak periodically to major

civic groups (p.89).

(7) A significant consensus (85.5%) felt the

CSPA should make it possible for any stu-

dent or citizen to schedule an appoint-

ment with the chief student personnel

administrator (p. 89).

(8) A significant consensus (92.8%) felt the

CSPA should attend major university

functions (p. 89).
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(9) A significant consensus (78.9% of the

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

CSPAs with professional training compared

with 58.1% of those without professional

training) felt the CSPA should not pre-

vent student government leaders from

being publicly critical of university

policies and/or officials (p. 89).

A significant consensus (77.1%) felt the

CSPA should involve student government in

university policy formulation (p. 89).

A significant consensus (80.7%) felt the

CSPA should become acquainted with major

student government leaders on a personal

basis (p. 90).

A significant consensus (71.1%) felt the

CSPA should allow student government

groups to invite 'controversial' speakers

to campus without restriction (p. 90).

A significant consensus (74.7%) felt the

CSPA should not prevent the student news-

paper from publishing articles detrimen-

tal to the best interests of the univer-

sity (p. 90).

A significant consensus (86.8%) felt the

CSPA should not 'make an example' of a

student iJ1.a disciplinary situation (p.

91).

A significant consensus (79.5%) felt the

CSPA should make use of a student judi-

ciary system for handling selected disci-

plinary situations (p. 92).

A significant consensus (77.1%) felt the

CSPA may or may not take disciplinary

action against students convicted of

offenses by civil authorities (p. 92).

A significant consensus (72.3%) felt the

CSPA should work on committees sponsored

by state or national student personnel

organizations (p. 92).

A significant consensus (72.3%) felt the

CSPA may or may not delegate the primary

responsibility for the professional

in-service training of staff members to

his (her) immediate subordinates (p. 92).
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(19) A significant consensus (68.7%) felt the

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

CSPA should make recommendations for

appointment, promotion, or dismissal of

subordinates on the basis of merit alone

(p. 93).

A significant consensus (75.9%) felt the

CSPA should accept the full responsibil-

ity for the decisions of his (her) subor-

dinates (p. 93).

A significant consensus (89.2%) felt the.

CSPA should avoid involvement with fac-

tional or clique groups on his (her)

staff (p. 93).

A significant consensus (66.2%) felt the

CSPA should hold weekly staff meetings

with those people who report directly to

the chief student personnel administrator

(p. 93).

A significant consensus (92.8%) felt the

CSPA should confer on a fairly regular

basis with the president concerning the

student personnel program (p.94).

A significant consensus (73.4%) felt the

CSPA should demand a reasonable amount of

autonomy from the president in policy

formulation within the student personnel

program (p. 94)

A significant consensus (98.9%) felt the

CSPA should participate in policy formu-

lation of the university (p. 94).

A significant consensus (91.6%) felt the

CSPA should justify budget expenditures

to the president or governing board (p.

94).

A significant consensus (88.0%) felt the

CSPA should set aside time for appoint-

ments with individual students to discuss

anything of importance to those students

(p. 94).

A significant consensus (69.9%) felt the

CSPA should attempt to communicate poli-

cies and issues directly to students

through mass meetings, newspaper arti-

cles, special newsletters, etc. (p. 95).
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A study conducted by Dutton, Appleton and Birch

(1970) of all 715 National Association of Student Personnel

Administrators (NASPA) member institutions, was a research

endeavor to determine the assumptions and beliefs of stu-

dents, faculty, college and university presidents, and deans

of students regarding important issues in higher education

and of their perceptions of the role, convictions, and

perspectives of the dean of students. The major conclusions

drawn from this study about the role of the CSAA can be

summarized as follows:

There was considerable support for a role

that (1) includes a primary commitment to

students rather than to administrative

tasks, (2) avoids conflict with students,

and (3) permits him (her) to help stu-

dents, to be accessible to them, to be

perceived as a counselor and an advocate

for students. There was also consider-

able support for the position that the

dean's own personal values, rather than

the dictates of a president, should guide

his (her) behavior. On the other hand

students, more often than other partici-

pants, express greater support for a

dean's (1) commitment to 'the students,‘

and (2) his (her) noninvolvement in

control and discipline and value enforce-

ment. Presidents consistently seem to

attach more importance to administrative

tasks, integration of counseling and dis-

cipline, and the upholding of institu-

tional standards and values (Dutton,

Appleton and Birch, 1970, p. 7).

This information indicates that CSAAs function in the midst

of widely conflicting expectations, which, may provide a

basis for understanding why CSAAs experience role ambiguity,

confusion, and sometimes conflict with members of the aca-

demic community (Dutton, Appleton and Birch, 1970).
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In another study of the CSAA, Brooks and Avila

(1974) identified the CSAAs' primary areas of responsibil-

ity. Their report was based on the results of a nationwide

survey of CSAAs in a random sample of 50 percent of the

senior colleges and universities, exclusive of the seminar-

ies, listed in the 1970-71 Education Directory. The 14 most
 

frequently reported areas of responsibility were: "counsel-

ing service, student activities, health service, student

union, foreign students, placement, financial aid, student

publications, intramurals, housing, campus police, admis-

sions, intercollegiate athletics, and registration and

records” (Brooks and Avila, 1974, p. 43). The eight func-

tions listed by at least 60 percent of the administrators

were: “counseling service (94%), student activities (91%),

health service (82%), student union (70%), foreign students

(68%), placement (65%), financial aid (62%), and student

publications (61%)” (Brooks and Avila, 1974, p. 43).

Although 55 other functions were indicated by CSAAs, none

were listed by more than six percent of the respondents

(Brooks and Avila, 1974).

In the seventh and final study, Lilley (1974)

studied the status of the CSAAs' role as perceived by the

CSAAs within four-year institutions of higher education with

student populations between 1,000 and 2,500. The 10 func-

tions Lilley found to be of most direct concern to the CSAA

were “(being the) chief administrator, policy formation

affecting students, determining Iquectives, ‘preparing’ the
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budget, recruiting staff, non-academic discipline, student

government, student-faculty liaison, interpreting policy to

students, and advising faculty on students' needs” (1974, p.

9). In addition, the 10 functions that were of least con-

cern to the CSAAs were “student recruitment, student admis-

sions, admissions testing, alumni services, intramural and

intercollegiate athletics, campus stores, speech and hearing

remediation, married students' housing, and commuter serv-

ices“ (Lilley, 1974, p. 9). From his study of the functions

of the Chief Student Personnel Officer (CSPO) Lilley con-

cluded:

In reviewing the present data, it was

apparent that the functions presently

receiving the greatest attention by

CSPO's are characterized by order, con-

trol, organization, and leadership. In

other words, the present role of the CSPO

appears to be one of coordinating and

administering a ‘heterogeneous group of

functions (1974, p. 9).

To summarize, studies investigating the role of the

CSAA clearly indicate that there is a continuing pattern of

change in the role and functions of individuals occupying

these positions. In addition, many suspect that the role of

the CSAA ”has become clouded and clarification is needed"

(Birch, 1969, p. 18). This role conflict, which continues

to plague the CSAA, has multiple causes: “historical iden-

tification of the position as the administrative control

agent of the president; separation of student affairs from

academic affairs; conflicting role expectations, particu-

larly during periods of crisis; disagreement among students,
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faculty, and administration on the decision making process

for university policy; and lack of an identifiable profes-

sional status” (Rickard, 1972, EL. 219). It appears, then,

that the CSAAs' position is subject to a high degree of role

ambiguity, primarily because of a lack of consensus on what

the role of the CSAA is and should be. As a result, this

lack of a complete understanding of the CSAAs' role in the

administrative structure, as well as the opposing role

expectations often inherent in the CSAAs' position, may be

contributing to the problems and pressures CSAAs encounter

in carrying out their job responsibilities.

Common Sources of Individual and Organizational Stress
 

A review of the relevant literature (Gullahorn,

1956; Kugelmass and Lieblich, 1966; Kearns, 1973: Gowler and

Legge, 1975; Cooper and Marshall, 1976; McGrath, 1976;

Cooper and Marshall, 1977; COOper and Payne, 1978; Kets de

Vries, 1979; Marshall and Cooper, 1979; Yates, 1979; Cooper .

and Marshall, 1980; Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980; Moss,

1981) revealed a formidable list of individual and organiza-

tional interacting factors identified by researchers and

writers as common sources of stress. From this list of

factors, seven major categories of stress were identified:

factors intrinsic to the job, role in the organization,

career development, relationships at work, organizational

structure and climate, extraorganizational sources of stress

and characteristics of the individual.



58

Cooper and Marshall (1976) developed a conceptual

model to illustrate the sources of stress at work and how

these stressors interact with characteristics of individual

and extraorganizational sources of stress (Yates, 1979).

While several conceptual models of stress exist, the model

developed by Cooper and Marshall (1976) and adapted by Yates

(1979) to depict the leading sources of top-level adminis-

trative stress, served as the primary model for this study.

The Cooper and Marshall (1976) model is illustrated below in
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Conceptually, the model suggests that there are

three major categories of stressors: individual, extraor-

ganizational and organizational. Individual stressors are

those which relate to an individual's personality. Six of

the most common individual stressors are: lack of meaning

in the job, frustrated ambition, obsessive concern for work,

level of anxiety, level of emotionality and tolerance for

ambiguity (Yates, 1979).

The extraorganizational category of sources of

stress is comprised of personal stressors that do not arise

exclusively from the work setting or from the individual's

personality but that are related to both (Yates, 1979).

”These stressors include the midlife crisis, family prob-

lems, commuting difficulties, and financial problems“

(Yates, 1979, p. 56).

Finally, the model divides the possible organiza-

tional sources of stress at work into five main categories:

factors intrinsic to the job, role in the organization,

career development, relationships at work and factors asso-

ciated with the organizational structure and climate (Yates,

1979). These organizational stressors are those which arise

from sources at an individual's workplace.

Individual Stressors
 

Individuals vary tremendously in their capacity to

deal with stress. This individual variation in level of

stress tolerance is an important contingent factor in the

Cooper and Marshall (1976) model presented earlier. The six
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most common individual stressors that impact on an individ-

ual's susceptibility to stress are: lack of meaning in the

job, frustrated ambition, obsessive concern for work, level

of anxiety, level of emotionality and tolerance for ambigu-

ity (Yates, 1979). Some individuals are better able to cope

with these stressors than others: they adapt their behavior

accordingly. "0n the other hand some personality types seem

more predisposed to stress: that is they are unable to cope

or adapt to the stress-provoking situation” (Marshall and

Cooper, 1979, p. 42).

Several factors may contribute to these individual

differences for coping with stress: ”personality, motiva-

tion, being well- or ill-equipped to deal with problems in a

particular area of expertise, fluctuations in abilities

(particularly with age), insights into one‘s own motivations

and weaknesses..." (Marshall and Cooper, 1979, p. 42).

Therefore, it is useful and valuable to examine the individ-

ual characteristics that research evidence indicates are

predisposers to stress (Cooper and Marshall, 1977).

The majority of the research associated with char-

acteristics of the individual has focused on personality

differences between high- and low-stressed individuals

(Cooper and Marshall, 1978). This research has taken two

primary directions: one has concentrated on examining the

relationship between various psychometric measures primarily

using the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI)

and Cattell's 16 Personality Factors scale (16 PF) and

stress related disease, mainly coronary heart disease (CHD);
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and the other stress- or coronary-prone behavior patterns

and the incidence of disease (Cooper and Marshall, 1976,

1977, 1978; Marshall and Cooper, 1979).

In the first category, psychometric measures,

”early clinical studies by psychosomatically oriented

internists and psychiatrists led to a number of theories

about a pmedisposing state of neuroticism being confronted

by external stress, leading to the reaction of anxiety,

changes in cardiovascular function and in time, some cases,

to coronary heart disease. As studies increased in sample

size and methodologic refinement, clinical judgments about

anxiety and neuroticism were replaced by psychologic

measures“ (Jenkins, 1971, p. 250). 'The primary tests

utilized in these studies were the MMPI and 16 PF.

Several significant studies utilizing the MMPI

(Ostfeld, Lebovits and Shekelle, 1964: Brozek, Keys and

Blackburn, 1966; Bakker and Levenson, 1967: Lebovits,

Shekelle and Ostfeld, 1967; Mordkoff and Rand, 1968; Bruhn,

Chandler and Wolf, 1969) revealed results which indicated

that prior to their illnesses, patients with coronary

disease differ from individuals who remain healthy on sev-

eral MMPI scales, most notably those in the neurotic triad

of hypochondriasis (Hs), depression (D), and hysteria (Hy)

(Marshall and Cooper, 1979). "The occurrence of manifest

coronary disease increases the deviation of patients' MMPI

scores further, and in addition, the breakdown of ego

defenses becomes apparent. Patients with fatal disease tend

to show greater neuroticism (particularly depression) in
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prospective MMPI's than those who incur and survive coronary

disease” (Jenkins, 1971, p. 251). In addition, the results

of two major studies utilizing the 16 PF (Lebovits, Shekelle

and Ostfeld, 1967; Bakker, 1967) were consistent with the

six previously cited MMPI studies, portraying the patients

with CHD or related illnesses as emotionally unstable and

introverted (Cooper and Marshall, 1977). To summarize, the

major ”limitation of these studies is that they are, on

balance, retrospective. That is, that anxiety and neuroti-

cism may well be reactions to CHD and to the stress-related

illnesses rather than precursors of it" (Cooper and

Marshall, 1976, p. 23).

A more selective approach to personality measure-

ment was employed by Kahn, et a1. (1964), yielding results

which were more practical in nature than those indicated in

the previous general explorations. This group of research-

ers examined ”a sample of managers on a series of personal-

ity' variables: extroversion ‘versus introversion, flexi-

bility versus rigidity, inner versus outer directedness,

open versus closed mindedness, achievement status versus

security oriented and related these to job stress“ (Cooper

and Marshall, 1978, p. 98). The following provides a sum-

mary of the major findings of their study: “(1) outer-

directed people were more adaptable and more highly reality—

oriented than inner—directed; (2) 'rigids' and 'flexibles'

perceived different types of situations as stressful, the

former being more susceptible to rush jobs from above and

dependence on other people, while the latter were more open
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to influence from other people, and thus easily became

overloaded: (3) achievement-seekers showed significantly

more independence and job involvement than did security-

seekers' (Cooper and Marshall, 1977, pp. 47-48).

The other research approach to investigating indi-

vidual stress differences and behavior patterns began with

the work of Friedman and Rosenman (Rosenman, Friedman and

Strauss, 1964, 1966; Friedman, 1969) in the early 19603,

when they observed a relationship between behavioral pat-

terns and the occurrence of CHD. “They found that individ-

uals manifesting certain behavioral traits were signifi-

cantly more at risk to CHD. These individuals were later

referred to as the 'coronary-prone behavior Type A' as dis-

tinct from Type B (low risk of CHD)" (Cooper and Marshall,

1977, p. 48). As a result, Friedman and Rosenman isolated

two main types of behavior patterns and categorized indi-

viduals into Type A and Type B personalities. ”Type A

behavior is characterized by high achievement, striving,

hard driving, competitiveness, motivation, time urgency,

abruptness of gesture and speech, devotion to work and a

preoccupation with deadlines. Type B behavior, on the other

hand, is characterized by the relative absence of behavior

associated with Type A persons, no sense of time urgency, no

free-floating hostility, ability to relax without guilt and

so on" (Davidson and Cooper, 1980, p. 375).

Recent research investigating the effects of stres-

sors on managers ”suggests that the conditions most respon-

sible for facilitating Type A behavior are those encountered
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in the work environment" (Davidson and Cooper, 1980, p.

378). A number of research studies have been conducted to

investigate Type A behavior in relation to the work setting,

which suggest that stressors within the work environment

itself enhance Type A behavior patterns (Sales, 1969: Caplan

and Jones, 1975; Howard, Cunningham and Rechnitzer, 1977;

Waldron, et a1., 1977). Of particular interest, is a major

study which compared Type A and Type B managers on a set of

job stress factors identified by factor analyses of a 31-

item job questionnaire (Howard, Cunningham and Rechnitzer,

1977). “Based on the five factors of ambiguity, locked-in,

stagnation, isolation, and contentment, there were signifi-

cant differences between the two personality types on both

the locked-in and contentment measures” (Howard, Cunningham

and Rechnitzer, 1977, p. 831). Those individuals with Type

A behavioral patterns scored significantly lower than the

Type B8 on both of these measures.

In addition, when examining the Type A behavior

pattern in the work environment, it is important to recog-

nize that the “sources of most stress are those whidh may

lead to decreased levels of perceived control. The work

environment factors which have been isolated as fitting into

this category include: job involvement, responsibility for

people and things, role ambiguity, role conflict, overpromo-

tion, lack of participation in decision-making, poor rela-

tionships at work, and work overload“ (Davidson and Cooper,

1980, p. 378.
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Extraorganizational Stressors
 

The second major category of stressors involves

extraorganizational sources of stress. These stressors, as

characterized in the Cooper and Marshall (1976) model,

include midlife crisis, family problems, commuting difficul-

ties and financial problems. This category comprises per-

sonal stressors that do not arise exclusively from the work

setting or from the individual's personality but that are

related to both (Yates, 1979).

There are a: number of extraorganizational sources

of stress which interface between life inside and outside of

the organization which affect the physical and mental well-

being of top-level executives. These sources of stress

include: family' problems, life Icrisis, financial Iiiffi-

culties, conflict of personal beliefs with those of the

organization and the conflict of organization with family

demands (Cooper and Marshall, 1977). "These are important

potential stressors since they act imiea feedback loop

between work and the outside environment: problems outside

work—> affect-> individual at work-> exacerbate—> problems

outside work" (Cooper and Marshall, 1976, p. 22).

In recent years, mudh has been written about the

midlife crisis. This point in life typically occurs between

the ages of 3S and 45 and is experienced by a significant

percentage of individuals in professional and managerial

positions (Yates, 1979). "For many, it is a time when one

becomes more aware of physical aging and the increasing
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proximity of death. With this realization comes an assess-

ment of one's accomplishments in meeting previously set

career goals. Many managers will be left with feelings of

disappointment and frustration" (Kets de Vries, 1979, p.

10).

Another contributing factor to mid-career stress is

the increased competition for a limited number of positions

within the organization (Kets de Vries, 1979). "Such compe-

tition may be stressful for the majority of managers, who

will be disappointed in their career goals. Management by

ambiguity, not only to avoid confrontation and face reality,

but also to prevent short-term morale problems, becomes the

rule and may contribute to the incidence of stress symptoms"

(Kets de Vries, 1979, p. 10).

In addition, "mid-career is also the period when

job obsolescence becomes noticeable. Low job satisfaction

and morale, absenteeism, and decreased productivity will be

side effects. For some it will mean that their role in the

organization has become untenable, which can be an extremely

stressful experience” (Kets de Vries, 1979, p. 10).

The midlife crisis is, then, an identifiable time

when individuals undergo a period of crisis as they compare

who they are with who they had hoped to be by this time in

their careers. WAll in ahl, the midlife crisis can be as

turbulent as the identity crisis of adolescence, but as with

any crisis there is always an opportunity for growth and

development" (Yates, 1979, p. 58).
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There is evidence to suggest that persons outside

Imf the work setting, especially the spouse, relatives and

close friends, are effective in buffering the impact of work

stress on the mental and physical well-being of executives

and managers (Cooper, 1981). A top-level executive or

manager's family has the greatest potential of being either

a source of relief from stress or a source of stress itself

(Yates, 1979). Nevertheless, when tensions and worries

about major family problems are prevalent, there will inevi-

tably be a great deal of stress (Yates, 1979). “The most

common family problems center on money, sex, child-rearing

practices, and communication (usually a lack of it)" (Yates,

1979, p. 59). These conflicts and strivings that the family

experiences have probably the most significant influence on

the performance and satisfaction of the individual adminis-

trator and, as a result, on the climate and success of the

organization (Cooper, 1981).

The majority of the research with respect to family

problems experienced by managers has focused on the male

manager's relationship with his wife and family (Pahl and

Pahl, 1971; Gowler and Legge, 1975: Rapoport and Rapoport,

1976). Gowler and Legge (1975) have termed the wife's role

in relation to her husband‘s career aspirations as the

"hidden contract" in which the wife agrees to be supportive

and maintain a well-ordered domestic life for the family

while he pursues his career. The primary problem areas

arise over the allocation of resources, in particular, of
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time and commitment to what Gowler and Legge (1975) have

termed the “occupational/productive" and "domestic/consumer“

activities. The specific agreement that the manager comes

to with his wife in terms of the distribution of his time

and commitment to these roles is of vital importance (Gowler

and Legge, 1975).

The organization benefits from this "hidden con-

tract“ arrangement when it is able to place endless demands

on the manager in terms of commitment and resources, on the

assumption that a supportive wife awaits him at home.

However, the tensions and pressures embedded in this agree-

ment may lead to stresses serious enough to break, or sub-

stantially alter the ”hidden contract," with severe con-

sequences for the organization as well as the two partners

more immediately involved (Gowler and Legge, 1975).

In addition, marriage itself is a major life event

which may be stressful. “For both men and women, marital

stressors bear a closer relationship to depression and an

accompanying behavioral and physical malfunctioning than

other social stressors, such as job, finances, or parenting“

(Gherman, 1981, p. 86).

As a transition event, marriage presents a series

of adjustments and brings new roles and new self-images

(Gherman, 1981). "The establishment and maintenance of a.

home, with the attendant problems of handling finances,

maintenance, communication, seeking shared interests, plan-

ning for the future education or career of both husband and
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wife, and thinking about the possibility of becoming parents

are a few of the stressors that follow marriage" (Gherman,

1981, p. 86). Consequently, it is apparent that satisfac-

tion in marriage impacts on the executive or manager's job

performance.

Along with marriage, many couples face the possi-

bility of becoming parents. The decision-making process

involved with this major life event can be stressful. ”The

development of parental sense of competence, the added

responsibility of another person's life and future, in-

creased financial pressure, reorganization of the marital

relationship, assumption of the parenting role, and time and

emotional demands all require adaptation" (Gherman, 1981, p.

86).

All family influences on the careers of executives

and managers can be viewed as sources of tension and pres-

sure. “This influence seems to reflect an intense and

all-absorbing involvement of managers in their daily work of

meeting planned objectives, achieving required results, and

traveling a desired promotional route. Any influences from

family and personal obligations that threaten to disturb

these patterns of daily work are viewed as extraordinary

pressures“ (Moss, 1981, p. 49).

Conceivably, ”no other stressor connected with

urban life is so devastating as is commuting to and from

-work” (Yates, 1979, p. 59). A group of researchers, study—

ing the relationship between stress and heart disease in
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executives across various occupational groups, found commut-

ing to be a high stress area for many of the subjects (Tan-

ner et a1., 1976). A major finding of this study revealed

that for some executives, the actual commuting to and from

work was the most stressful activity of the day. However,

the effect of this stressor, as with any other, is only

partially determined by the intensity of the stressor it-

self; how the executive responds psychologically to it is

just as important (Yates, 1979).

The fourth main source of extraorganizational

stress stems from financial difficulties. In an effort to

acquire additional material possessions, many top-level

executives and managers work an excessive number of hours to

gain strategic promotions. This behavior, in turn, adds to

the pressure and stress which affects other areas of the

executive's life. In addition, financial difficulties are

especially stressful since they tend to be taken personally;

often viewed as a reflection on an individual's ability to

earn the money desired to meet family needs (Yates, 1979).

Several other areas of extraorganizational stress

could be identified, including social relationships, chang-

ing societal values and norms and the tensions resulting

from media coverage of major local, national and interna-

tional events (Yates, 1979). Thé present time period has

been referred to as the ”Age of Anxiety," exemplified by the

accelerated pace with which the American life processes and

surroundings are changing within the span of a single gener-
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ation (Albrecht, 1979). The result of these major changes

in American lifestyles has been a national epidemic of

stress-related diseases (Albrecht, 1979).

Organizational Stressors
 

The final major category of stressors involves

several possible sources of organizational stress. Refer-

ring back to the Cooper and Marshall (1976) model, the main

sources of stress at work are divided into five categories:

factors intrinsic to the job, role in the organization,

career development, relationships at work and factors asso-

ciated with the organizational structure and climate.

Factors intrinsic to the job that are potential

stressors include: "boredom, poor physical working condi—

tions, time pressures and deadlines, exorbitant work

demands, information overload, and job design and technical

problems" (Yates, 1979, p. 37). Much research has been

conducted in this area with the major emphasis being on two

factors: working conditions and quantitative and qualita-

tive work overload (Cooper and Marshall, 1978).

"Traditionally, concern has centered on the physi—

cal conditions of the work environment which can contribute

to stress. Many physiological experiments and observations

of work under adverse conditions have supported the exist-

ence of sudh a relationship. Factors, such as noise, heat

and cold, long working hours, shift work, repetitive work,

and hazardous work, can be stressful” (Kets de Vries, 1979,
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pp. 7—8). "Two conditions that are most often associated

with poor physical working conditions are noise and crowd-

ing” (Yates, 1979, pp. 39-40).

A more important stressor for executives and mana-

gers than working conditions is work overload (COOper and

Marshall, 1978). Several types of overload may be identi-

fied:

(i) Quantatitive overload -- This type exists

when the individual has too much work to

do in a given period of time. He (she)

may be fully competent in his (her) work

but the time restriction is what elicits

the stress reaction. Quantitative over-

load could involve working for long hours

without appropriate rest periods, as with

excessive overtime. It can be created by

an inability to complete work due to fre-

quent interruptions or by the imposition

of unrealistic deadlines.

 

(ii) Qualitative overload -- Stressful reac-

tions due to this type of stressor may

result when the work exceeds the techni-

cal or intellectual competence of the

individual. The work may demand continu-

ous concentration, innovation and mean-

ingful. decisions. An. important factor

contributing to qualitative overload is

job complexity. The higher the inherent

difficulty of the work, which may require

a great deal of sophisticated information

and high-level academic skills, the more

stressful the job. This form of overload

may be experienced by individuals working

in research and development. organiza—

tions. Professionals in health care,

law, et cetera, are also subject to this

type of overload. A consequence of this

stressor, wherever it is present, is

emotional and mental fatigue, gastroin-

testinal disorders and headaches.

 

(iii) Combination of quantitative and qualita-

tive overload -- In some job situations

there is a combination of both quantita-

tive and qualitative overload,- this is

frequently encountered, for example, in
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air traffic controllers at busy airports;

in this work stressfulness may be

directly 'related to the multi-faceted

nature of decision-making which may be a

function of the importance of the conse-

quences of the decision, its complexity,

the adequacy of the information avail-

able, the amount of time available for

the decision-making process, and the

like. Quantitative and qualitative

overload may frequently occur in manage-

ment and administrative positions (Beech,

Burns and Sheffield, 1982, pp. 2-3).

Research into work and overload has been given

substantial empirical attention over the years (Cooper and

Marshall, 1977). In an attempt to summarize this reseach,

French and Caplan (1972) have suggested "that both qualita-

tive and quantitative overload produce at least nine differ-

ent symptoms of psychological and physical strain: job dis-

satisfaction, job tension, lower self-esteem, threat, embar-

rassment, high cholesterol levels, increased 'heart rate,

skin resistance, and more smoking. In analyzing these data,

however, one cannot ignore the vital interactive relation-

ship of the job and employee,- objective work overload, for

example, should not be viewed in isolation but relative to

the individual's capacities and ‘personality" (Cooper and

Marshall, 1976, pp. 15-16).

In addition, work underload may also present diffi~

culties if an individual's job fails to provide meaningful

stimulation or adequate reinforcement (Beech, Burns and

Sheffield, 1982). "Thus, jobs whiCh involve dehumanizing
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monotony, no opportunity to use acquired skills and exper-

tise, an absence of any intellectual involvement and repeti-

tive ‘performance ‘provide instances of underload” (Beech,

Burns and Sheffield, 1982, p. 3).

”Decades ago, jobs were viewed as static, rela-

tively rigid positions within the organization's task and

authority structure; more recently, they are viewed as

dynamic structural units amendable to modification and

change. The variety of tasks incorporated into the job, the

amount and quality of feedback regarding performance on the

job, the absence of hygenic job factors, and/or the lack of

autonomy in accomplishing various job tasks are potential

sources of stress' (Quick and Quick, 1979, p. 16). With

this in mind, it is apparent that every job description

includes factors which for some individuals at some times

will be sources of stress (Marshall and Cooper, 1979).

Another major source of organizational stress is

associated with a person's role at work (Cooper and Mar-

shall, 1976). The key stressors related to the executive or

manager's role in the organization include: role conflict,

role ambiguity, responsibility for people and territorial

boundaries (Yates, 1979). However, the majority of the

research in this area has concentrated on role conflict and

ambiguity (Cooper and Marshall, 1977).

The complete set of expectations communicated to an

employee lead to the definition of his or her role in the

organization (Quick and Quick, 1979). "A clearly-defined
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role in which the expectations are specific and consistent

generates less stress than an ill-defined role which can be

a source of high stress levels" (Quick and Quick, 1979, p.

15). In addition, these stress levels will increase if dif-

ferent supervisors, colleagues (n: subordinates communicate

conflicting and incompatible expectations of the employee

(Quick and Quick, 1979).

"Role conflict exists when an individual in a

particular work role is torn by conflicting job demands or

by having to do things he/she really does not think are part

of the job specification. The most frequent manifestation

of this is vflufll a person is caught between two groups of

people who demand different kinds of behavior or expect that

the job should entail different functions“ (Cooper and

Marshall, 1977, p. 25). "Thus, there may be conflicting job

demands, differences of view of superiors or problems

related to conflicts with personal, professional or societal

values" (Beech, Burns and Sheffield, 1982, p. 4). In gen-

eral, the major studies over the years have indicated that

individuals who experience more role conflict have lower job

satisfaction and higher job-related tension than those who

do not experience a high degree of role conflict (Kahn, et

a1., 1964).

As a source of stress in organizational life, role

conflict has been studied more extensively than any other

single organizational stressor (Yates, 1979). Thus, there
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is reason to believe that top-level administrators in col-

leges and universities experience role conflict similar to

their counterparts in the business and industrial sectors.

In fact, the role of the CSAA has been the subject of a

great deal of debate and discussion over the past several

years. This role conflict, which continues to plague the

CSAA, has multiple causes: ”historical identification of

the position as the administrative control agent of the

president: separation of student affairs from academic

affairs; conflicting role expectations, particularly during

periods of crisis; disagreement among students, faculty, and

administration on the decision making process for university

policy: and lack of an identifiable professional status"

(Rickard, 1972, p. 219). It appears, then, that the CSAAs'

position is subject to a high degree of role conflict: pri-

marily, because of a lack of consensus on what the role of

the CSAA is and should be. As a result, this lack of com-

plete understanding of the CSAAs' role in the administrative

structure may contribute to the problems CSAAs encounter in

their positions.

Role ambiguity exists when an individual has inade-

quate information about his or her work role and about the

scope and responsibilities of the job (Cooper and Marshall,

1978). Thus, "ambiguity in organizations is related to the

adequacy of information to do a job properly. It refers to

both role definition and accuracy of feedback. When this

information is missing, ambiguity and helplessness are

experienced" (Kets de Vries, 1979, p. 8).
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The effects of role ambiguity upon individuals in

work organizations generally parallel those of role conflict

(Yates, 1979). Major studies in this area have found that

individuals who suffer from role ambiguity experienced lower

job satisfaction: higher job-related tension: a greater

sense of futility and lower self-confidence than those

individuals not occupying ambiguous positions (Kahn, et a1.,

1964).

In addition, another important potential stressor

associated with an individual's organizational role is

responsibility for people (Cooper and Marshall, 1976). In a

major study of administrators, engineers and scientists at

NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center, researchers found that

the more responsibility managers had for people as opposed

to things, the more likely the individual would experience

stress (French and Caplan, 1972). ”French and Caplan de-

fined responsibility for people as including their work,

their careers and professional development, and their job

security. Responsibility for things was said to include

budgets, projects, and equipment and other property“ (Yates,

1979, p. 46).

Consequently, the major research findings by French

and Caplan in the NASA study "indicate that responsibility

for people must play some part in the process of stress

particularly for clerical, managerial and professional

workers. They found that responsibility for people was

significantly related to heavy smoking, diastolic blood
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pressure and serum cholesterol levels. The more the indi-

vidual had responsibility for things as opposed to people

the lower were each of these CHD risk factors“ (Marshall and

Cooper, 1979, p. 33).

Finally, the last primary stressor related to the

executive or manager's role in the organization is the area

of territorial boundaries. “Individuals occupying positions

at the organization's boundaries are potentially susceptible

to a considerably higher degree of conflict and ambiguity.

This applies to both external boundaries (the dividing line

between organization and environment) and intraorganiza-

tional boundaries“ (Kets de Vries, 1979, p. 8). The nature

of this type of position demands continuous crossover into

other departments within the organization as well as coordi-

nating activities with people from outside the organization

(Yates, 1979).

To summarize, "there is theoretical and empirical

evidence to support the contention that people occupying

boundary-spanning positions in an organization (i.e., those

positions that seek to relate the organization to other

environmental sectors and which guide the organization in

its efforts to procure scarce resources, and accomplish both

organizational and societal goals) do experience more

stress“ (Cooper and Marshall, 1980, p. 65). As a result,

organizational boundaries can be another important source of

stress in organizational life (Yates, 1979).



79

A third set of organizational stressors is related

to career development. Problems involved with career devel-

opment include: underpromotion, oVerpromotion, lack of job

security, status incongruence, thwarted ambition and other

areas (Cooper and Marshall, 1976).

”For many managers their career progression is of

overriding importance -- by promotion they earn not only

money but also status and the new job challenges for which

they strive. Typically, in the early years at work, this

striving and the aptitude to come to terms quickly with a

rapidly changing environment is fostered and suitably

rewarded by the company. Career progression is, perhaps, a

problem by its very nature" (COOper and Marshall, 1978, p.

91).

With respect to the student affairs profession, a

recent study of career patterns and characteristics of 104

CSAAs found that opportunities for upward mobility may be

decreasing (Harder, 1983). This decrease in career advance-

ment opportunities is a result of several factors:

a. Indications are that tenure in the posi-

tion of chief administrator is increas-

ing.

b. Chief administrators tend to be under 50

years of age.

c. Nearly half of the administrators

reported that at present they plan to

stay in their positions until retirement.

d. Changes in the mandatory retirement age

for educational personnel may allow

individuals to stay in their positions

longer.
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e. Higher education is in a period of eco-

nomic instability and student enrollment

decline, resulting in reductions in force

or consolidation of positions.

f. The period of growth in the number of new

colleges or campuses that occurred in the

19505 and 19605 is over. Indications are

that the number of colleges or campuses

will remain steady or even decline.

Therefore, new positions established in

the past will not be available in the

future (Harder, 1983, pp. 447-448).

Thus, when job mobility decreases, CSAAs tend to remain

within their present institutions. Often, this may result

in increased frustration and tension for the administrator

and may have a negative impact on the organization.

In addition, some.of the basic reasons for which

individuals pursue student affairs as a career may be disap-

pearing with the changes in higher education (Bender, 1980).

These reasons have, in the past, included: working in a

collegiate environment, desiring the security afforded

through employment in higher education, and valuing the

flexibility and mobility which higher education tradition-

ally offered (Bender, 1980). "Given the realities of con-

temporary higher education and the conditions which have

presaged a troubled future, it is doubtful whether the

motivations for pursing a career in student affairs are in

fact realistic. Decreasing professional mobility and wide-

spread underemployment will no doubt contribute to the

dissonance between what one expects from a career in student

affairs and what one actually experiences" (Bender, 1980, p.

3).
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Career develOpment plays a critical role in every

executive or manager's life. There are, however, certain

times and events in the career life cycle that can be more

stressful than others. These major points include: career

entry, mid-career and retirement (Kets de Vries, 1979).

”At middle age, and usually middle-management

levels, a career becomes more problematic and most execu-

tives find their progress slowed, if not actually stopped.

Job opportunities become fewer, those jobs that are avail-

able take longer to master, past (mistaken?) decisions

cannot be revoked, old knowledge and methods become obso-

lete, energies may be flagging or demanded for family acti-

vities and there is the press of fresh young recruits to

face in competition" (Cooper and Marshall, 1977, p. 34).

Therefore, the mid—life period is a time when many individ-

uals experience doubts about the quality of their past

accomplishments and the likelihood. of significant future

contributions. Frequently, the cause of stress is a dis-

crepancy between actual accomplishments and expected ones

(Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980).

In addition, another source of stress is related to

the approaching of retirement. "Given society's emphasis on

career for personal identity, retirement can be traumatic.

It evokes an image of uselessness and disrupts the rhythm of

life. It is also a time when the manager reviews his (her)

past career" (Kets de Vries, 1979, p. 10).
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When individuals retire, particularly if they

retire from careers providing a great deal of reinforcement,

“the consequences are likely to include a loss of self-

esteem and a feeling of worthlessness, a depressed state,

decreased appetite and sexual drive, sleep disturbance, and

increase in physical complaints generally, apathy and a loss

of motivation Factors determining the stressfulness of

retirement include preparation for the event, alternative

sources of reinforcement (hobbies, social contacts, and the

like), and financial security" (Beech, Burns and Sheffield,

1982, p. 7).

Consequently, the “career development issues aris-

ing during midcareer or beyond the midforties are seen as

extraordinary pressures -- part of a declining career cycle

(that is, midcareer changes, second careers, late career

insecurities, the threat of forced early retirement)“ (Moss,

1981, p. 49). Thus, it is apparent that a relationship

exists between an individual's location in the career life

cycle and the intensity of the stress reactions they will

experience.

The fourth major category of sources of stress at

work is related to the nature of relationships that the exe-

cutive or manager has at work with supervisors, subordinates

and colleagues. A number of behavioral scientists have

suggested that good relationships among members of a work

group are a central factor in individual and organizational
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health (Cooper and Marshall, 1977). However, very little

research work has been done in this area to either support

or reject this hypothesis (Cooper and Marshall, 1977).

In the Goddard study at NASA, the researchers iden-

tified the quality of relationships that individuals have

with their supervisors, subordinates and colleagues as a key

organizational stressor (French and Caplan, 1972). The

researchers defined poor relationships as those that

involved “low trust, low supportiveness, and low interest in

listening to and dealing with problems. They discovered

that poor relations were often the result of role ambiguity,

inadequate communication, and role conflict. Once estab-

lished, poor relations tend to produce psychological stress

in the form of low job satisfaction and belief in the exis-

tence of job-related threats to a person's well-being"

(Yates, 1979, p. 51).

In a study which utilized Fleishman's leadership

questionnaire on consideration and initiating structure, the

researcher focused on the attitude and relationship of work-

ers and managers to their immediate supervisor (Buck, 1972).

"The consideration factor was associated with behavior

indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect and a cer-

tain warmth between boss and subordinate" (Cooper and Mar-

shall, 1977, p. 31). Individuals who felt that their super-

visor was low on consideration reported feeling more job

pressure than others (Cooper and Marshall, 1977). The
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reasons workers and managers stated for feeling under pres-

sure included: (1) viewing their supervisors as frequently

changing the work responsibilities of subordinates without

first discussing the changes with them,- (2) seeing their

supervisors as being authoritarian and as taking all of the

credit for any suggestions assisting the organization; (3)

feeling that their supervisors would not be supportive of

the decisions they make and, consequently, would be less

likely to back them up; and (4) viewing their supervisors as

using them to compromise their own beliefs (Buck, 1972). It

is apparent, then, that considerate behavior of supervisors

seems to have contributed significantly to feelings of job

pressure (Cooper and Marshall, 1976).

“Apart from the supportive group interaction that

may occur as a buffer against the development of stress

symptoms, relationships between stress and leadership style

can be found. A common, again rather obvious finding seems

to be that considerate leadership style has a smress-

reducing effect" (Kets de Vries, 1979, p. 9).

In a study examining job satisfaction among profes-

sionals in the field of student affairs, over one-halfiof

those responding to a questionnaire indicated that they did

not respect their CSAA (Bender, 1980). This major finding

does not reflect positively on the supervisory relationship

that CSAAs have with their staff members. It becomes

increasingly apparent that “while each member of the organi—

zation will have a different motivation for membership in
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that organization, the membership should have an understand-

ing of the leader and the manner in which decisions are

made. For such an understanding to occur, greater contact

between the Chief Student Affairs Officer and the members of

the organization needs to take place“ (Bender, 1980, p. 8).

It appears, then, that increased participation in decision

making may result in increased job satisfaction. In addi-

tion, ”participation is an efficient way of reducing many

other stresses which also lead to psychological strain“

(Kets de Vries, 1979, p. 9).

Officially, one of the most critical functions of

an executive or manager is his or her supervision of the

organization's human resources. "It has long been accepted

that an inability to delegate might be a problem, but now a

new potential stressor is being introduced in the manager's

interpersonal skills -- he (she) must learn to manage by

participation” (Cooper and Marshall, 1977, p. 31). The

belief that greater participation by more people in decision

making processes is both desirable and inevitable has

received increasing support in recent years. For many

individuals, such developments are likely to involve change,

conflict and stress. .A group of factors which may tend to

cause resentment, anxiety and stress for the executive or

manager concerned with the new emphasis on participation

include: (1) mismatch of formal and actual power: (2)

resentment of the erosion of his or her formal role and

authority; (3) ‘being subject to irreconcilable pressures
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(e.g., to be both participative and to achieve high produc-

tion); and (4) refusal of subordinates to participate

(Donaldson and Gowler, 1975).

Along with the obvious factors of office politics

and colleague rivalry, stress can also be caused by a lack

of adequate social support in difficult situations (Marshall

and Cooper, 1979). The role of support systems in relation

to stress has been studied extensively (Caplan and Killilea,

1976). These researchers define support systems as:

... attachments among individuals or

between individuals and groups that serve

to improve adaptive competence in dealing

with short-term crises and life transi-

tions as well as long-term challenges,

stresses and privations through (a) pro-

moting emotional mastery, (b) offering

guidance regarding the field of relevant

forces involved in expectable problems

and methods of dealing with them, and (c)

providing feedback on individual's behav-

ior that validates his (her) conception

of his (her) own identity and fosters

improved performance based on adequate

self-evaluation (Caplan and Killilea,

1976, p. 41).

In addition, both authors view support systems as including

professions and formal community institutions as well as

natural systems.

Levels of co-worker support among colleagues varies

and depends upon the following: (1) the degree to which

supervisors model supportive behavior and use participative

supervision; (2) the structure of the organization and the

positions within it; and (3) the nature of the employee-

organizational relationship (House, 1981). "At highly

competitive managerial levels it is likely that problem
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sharing will be inhibited for fear of appearing weak; much

of the literature particularly mentions the isolated life of

the top executive as an added source of strain" (Cooper and

Marshall, 1977, p. 32). Thus, the executive or manager is

often faced with a lack of adequate social support in diffi—

cult situations.

The fifth and final major source of organizational

stress involves factors associated with the organizational

structure and climate. Every organization has a distinctive

environment which strongly affects the overall emotional-

cognitive processes of the individuals who make up the work

group (Albrecht, 1979). Those aspects of the structure of

an organization which can make working life either satisfac-

tory or stressful include: lack of participation in the

decision making process, no sense of belonging, lack of

effective consultation and communication, bureaucratic

pettiness, pressures toward conformity, lack of responsive—

ness and office politics (Marshall and Cooper, 1979; Yates,

1979). “An increasing number of research investigations are

being conducted in this area, particularly into the effect

of employee participation in the workplace" (Cooper and

Marshall, 1976, p. 20).

The early research on participation in the work

setting was in terms of its effect on production and atti-

tudes of workers (Cooper and Marshall, 1976). Researchers

found that “the greater the participation the higher was the
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productivity, the greater the job satisfaction, the lower

the turnover and the better were the relationships between

boss and subordinate“ (Cooper and Marshall, 1976, p. 20).

In the Goddard study at NASA involving administra-

tors, engineers and scientists, a major research finding was

that low participation seems to have the greatest harmful

effect on job satisfaction and threat (French and Caplan,

1972). In addition, the researchers found that individuals

who experienced a high level of participation in decisions,

had the following characteristics: low psychological

strain, high utilization of skills and abilities, good

working relations with immediate supervisor, colleagues and

subordinates, positive attitudes toward work, and a high

level of productivity (French and Caplan, 1972). Thus, an

individual's sense of psychological well-being may be

strongly influenced by the amount and quality of participa-

tion in those decisions closely tied to important aspects of

the executive or manager's work (Yates, 1979).

The majority of the research in the area of

employee participation seems to indicate that greater parti-

cipation leads to lower staff turnover and higher productiv-

ity (French and Caplan, 1972). However, “when participation

is absent, lower job satisfaction and higher levels of

physical and mental health risks may result" (Cooper and

Marshall, 1977, p. 39).
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To summarize, several sets of individual, extra-

organizational and organizational stressors have been iden—

tified as interacting factors contributing to top-level

administrative stress. It appears then, that stress is not

a characteristic of either the environment or the individ-

ual, but is the outcome of the interaction of the two.

Accordingly, the individual's perception of the environment

is that which defines it as stressful.

Summary

In this chapter, three areas of the relevant liter-

ature related to the present study of key individual and

organizational factors contributing to stress among CSAAs in

selected four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities were reviewed. In the first section of the chapter,

the concept of stress was presented by tracing the origins

of the stress concept as it related to this study. There

were several ways in which the concept of stress could be

defined. However, the majority of the definitions fell into

one of three categories: stimulus definitions, response

definitions or stimulus-response definitions (Ivancevich and

Matteson, 1980).

In the second section of the chapter, the role and

demands of the CSAA applicable to the present investigation

were reviewed. The review began with a historical overview

of the development of programs and services in American

colleges and universities concerned with the welfare of

students and their extraclassroom’development. In the
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colonial college, much of what was later to be called stu-

dent personnel work was done by college and university

presidents. Later, as American colleges and universities

grew in size and diversity the presidents of these institu-

tions began to delegate certain responsibilities for student

problems to subordinate administrative officers (Svoren,

1977). Two of these positions that came into being during

the early years of administrative expansion were positions

of dean of men and dean of women.

Along with the period of expansion in the American

system of higher education came the need for a more sophis-

ticated and complex administrative structuring and function-

hmg of student personnel work. Significant evidence was

found in the literature which indicated that centralization

of student personnel services under an administrative offi-

cer was essentially a post-World War II phenomenon in many

institutions of higher education (Svoren, 1977). Later,

this administrative officer responsible for student person-

nel areas of the colleges and universities was identified as

the CSAA (Ayers, Tripp and Russel, 1966).

However, the functions and consequently the role of

the CSAA has continued to change since the post-World War II

origins of the position (Birch, 1969). These changes in the

role and functions of CSAAs were determined largely by

changing societal demands as well as the increased needs and

interests of students. Following a review of the major

studies related to the role and demands of the CSAA, it was
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ascertained that there is a continuing pattern of change in

the role and functions of individuals occupying these posi-

tions. As a result, and among other things, the probable

existence of role conflict and ambiguity in the CSAA posi-

tion supports the need for the present study.

The third and final section of the chapter was

concerned with a review of selected literature involving the

common sources of individual and organizational stress

across various white collar and professional work groups.

Since there was a limited amount of information on stress in

the higher education literature in general, and the student

affairs area in particular, special attention was focused on

the relevant literature and related studies concerned with

business and industrial executives and managers.

From the literature reviewed in this section, a

formidable list of individual and organizational interacting

factors were identified by various researchers and writers

as common sources of stress. While several conceptual

models of stress were available for review, the model devel-

Oped by Cooper and Marshall (1976) and adapted by Yates

(1979) was selected for this study to depict the leading

sources of top-level administrative stress. Within this

context, seven major categories of stress were identified

and reviewed extensively: factors intrinsic to the job,

role in the organization, career development, relationships

at work, organizational structure and climate, extraorgani-

zational sources of stress and characteristics of the indi-

vidual (Yates, 1979).
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Chapter III contains the design of the study, an

outline of the procedures used in the sample selection,

description of the data collection instrument, summary of

the data collection process, statement of the research

hypotheses and discussion of the method of data analysis.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Introduction
 

The main purpose of the investigator was to analyze

the key individual and organizational factors contributing

to stress among Chief Student Affairs Administrators (CSAAs)

in selected four-year public and private colleges and uni-

versities. 'ma that end, the focus of the researdh was on

those key individual and organizational stressors within the

higher educational setting which emerged as prominent in the

context of the performance of the CSAAs' duties and respon-

sibilities. Secondary purposes of the investigator were:

(1) to analyze the differences in the key individual and

organizational factors contributing to stress among CSAAs in

similarly sized four-year publhc and private colleges and

universities, and (2) to examine the extent of the relation—

ship between organizational stress and the CSAAs' character-

istics of age, educational preparation, number of years of

administrative experience and marital status among CSAAs in

selected four-year public and private colleges and universi-

ties. '

The chapter consists of a discussion of the selec-

tion of the sample, the development of the questionnaire,

the process of data collection, the research hypotheses and

an explanation of the method of data analysis.
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Selection of the Sample
 

The population selected for examination was limited

to CSAAs within the National Association of Student Person-

nel Administrators (NASPA) four-year public and private mem-

ber institutions in the United States. It was determined

that member institutions of NASPA would be appropriate for

this study because:

1. Membership in the .Association includes

institutions of varying size, purpose and

geographical location:

2. Chief student personnel administrators by

virtue of employment in member institu-

tions are presumed to have professional

interest in better understanding the role

of the student personnel administrator in

higher education today;

3. The Association has continually mani-

fested concern for a better understanding

of the student personnel administrator

and the basis for his (her) behavior at

various institutions of higher education

(Birch, 1969, p. 21).

With this in mind, a sample was selected from the

population of CSAAs within NASPA four-year public and pri—

vate member institutions in the United States. The sample

selected for study included all CSAAs within the NASPA

four-year public and private member institutions in Region

IV-East. Region IV-East of NASPA is comprised of eight

states: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio,

West Virginia and Wisconsin. Although NASPA Region IV-East

includes primarily all midwestern states it does, however,

represent a wide diversity of institutions in both size and

type.
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To identify the appropriate subjects to be sur—

veyed, the investigator enlisted the assistance of the NASPA

Central Office for information regarding the 1983-84 NASPA

four-year public and private member institutions in Region

IV-East (see Appendix A for a copy of the letter). The

study received the support of the Division of Research and

Program Development of NASPA and, subsequently, mailing

labels were obtained which identified the CSAAs who were to

be included in this study (see Appendix B for a copy of the

letter).

Development of the Questionnaire
 

The limited information on measures of stress in

the higher education literature in general, and the student

affairs area in particular, required the investigator to

examine stress-related instruments used. in iother fields:

namely, studies involving business and industrial executives

and managers. Consequently, there was no standardized ques-

tionnaire available to obtain the data required in this

study. Therefore, after reviewing the instruments used in

several related studies (Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960; Krug,

Scheier and Cattell, 1963, Indik, Seashore and Slesinger,

1964; Cooper and Marshall, 1977, 1978; Kiev and Kohn, 1979:

Marshall and Cooper, 1979: Cooper and Marshall, 1980; Cooper

and Melhusich, 1980; Tung and Koch, 1980; Corlett and

Richardson, 1981), the investigator found it necessary to

develop a questionnaire specific to the present study of

CSAAs for use in the data collection process.
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The present investigation utilized a self-reporting

method of information collection designed to measure the

perceived extent to which certain individual and organiza—

tional factors contributed to stress among CSAAs in selected

four—year public and private colleges and universities. To

that end, the Chief Student Affairs Administrator Stress

Questionnaire (CSAASQ) was developed for use in this study

that consisted of four major parts: (1) demographic informa-

tion, (2) personality characteristics, (3) physical health

measure and (4) organizational characteristics (see Appendix

C for a copy of the questionnaire).

Since content validity is generally determined by

expert judgment (Gay, 1981), two Michigan State University

professors reviewed the initial instrument. These experts

thoroughly examined all items on the questionnaire and made

a judgment that the items represented the intended content

area. In addition, a pilot study was conducted to field

test the instrument for content validity and clarity with a

group of 20 CSAAs who were within NASPA four-year public and

private member institutions; however, not within Region IV-

East of NASPA. The random sample of 20 CSAAs were sent a

letter signed by the investigator informing them that they

were part of a pilot study and were being asked to offer

comments and suggestions for inclusion in the final ques-

tionnaire (see Appendix D for a copy of the letter). Eight-

een or 90% of the pilot study group completed and returned
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the questionnaires. Following an extensive review of their

comments and suggestions, minor revisions were incorporated

into the final copy.

The final questionnaire consisted of four major

parts: (1) demographic information, (2) personality charac-

teristics, (3) physical health measure and (4) organiza-

tional characteristics. Part one, Demographic Information,

consists of 10 items, each of which serves to gather perti-

nent demographic information concerning selected individual

characteristics about the CSAAs and organizational charac-

teristics about their respective institutions. These 10

items were grouped into the following categories: type of

institution, size of institution, level of educational pre-

paration, area of concentration of graduate studies, number

of years of administrative experience, number of years in

present administrative position, number of years in the

college student affairs profession, marital status, sex and

age.

The second part, Personality Characteristics, con-
 

sists of 40 anxiety items which comprise the Anxiety Scale

Questionnaire (ASQ) (Krug, IScheier and Cattell, 1963).

Although relevant research has found "'the existence of at

least 16 primary source traits which need to be considered

in understanding the total personality, psychological test—

ing almost always calls for a compromise between the theo-

retical and the practical“ (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963,

p. 3). Therefore, the ASQ was utilized to assess the rele-

vant psychological aspects of the subjects for this study.
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First published in 1957, the ASQ included what were

considered tt>lxa the best 40 anxiety items from among sev-

eral thousand personality items whiCh had been pmeviously

examined (Cattell, 1973). The number of items per anxiety

component is approximately proportional to that component's

importance ixi the anxiety pattern (Krug, Scheier and Cat-

tell, 1963). These five anxiety components include: 0

(apprehension), Q4 (tension), Q3 (low self-control), C

(emotional instability), and I; (suspicion) (see Appendix E

for an explanation of the questionnaire).

"The ASQ was developed as a means of getting clini-

cal anxiety information in a rapid, objective, and standard

manner. It is brief and nonstressful, applicable to all but

the lowest educational levels, and appropriate for chrono-

logical ages of 14 or 15 years on upward throughout adult-

hood. The scales give an accurate appraisal of free anxiety

level, supplementing’ clinical. diagnosis, and facilitating

all kinds of research or screening operations where very

little diagnostic or assessment time can be spent with each

examinee" (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963, p. 3). A total

anxiety score is readily obtained by utilizing a standard

key that fits over the test booklet. "The higher score

always means more anxiety“ (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963,

p. 12). This is the score for which norm tables have been

provided "and for which reliability and validity estimates

are principally supplied“ (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963,

p. 13).
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A number of stress—related studies have utilized

the ASQ. It was selected as an instrument for this study

primarily because it can be self-administered, it is reason-

ably reliable and has been extensively validated. With

respect to reliability estimates, “a test-retest coefficient

(If .60 has been reported for a sample of 170 medical stu-

dents over a two-year period" (Krug, Scheier and Cattell,

1963, p. 23). The validity of the A80 has been approached

from three sources: “(a) how well the test score correlates

with the pure anxiety factor it was designed to measure: (b)

how well the test score corresponds with clinical judgment

regarding anxiety level; and (c) how well the test score

relates in) other questionnaire measures of anxiety" (Krug,

Scheier and Cattell, 1963, p. 27). Therefore, “the validity

of the ASQ has been approached in three independent ways.

The evidence from a number of factor-analytic investiga-

tions, from studies of clinically assessed anxiety, and from

other questionnaire measures of anxiety converges to the

conclusion that the validity of the ASQ -- the extent to

which it measures the central core of the anxiety concept --

approaches .90" (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963, p. 29).

Part three, Physical Stress Measure, consists of 20
 

items which comprise a slight adaptation of the Gurin

Psychosomatic Symptom List (Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960).

This symptom checklist type questionnarie is widely used and

accepted as a criterion of physical health. Although the

Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom List is not as sufficiently
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rigorously based conceptually as the ASQ, it is still a

reasonably reliable and valid instrument (Marshall and

Cooper, 1979).

The Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom List is a physical

health measure whiCh relies on subjective symptom-oriented

instead of objective disease-based criteria measures (e.g.,

medical records, physical examinations, etc.). On this

scale, the respondent is asked to indicate the frequency

with which he or she has felt like the described symptom

during the past six months. These symptoms of ill-health,

which are widely agreed to be potentially stress-induced,

include: sleeping difficulties, nervousness, headaches,

loss of appetite, upset stomachs, shortness of breath and

others (Marshall and Cooper, 1979). The higher scores on

the Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom List always indicate a

greater presence of physical ill-health.

As with any self-reporting method of information

collection, a major limitation involved with using the Gurin

Psychosomatic Symptom List is the fact that the symptoms

were scored by the subjects themselves rather than by objec-

tive observers. However, "this particular scale has the

advantages over similar measures of being short, relatively

non-clinical and of having a well-documented history of use

in social science research“ (Marshall and Cooper, 1979, pp.

54-55).
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Finally, part four, Organizational Characteristics,
 

consists of 40 items designed to measure the CSAAs' per-

ceived level of job-related stress in five major categories:

factors intrinsic to the job, role in the organization,

career development, relationships at work and factors asso-

ciated with the organizational structure and climate. The

40 item questionnaire was adapted and developed from items

on both the 15 item index of Job-Related Strain (JRS) (In-

dik, Seashore and Slesinger, 1964) and the 35 item Adminis—

trative Stress Index (ASI) (Tung and Koch, 1980). The

subjects were asked to rate each job-related factor on a

five-point Likert-type rating scale on the degree to which

the item serves as source of stress.

The JRS index is widely used to measure the amount

of strain experienced by workers as a result of job—related

factors (Miller, 1983). The index consists of 15 items to

which respondents are asked to estimate how often they are

bothered by each type of symptom on a five-point Likert-type

scale. As with most measures of social-psychological

stress, the JRS index does not reflect the multi-

dimensionality of the construct (Tung and Koch, 1980).

Indik, Seashore and Slesinger (1964) did recognize the

multi-dimensionality of the construct and reported that

based on their instrument and the data from a sample of

8,234 industrial employees representing diverse age, educa-

tional and occupational backgrounds, that the "evidence of

clustering is weak, and gives no encouragement toward
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improvement of the index through analysis of component

factors. Each item correlated with the index much more

strongly than it correlated with any other component item“

(p. 28). This evidence points to an important limitation of

the JRS as an instrument for tapping several sources of

occupational stress. The studies to date suggest that the

JRS taps only generic role related sources of stress (Tung

and Koch, 1980).

The ASI was developed as a more comprehensive

measure of job-related stress, that is, one which would

reflect the multi-dimensionality of the construct. More

specifically, the index was designed as an attempt to iden-

tify the different sources of job-related stress experienced

by elementary and secondary educational administrators (Tung

and Koch, 1980). In developing the ASI instrument, the JRS

served as the initial questionnaire core. "This index was

supplemented by items suggested from a review of current

publications for public school administrators, and by items

suggested from stress logs which were kept by 40 school

administrators for a period of one week" (Tung and Koch,

1980, p. 66).

”The pilot instrument was field tested for content

validity and clarity with a group of 25 practicing adminis-

trators" (Tung and Koch, 1980, p. 66). After revisions and

a second pilot test involving 20 administrators, the final

instrument comprised of 35 items with a five-point Likert-

type scale was developed (Tung and Koch, 1980). Of these 35
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items, 12 items were retained from the JRS and 23 items

evolved out of the stress log information and a review of

the relevant public school administrator publications (Tung

and Koch, 1980). “Thus, it was hoped that the ASI would

permit a more comprehensive assessment of stress in this

particular population than would be permitted by existing

instruments, such as the JRS, which could tap only one, or

at best two, underlying sources of job-related stress' (Tung

and Koch, 1980, p. 66). '

To summarize, the main purpose of the investigator

was to analyze the key individual and organizational factors

contributing to stress among CSAAs in selected four-year

public and private colleges and universities. With this in

mind, the aforementioned four-part questionnaire was devel-

Oped to collect the data required in this study.

Collection of the Data
 

The administrators identified within the NASPA

four-year public and private member institutions in Region

IV-East, who appeared to be the CSAAs, were mailed a letter

signed by Dr. Louis C. Stamatakos, the dissertation direc-

tor, explaining the purpose and importance of the study and

requesting cooperation in completing the questionnaire (see

Appendix F for a copy of the letter). 'The letter was accom-

panied by a questionnaire and a self—addressed stamped

envelope. Before mailing, each questionnaire was coded

solely for follow-up purposes. Both the letter and the

cover page of the questionnaire informed the CSAAs that all
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responses would remain anonymous and confidential. In

addition, the cover letter included accurate instructions

for the individual to forward the materials to the apprOpri-

ate person for completion if he or she was not the CSAA.

The CSAAs were asked to respond within two weeks from the

initial mailing.

For the first mailing in February of 1984, materi-

als were sent to the 135 CSAAs of NASPA four-year public and

private member institutions in Region IV-East. There were

86 responses or a 64% return rate from the initial mailing.

A follow-up mailing was sent to nonrespondents approximately

one month after the initial mailing. The second mailing

consisted of the original cover letter with a personal note

written by the investigator at the bottom, another copy of

the questionnaire and a self-addressed stamped envelope.

Also, in an effort to gain additional information, a special

letter was sent to three CSAAs who had responded, but who

had not completed the entire questionnaire (see Appendix G

for a copy of the letter). Subsequent to this mailing, 26

additional responses were received within three weeks. This

return rate represented 83% of the total number of CSAAs

surveyed. However, 12 of the questionnaires which were

returned were not usable.

Of the 135 CSAAs sampled, responses were received

from 112 or 83%. Four administrators indicated that they

were CSAAs at two—year institutions, three CSAAs refused to

respond and five CSAAs provided incomplete information on
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their questionnaires. As a result, the total number of

usable questionnaires was 100 or 74% of the total number of

CSAAs sampled.

The information collected on the completed ques-

tionnaires was used to: (1) verify that the respondents

were CSAAs; (2) collect demographic information on the

CSAAs: (3) determine whether or not there were certain indi-

vidual and organizational factors which contributed to more

stress at work than other factors for CSAAs in selected

four-year public and private colleges and universities: (4)

analyze the differences in the key individual and organiza-

tional factors which contributed to stress among CSAAs in

similarly sized four-year public and puivate colleges and

universities: and (5) examine the extent of the relationship

between organizational stress and the CSAAs' characteristics

of age, educational preparation, number of years of adminis-

trative experience and marital status among CSAAs in selec-

ted four-year public and private colleges and universities.

Research Hypotheses
 

The purpose of the investigator was to analyze the

key individual and organizational factors contributing to

stress among CSAAs in selected four-year public and private

colleges and universities. To that end, the focus of the

investigation was on those key individual and organizational

stressors within the higher educational setting which

emerged as prominent in the context of the performance of

the CSAAs' duties and responsibilities. Secondary purposes
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of the investigator were: (1) to analyze the differences in

the key individual and organizational factors contributing

to stress among CSAAs in similarly sized four-year public

and private colleges and universities, and (2) to examine

the extent of the relationship between organizational stress

and the CSAAs' characteristics of age, educational prepara-

tion, number of years of administrative experience and

marital status among CSAAs in selected four-year public and

private colleges and universities. For the purpose of

analysis, there were eight research hypotheses. Each of

these null hypotheses is stated below:

Hypothesis 1: There will be no identifiable indi-
 

vidual characteristics which contri-

bute significantly to more individ-

ual stress at work than other char-

acteristics for CSAAs in selected

four-year public and private col-

1eges and universities.

Hypothesis 2: There will be no identifiable organ-

izational factors which contribute

significantly to more stress at work

than other factors for CSAAs in

selected four-year public and pri-

vate colleges and universities.

 

Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant inter-
 

action effect of type and size of

institution on the CSAAs' levels of

individual stress.

Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant inter-
 

action effect of type and size of

institution on the 'brganizational

factors contributing to stress among

CSAAs.

Hypothesis 5: There will be no significant differ-

ences in the overall level of organ-

izational stress associated with

CSAAs less than 45 years of age and

those who are 46 years of age or

older.
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Hypothesis 6: There will be no significant differ-

ences in the overall level of organ-

izational stress associated with

CSAAs who received a graduate degree

in an administrative area of concen-

tration and those who received a

graduate degree in a nonadministra-

tive area of concentration.

 

Hypothesis 7: There will be no significant differ-

ences in the overall level of organ-

izational stress associated with

CSAAs who have less than 11 years of

administrative experience and those

who have 12 or more years of admin-

istrative experience.

 

Hypothesis 8: There will be no significant differ-

ences in the overall level of organ—

izational stress associated with

CSAAs who are single and those who

are married.

 

Method of Data Analysis
 

The processing of the data was handled through the

Michigan State University Computer Center. Statistical

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), an integrated system

of computer programs designed for the analysis of social

science data, was utilized for this study (Nie, et a1.,

1975).

In addition to the usual descriptive statistics,

analysis of variance was performed on the data. More speci-

fically, the SPSS sub—program Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

was the statistical technique utilized to analyze the rela-

tionsip between the dependent and independent variables

identified in the research hypotheses. In its most common

application in educational research, ANOVA is used to deter-

mine the significance of differences between groups and
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within groups. Since this study, among other things, sought

to examine the extent of the relationship between various

individual and organizational sources of stress and certain

characteristics of the CSAAs, ANOVA was determined to be the

appropriate statistical tool for analysis. The eight

research hypotheses were to be rejected if the F value for

the ANOVA exceeded the value for the appropriate degrees of

freedom (Tuckman, 1972). The level of significance was set

at the .05 level for rejection of all eight null hypotheses.

The results of the statistical analyses performed on the

data are presented in Chapter IV.

Summary

The central purpose of the investigator was to

analyze the key individual and organizational factors con-

tributing to stress among CSAAs in selected four—year public

and private colleges and universities. To that end, the

focus of the research was on those key individual and organ-

izational stressors within the higher educational setting

which emerged as prominent in the context of the performance

of the CSAAs' duties and responsibilities.

The population of the present study consisted of

all CSAAs within NASPA four-year public and private member

institutions in the United States. The sample selected for

study included all CSAAs within the NASPA four-year public

and private member institutions in Region IV-East.

IA questionnaire was developed to collect the data

required in the present investigation. To that end, the
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questionnaire consisted of four major parts: (1) demo-

graphic information, (2) personality characteristics, (3)

physical health measure and (4) organizational character-

istics.

The study utilized a self-reporting method of data

collection through the use of a mailed questionnaire. An

initial mailing yielded a 64% response rate. After a

follow-up mailing to nonrespondents, the total number of

usable questionnaires was 100 or 74% of the total number of

CSAAs sampled.

The research hypotheses of the study were presented

along with an explanation of the statistical procedures

utilized. In Chapter IV, the complete results of the sta-

tistical analyses performed on the data are presented.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS

Introduction
 

The Chief Student Affairs Administrators (CSAAs)

who responded to the four-part Chief Student Affairs Admin-

istrator Stress Questionnaire (CSAASQ) utilized for this

study, were asked to provide information concerning selected

individual characteristics about themselves and organiza-

tional characteristics about their respective institutions.

In this chapter, the investigator: (1) delineates the main

characteristics of line sample, (2) summarizes and presents

the results of the data collection instrument by the cate-

gories of demographic information, personality characteris-

tics, physical health measure and organizational character-

istics, and (3) presents the results of the tests of the

hypotheses.

Main Characteristics of the Sample
 

0f the 135 CSAAs sampled, 100 or 74% returned

usable questionnaires and were included in the investiga-

tion. Sixty-two of the CSAAs (62%) in this study served in

four-year privately supported colleges and universities. In

addition, more than one-half of the CSAAs were from four-

year public and private institutions of less than 2,499

students.

110
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With respect to level of formal education, 47% of

the CSAAs in this study held the doctorate, while 41% held

the Master's degree. Only 11% of the respondents reported

no degree beyond the bachelor's. In addition, 60 of the

CSAAs (60%) in this study had earned their highest degree in

an administrative area of concentration (e.g., Business

Administration, Public Administration, Educational Adminis-

tration, Student Personnel Administration and Higher Educa-

tion Administration).

When considering the professional backgrounds of

the CSAAs in this study, a mean of 17.30 years of total

administrative experience was found. In addition, the aver-

age length of service in their present CSAA position was

6.76 years. Further, and with respect to the number of

years in the college student affairs profession, a mean of

15.78 years was reported for the CSAAs in this study.

Regarding the personal characteristic of marital

status, the vast majority of the CSAAs (80%) were married.

Of the 80 married CSAAs, six were females and 74 were males.

Further, among the total CSAAs in the present study there

were 19 females (19%) and 81 males (81%). Finally, the

CSAAs' personal characteristic of age illustrated that the

great majority of the CSAAs were between 36 and 55 years of

age (72%) with the most frequently reported category being

from 36 to 45 years of age (40%).

In summary, the CSAAs in this investigation appear

to have characteristics similar to CSAAs in other studies

(Frantz, 1969; Grant and Foy, 1972; Brooks and Avila, 1974;
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Harway, 1977; Gross, 1978,- Paul and Hoover, 1980; Harder,

1983). These similarities were especially prevalent in the

areas of level of educational preparation, length of service

in present administrative position, sex and age.

Analysis of the Data Related to Demographic Information
 

As part of the investigation, (the CSAAs who

responded to the CSAASQ were asked to provide information

concerning selected individual characteristics about them-

selves and organizational characteristics about their

respective institutions (see Appendix C for a copy of the

questionnaire). Ten items in Part one, Demographic Informa-
 

£i_op, were concerned with these characteristics and were

grouped into the following categories: (1) type of insti-

tution; (2) size of institution; (3) level of educational

preparation: (4) area of concentration of graduate studies:

(5) number of years of administrative experience; (6) number

of years in present administrative position: (7) number of

years in the college student affairs profession; (8) marital

status; (9) sex and (10) age. Table 1 consists of a summary

of the responses of the CSAAs pertaining to these selected

characteristics. In an effort to provide for a clearer

picture of the nature of those participating in the study, a

brief analysis follows.

Type of Institution
 

As indicated in Table l, 62 of the subjects were

from privately supported four-year colleges and universities

(62%), while 38 CSAAs were from public institutions (38%).
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Table 1. Summary of Selected Demographics of the Chief

Student Affairs Administrators

 

 

Characteristic Frequency Percentage

 

 

Type of institution:

Public 38 38.0

Private 62 62.0

*total 100 100.0

Size of institution:

Less than 2,499 54 54.0

2,500-4,999 14 14.0

5,000-9,999 12 12.0

10,000-19,999 8 8.0

20,000 or more 12 . 12.0

*total 100 100.0

Highest degree earned:

BA or BS 11 11.0

MA or MS 41 41.0

EdOD. or Ph.D. 47 47.0

(missing responses) 1 1.0

*total 100 100.0

Area of concentration of

highest graduate degree:

administrative area 60 60.0

nonadministrative area 38 38.0

(missing responses) 2 2.0

*total 100 100.0

Total number of years of

administrative experience:

1-5 5 5.0

6-11 18 18.0

12-17 25 25.0

18-23 35 35.0

24 or more 17 17.0

*total 100 100.0



Table 1. (continued)
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Characteristic Frequenéy Percentage

Number of years in present

administrative position:

1-5 55 55.0

6-11 22 22.0

12-17 16 16.0

18-23 3 3.0

24 or more 3 3.0

(missing responses) 1 1.0

*total 100 100.0

Number of years in college

student affairs profession:

6-11 21 21.0

12-17 28 28.0

18-23 26 26.0

24 or more 16 16.0

*total 100 100.0

Marital Status:

Single 19 19.0

Married 80 80.0

(missing responses) 1 1.0

*total 100 100.0

Sex:

Female 19 19.0

Male 81 81.0

*total 100 100.0

Age:

less than 35 13 13.0

36-45 40 40.0

46-55 32 32.0

56-65 15 _15.0

65 or more 0 0.0

100 100.0*total
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Size of Institution
 

As reported in Table 1, CSAAs from public and

private institutions of less than '2,499 students made up

more than one-half of the sample (54%), while those repre-

senting the largest institutions with enrollments of more

than 20,000 accounted for 12% of the total. Whereas those

CSAAs from institutions in the middle, with enrollments of

from 2,500 to 4,999, 5,000 to 9,999 and 10,000 to 19,999

accounted for 14%, 12% and 8% respectively of the total or

represented a cumulative total of 34% in these middle

groups.

Highest Degree Earned
 

As illustrated in Table l, 47 of the CSAAs (47%)

had earned either the Ed.D. or Ph.D. and 41 (41%) had earned

a Master's degree. Only 11 of the individuals (11%) occupy-

ing the CSAA position reported that their highest degree

earned was the bachelor's. One of the CSAAs (1%) failed to

complete this questionnaire item.

Area of Concentration of Highest Graduate Degpee
 

Using the categories developed by Paul and Hoover

(1980) to classify the CSAAs' type of educational prepara-

tion, it was found that 60 (60%) had earned their highest

degree in an administrative area of concentration, while 38

(38%) had earned their highest degree in a nonadministrative

area of concentration. Two of the CSAAs (2%) failed to com-

plete this questionnaire item.
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Total Number of Years of Administrative Experience
 

Of the CSAAs in this study, those with between one

and five years of administrative experience made up 5% of

the sample and those with 24 or more years of experience

accounted for 17% of the total. Therefore, the majority of

the sample (78%) reported that they had between six and 23

years of administrative experience. More specifically,

those CSAAs in the middle categories with total years of

administrative experience of from six to 11, 12 to 17 and 18

to 23 years accounted for 18%, 25% and 35% respectively of

the total. For the purpose of analysis, these five categor-

ies were later combined to form two groups. Consequently,

23 of the CSAAs (23%) had between one and 11 years of admin-

istrative experience and 77 (77%) had 12 or more years of

administrative experience. IX mean of 17.30 years of total

administrative experience was calculated for the CSAAs in

this study.

Number of Years in Present Administrative Position
 

Of the CSAAs in this study, more than one-half

(55%) had been in their present administrative position for

five years or less and those with 24 or more years of exper-

ience accounted for 3% of the total. Thus, the remaining

41 CSAAs (41%) in the sample reported that they had held

their present CSAA position for between six and 23 years. A

further breakdown of those CSAAs in the middle categories of

from six to 11, 12 to 17 and 18 to 23 years accounted for

22%, 16% and 3% respectively of the total. One of the



117

CSAAs (1%) failed to complete this questionnaire item. [i

mean of 6.76 years in their present administrative position

was determined for the CSAAs in this study.

Number of Years in the College Student Affairs Profession
 

As revealed in Table 1, nine of the CSAAs (9%) in

this study had been in the college student affairs profes-

sion for five or less years. While at the other end of the

spectrum, 16 of the CSAAs (16%) had been in the college

student affairs profession for 24 (n: more years. However,

the great majority of the sample (75%) reported that they

had been in the college student affairs profession for

between six and 23 years. A further breakdown indicates

that those CSAAs in the middle categories of from six to 11,

12 to 17 and 18 to 23 years accounted for 21%, 28% and 26%

respectively of the total. A mean of 15.78 years in the

college student affairs profession was calculated for the

CSAAs in the present study.

Marital Status
 

As reported in Table 1, the vast majority of the

sample (80%) were married. In addition, the results of the

data indicated that there were 12 single (12%), six divorced

(6%) and one widowed (1%) CSAAs in the sample. For the pur-

pose of analysis, these three categories were later combined

to form one group. Consequently, 19 of the respondents

(19%) were single (e.g., never married, divorced or

widowed). One of the CSAAs (1%) failed to complete this

questionnaire item.
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Sex

iAs represented in Table 1, there were 19 females

(19%) and 81 males (81%) in the present study.

533

As illustrated in Table l, the vast majority of the

CSAAs (72%) in this study were between 36 and 55 years of

age. More specifically, those CSAAs in two of the middle

categories of from 36 to 45 and 46 to 55 accounted for 40%

and 32% respectively of the total. Hence, only a small

number of CSAAs were less than 35 (13%) or 56 or more (15%)

years of age. For the purpose of analysis, these five

categories were later combined to form two groups. Conse-

quently, 53 of the CSAAs (53%) were less than 35 to 45 years

of age and 47 seven (47%) wens 46 to 66 or more years of

age.

Analysis of the Data Related to Personality

Characteristics of Chief Student Affairs Administrators

 

 

In this study, criteria manifestations of stress

were measured at both the psychological and physical levels.

Since anxiety is the primary psychological symptom of stress

(Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963: Cattell, 1973: Marshall

and Cooper, 1979), the Anxiety Scale Questionnaire (ASQ) was

utilized as the second major part of the questionnaire (see

Appendix E). Hence, the ASQ served to assess the relevant

psychological aspects of the subjects of this study.
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Administration of this 40 item instrument required

the respondent to select the appropriate responses to a

multiple-choice type format. Their responses were compiled

to determime a single total anxiety score based on all 40

items. Therefore, a breakdown of total anxiety into the

five personality' components (e.g., apprehension, tension,

low self-control, emotional instability and suspicion) was

not calculated.

The authors of the ASQ instrument consider a total

raw score between 17 and 39 or a sten score of four, five,

six or seven to indicate an average level of anxiety (Krug,

Scheier and Cattell, 1963). To clarify, a sten score is

obtained by converting the raw score to a standard score

with a 10-point range (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963). By

utilizing a norm table based on 935 cases (530 men and 405

women) from the general adult population, the following four

categories of anxiety levels have been developed: (1) raw

scores between zero and 16 or a sten score of one, two or

three (low level of anxiety), (2) raw scores between 17 and

39 or a sten score of four, five, six or seven (average

level of anxiety), (3) raw scores between 40 and 45 or a

sten of eight (above average level of anxiety) and (4) raw

scores between 46 and 80 or a sten of nine or 10 (high level

of anxiety). A raw score mean of 27.10 and a standard

deviation of 11.40 were provided for the general adult

population (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963, p. 18).
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In this study, the range of the total anxiety

scores were from two to 43 with a raw score mean of 17.38

and a standard deviation of 8.27 for the total sample of

CSAAs. For the purpose of comparison, the total raw scores

were grouped into the aforementioned four categories of

anxiety levels. As indicated in Table 2, those CSAAs with

raw scores from zero to l6, 17 to 39, 40 to 45 and 46 to 80

accounted for 48%, 48%, 4% and 0% respectively of the total.

Thus, 96 of the CSAAs (96%) reported low or average levels

of anxiety.

In summary, the average raw score of the CSAAs

(17.38) was low when compared with the average raw score of

the general adult population (27.10). However, the raw

score means of both groups were between 17 and 39 which

indicates an average level of anxiety.

Analysis of the Data Related to the

Physical Health of Chief Student Affairs Administrators

 

 

As stated earlier, criteria manifestations of

stress were measured at both the psychological and physical

levels. Since the Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom List (Gurin,

Veroff and Feld, 1960) is widely used and accepted as a

criterion of physical health, all of the CSAAs were asked to

complete the 20 item instrument. This symptom checklist

type of instrument was utilized for the third major part of

the questionnaire. Thus, a slight adaptation of the Gurin

Psychosomatic Symptom List served as the physical health
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Teble 2. Anxiety Scale Questionnaire (ASQ) Raw and Sten

Scores of the Chief Student Affairs Administrators

 

 

 

 

Raw Score Cumulative

Interval Sten Frequency Percentage Percentage

0—5 1 3 3.0 3.0

6-10 2 15 15.0 18.0

11-16 3 30 30.0 48.0

17-21 4 23 23.0 71.0

22-27 5 12 12.0 83.0

28-33 6 10 10.0 93.0

34-39 7 3 3.0 96.0

40-45 8 4 4.0 100.0

46-53 9 0 0.0 100.0

54-80 10 0 0.0 100.0

Chief Student Affairs General Adult

Administrators (n=100) Population (n=935)

Raw Score Mean = 17.38 Raw Score Mean = 27.10

Standard Deviation = 8.27 Standard Deviation = 11.40
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measure for this study, relying on subjective symptom-

oriented versus objective disease-based criteria measures

(e.g., medical records, physical examinations, etc.).

For the first 16 items on this scale, the respon-

dents were asked to indicate the appropriate response, on a

five-point Likert—type rating scale, the extent to which he

or she had felt like the described symptom during the past

six months. Response categories for items one through 16

were: never (coded l), seldom (coded 2), sometimes (coded

3), frequently (coded 4) and always (coded 5). The symptoms

of ill-health included: sleeping difficulties, shortness of

breath, nervousness, loss of appetite, excessive drinking or

smoking, etc. Table 3 illustrates the frequencies, means

and standard deviations for these 16 symptoms of physical

ill-health. In addition, for items 17 through 20, the

response categories were limited to either yes or no. The

respondents were asked to indicate the appropriate response

to four general questions related to their physical health.

The responses to items one through 16 were compiled

to determine a total physical health score for each CSAA.

With the minimum (16) and maximum (80) scores possible, the

range of responses for this study were from 17 (low physical

strain) to 48 (high physical strain) with a mean of 28.44

and a standard deviation of 6.35 for the total sample.

These scores compare with an index range of 16 to 60 with a

mean of 28.20 for a population of 8,234 industrial employees

(Indik, Seashore and Slesinger, 1964). For the purpose of



T
a
b
l
e

3
.

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
i
e
s
,

M
e
a
n
s

a
n
d

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

S
y
m
p
t
o
m
s

o
f

P
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

I
l
l
-
H
e
a
l
t
h

o
f

t
h
e

C
h
i
e
f

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
s

  

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

S
y
m
p
t
o
m

n
e
v
e
r

s
e
l
d
o
m

s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

a
l
w
a
y
s

M
e
a
n

D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n

  

S
l
e
e
p
i
n
g

1
0

4
3

3
7

1
0

0
2
.
4
7

.
8
1
0

D
i
f
f
i
-

c
u
l
t
i
e
s

N
e
r
v
o
u
s
n
e
s
s

8
3
8

4
7

7
0

2
.
5
3

.
7
4
5

H
e
a
d
a
c
h
e
s

2
7

4
7

2
0

6
0

2
.
0
5

.
8
4
5

L
o
s
s

o
f

6
0

3
4

6
0

0
1
.
4
6

.
6
1
0

A
p
p
e
t
i
t
e

U
p
s
e
t

3
6

4
9

1
1

4
0

1
.
8
3

.
7
7
9

S
t
o
m
a
c
h

D
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
y

3
0

3
9

2
5

5
l

2
.
0
8

.
9
1
8

g
e
t
t
i
n
g

u
p

i
n

t
h
e

m
o
r
n
i
n
g

I
l
l
—
H
e
a
l
t
h

4
6

4
0

8
4

2
1
.
7
6

.
9
1
1

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g

A
m
o
u
n
t

o
f

W
o
r
k

S
h
o
r
t
n
e
s
s

6
7

2
3

8
2

0
1
.
4
5

.
7
3
0

o
f

B
r
e
a
t
h

123



T
a
b
l
e

3
.

(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

  

S
y
m
p
t
o
m

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y
 

n
e
v
e
r

s
e
l
d
o
m

s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

a
l
w
a
y
s

M
e
a
n

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n

  

H
e
a
r
t

P
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

E
x
c
e
s
s
i
v
e

D
r
i
n
k
i
n
g

o
r

S
m
o
k
i
n
g

D
i
z
z
i
n
e
s
s

N
i
g
h
t
m
a
r
e
s

T
r
e
m
b
l
i
n
g

H
a
n
d
s

S
w
e
a
t
i
n
g

H
a
n
d
s

T
i
r
e
d

E
a
s
i
l
y

P
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

G
e
t
t
i
n
g

G
o
i
n
g

5
4

5
0

6
7

6
9

8
7

7
1

1
6

3
2

3
5

2
1

2
4

2
6

1
0

2
3

4
9

5
5

2
0

8
1

3
0

5
0

1
2

1
0

1
.
5
9

1
.
8
9

1
.
4
2

1
.
3
6

.
7
4
0

1
.
0
5
3

.
6
5
4

.
5
7
8

.
4
4
3

.
6
6
1

.
7
8
0

.
6
3
9

124



T
a
b
l
e

3
.

(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

T
o

t
h
e

r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g

i
t
e
m
s
,

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

w
e
r
e

a
s
k
e
d

t
o

a
n
s
w
e
r

”
y
e
s
"

o
r

“
n
o
.
"

  Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

Y
e
s

N
o

  

D
o

y
o
u

f
e
e
l

y
o
u

a
r
e

b
o
t
h
e
r
e
d

b
y

a
l
l

s
o
r
t
s

o
f

p
a
i
n
s

a
n
d

a
i
l
m
e
n
t
s

i
n

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t

p
a
r
t
s

o
f

y
o
u
r

b
o
d
y
?

F
o
r

t
h
e

m
o
s
t

p
a
r
t
,

d
o

y
o
u

f
e
e
l

h
e
a
l
t
h
y

e
n
o
u
g
h

t
o

c
a
r
r
y

o
u
t

t
h
e

t
h
i
n
g
s

y
o
u

w
o
u
l
d

l
i
k
e

t
o

d
o
?

H
a
v
e

y
o
u

e
v
e
r

f
e
l
t

t
h
a
t

y
o
u

w
e
r
e

g
o
i
n
g

t
o
h
a
v
e

a
n
e
r
v
o
u
s

b
r
e
a
k
d
o
w
n
?

D
o

y
o
u

h
a
v
e

a
n
y

p
a
r
t
i
c
-

u
l
a
r

p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

o
r

h
e
a
l
t
h

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
?

C
h
i
e
f

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
s

(
n
=
1
0
0
)

R
a
n
g
e

o
f

s
c
o
r
e
s
:

s
e
v
e
n
t
e
e
n

(
1
7
)

-
f
o
r
t
y
-
e
i
g
h
t

(
4
8
)

M
e
a
n

=
2
8
.
4
4

1
0
0

0

1
9

8
1

G
r
o
u
p

o
f

I
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s

(
n
=
8
,
2
3
4
)

R
a
n
g
e

o
f

s
c
o
r
e
s
:

s
i
x
t
e
e
n

(
1
6
)

-
s
i
x
t
y

(
6
0
)

M
e
a
n

=
2
8
.
2
0

125



126

analysis, the total physical health scores were grouped into

five categories: less than 20 (low presence of physical

ill-health), 21 to 27 (below average presence of physical

ill-health), 28 to 34 (average presence of physical ill-

health), 35 to 41 (above average presence of physical ill-

health) and 42 or more (high presence of physical ill-

health). Accordingly, those CSAAs with scores of less than

20 made up 9% of the sample and those with scores of 42 or

more accounted for 4% of the total sample. Thus, the major-

ity of the sample (87%) had total physical health scores of

between 21 and 41. More specifically, those CSAAs in the

middle categories with scores from 21 to 27, 28 to 34 and 35

to 41 accounted for 39%, 37% and 11% respectively of the

total sample.

In summary, based on their responses to the items

on the symptom checklist, the majority of the CSAAs (76%) in

this study reported that their overall physical health was,

for the most part, average when compare with other occupa-

tional groups subjected to the Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom

List (Indik, Seashore and Slesinger, 1964; Marshall and

Cooper, 1979: Cooper and Marshall, 1980).

Analysis of the Data Related to the Organizational

Characteristics Contributing to Job-Related

Stress AmopgyChief’Student Affairs Administrators

 

 

 

Finally, the fourth major part of the questionnaire

was designed to measure the CSAAs' perceived level of job-

related stress. The 40 items were divided into five major

categories, each measuring a primary source of job-related
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stress experienced by CSAAs. These five major categories

included: factors instrinsic to the job, role in the organ-

ization, career development, relationships at work and fac-

tors associated with the organizational structure and cli-

mate. The 40 item questionnaire was adapted and developed

from items on both the 15 item index of Job-Related Strain

(JRS) (Indik, Seashore and Slesinger, 1964) and the 35 item

Administrative Stress Index (ASI) (Tung and Koch, 1980).

Administration of this 40 item instrument required

the respondent to indicate the appropriate response, on a

five-point Likert-type rating scale, the degree to which the

item serves as a source of stress. Response categories for

the items were: never (coded l), seldom (coded 2), some-

times (coded 3), frequently (coded 4) and always (coded 5).

Table 4 provides the frequencies, means and standard devia-

tions for these organizational characteristics contributing

to job-related stress. In an effort to provide for a

clearer understanding of the degree and frequency with which

the five major categories serve as a source of job-related

stress, a brief analysis of the results follows.

Factors Instrinsic to the Job
 

As indicated in Table 4, the responses to the items

comprising the first major category of "Factors Intrinsic to

the Job,” revealed that this area of the CSAAs' work was the

most frequent source of stress. Of the CSAAs in this study,

over one-half (51%) reported that frequent interruptions in

their regular work day "frequently“ (38%) or “always" (13%)
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served as a source of stress. In addition, over one-third

of the CSAAs (37%) indicated that making decisions affecting

the lives of individuals (e.g., colleagues, staff members,

students, etc.) "frequently“ (27%) or ”always" (10%) served

as a source of stress. Further, over one—third of the CSAAs

(37%) revealed that participating in college or university

activities outside of the normal working hours “frequently"

(27%) or “always" (10%) served as a source of stress.

Finally, one-fifth of the CSAAs (20%) reported that having

too heavy a work load ”frequently" (17%) or “always“ (3%)

served as a source of stress. Specifically, these four

areas within the first major category of job-related stress,

were reported most frequently by the CSAAs as sources of

stress.

Finally, when asked to indicate overall how often

factors instrinsic to the job serve as a source of stress,

23 of the CSAAs (23%) reported that this factor was “fre—

quently" (22%) or "always" (1%) a contributor to their

job—related stress. When compared with the other four major

categories of job-related stress, this area of the CSAAs'

work was reported as the most frequent source of stress.

Role in the Organization
 

As reported in Table 4, the responses to the items

comprising the second major category of "Role in the Organi-

zation," indicated that this area of the CSAAs' work was the

second most frequent source of stress. 0f the CSAAs in this

study, over one-fourth (27%) reported that supervising and
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coordinating the tasks of several people “frequently“ (17%)

or “always“ (10%) served as a source of stress. In addi-

tion, more than one-fourth of the CSAAs (26%) indicated that

securing, preparing and allocating budget resources "fre-

quently“ (17%) or ”always” (9%) served as a source of

stress. Specifically, these two areas within the second

major category of job-related stress, were reported most

frequently by the CSAAs as sources of stress.

Finally, when asked to indicate overall, how often

factors related to his or her role in the organization serve

as a source of stress, 14 of the CSAAs (14%) reported that

this factor was “frequently” (13%) or ”always“ (1%) a con-

tributor to their job-related stress. When compared with

the other four major categories of job-related stress, this

area of the CSAAs' work was reported as the second most fre-

quent source of stress.

Career Development
 

As illustrated in Table 4, responses to the items

comprising the third major category of "Career Development,“

indicated that this area of the CSAAs' work caused the least

amount of stress. Of the CSAAs in this study, less than

one-fifth (17%) reported that knowing that future promo-

tional opportunities in the field of student affairs are

limited "frequently” (13%) or "always” (4%) served as a

source of stress. This area within the third major category

of job-related stress, was reported most frequently by the

CSAAs as a source of stress.
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Finally, when asked to indicate overall how often

factors related to his or her career development serve as a

source of stress, only one of the CSAAs (1%) reported that

this factor was ”frequently” (1%) or ”always" (0%) a contri-

butor to their job-related stress. When compared with the

other four major categories of job-related stress, this area

of the CSAAs' work was reported as the least most frequent

source of stress.

Relationships at Work
 

As indicated in Table 4, responses to the items

comprising the fourth major category of ”Relationships at

Work,” revealed that this area of the CSAAs' work caused a

relatively low amount of stress. Of the CSAAs in this

study, fewer than 10 (10%) reported that any of the areas

within this fourth major category of job-related stress

served as a frequent source of stress.

Finally, when asked to indicate overall how often

factors related to his or her relationships at work serve as

a source of stress, only three of the CSAAs (3%) reported

that this factor was ”frequently“ (3%) or “always" (0%) a

contributor to their job-related stress. When compared with

the other four major categories of job-related stress, this

area of the CSAAs' work was reported as the fourth most fre-

quent source of stress.

Organizational Structure and Climate
 

As reported in Table 4, the responses to the items

comprising the fifth major category of "Organizational

Structure and Climate," indicated that this area of the
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CSAAs' work was the third most frequent source of stress.

Of the CSAAs in this study, 16 (16%) reported that believing

that their institution does not have a clear mission and

well-developed goals and objectives “frequently" (12%) or

”always“ (4%) served as a source of stress. In addition, 15

CSAAs (15%) indicated that feeling that the formal chain of

command is run: consistently followed ”frequently" (12%) or

"always” (3%) served as a source of stress. Further, 15

CSAAs (15%) revealed that feeling that their institution

does not readily adapt to change or new innovations “fre-

quently" (10%) or ”always” (5%) served as a source of

stress. Specifically, these three areas within the fifth

major category of job-related stress were reported most

frequently by the CSAAs as sources of stress.

Finally, when asked to indicate overall, how often

factors related to the organizational structure and climate

of his or her institution served as a source of stress, four

of the CSAAs (4%) reported that this factor was “frequently“

(3%) or “always" (1%) a contributor to their job-related

stress. When compared with the other four major categories

of job-related stress, this area of the CSAAs' work was

reported as the third most frequent source of stress.

To summarize, 10 of the 35 items on the CSAASQ

designed to measure the CSAAs' perceived level of job-

related stress in this investigation were reported more

frequently than other items. These 10 items included: (1)

frequent interruptions in their regular work day; (2) making
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decisions that affect the lives of individuals (e.g., col-

leagues, staff members, students, etc.); (3) participating

in college or university activities outside of the normal

working hours; (4) supervising and coordinating the tasks of

several people; (5) securing, preparing and allocating

budget resources: (6) having too heavy a work load: (7)

knowing that future promotional opportunities in the field

of student affairs are limited; (8) believing that their

institution does not have a clear mission and well-developed

goals and objectives; (9) feeling that the formal chain of

command is not consistently followed: and (10) feeling that

their institution does not readily adapt to change or new

innovations.

In addition, the final item within each of the five

major categories of job-related stress, asked the CSAAs to

indicate overall, how often those factors related to that

area serve as a source of stress. When comparing these five

major categories with each other, the following rank order

was determined: (1) Factors Intrinsic to the Job; (2) Role

in the Organization; (3) Organizational Structure and Cli-

mate; (4) Relationships at Work; and (5) Career Development.

Finally, when asked to indicate how often "work as a whole"

serves as a source of stress, 15 of the CSAAs (15%) reported

work to be "frequently” (14%)'or “always" (1%) a contributor

to their stress.
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Results of Tests of the Hypotheses
 

There were three general hypotheses formulated at

the outset of this investigation. For the purpose of analy-

sis, these hypotheses were later stated as eight research

hypotheses. Each of these hypotheses is restated below.

Hypothesis one was investigated with a one-way

analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test the null hypothesis

that there will be no identifiable individual characteris-

tics which contribute to more individual stress at work than

other characteristics for the CSAAs (Elifson, Runyon and

Haber, 1982). The null hypothesis was to be rejected if the

F—ratio for the one-way ANOVA exceeded the value for the

appropriate degrees of freedom (Tuckman, 1972). The level

of significance was set at the .05 level for rejection of

the null hypothesis.

Hypothesis two was also investigated with a one-way

ANOVA to test the null hypothesis that there will be no

identifiable organizational factors which contribute to more

stress at work than other factors for the CSAAs (Elifson,

Runyon and Haber, 1982). The null hypothesis was to.be_

rejected if the F-ratio for the one-way ANOVA exceeded the

value for the appropriate degrees of freedom (Tuckman,

1972). The level of significance was set at the .05 level

for rejection of the null hypothesis.

Hypotheses three and four were investigated in

order to evaluate the interaction effect of type and size of

institution on the CSAAs' levels of individual stress and
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the organizational factors contributing to stress among

CSAAs, respectively. A two-way ANOVA was selected for

analysis of these two hypotheses (Tuckman, 1972). Either

null hypothesis was to be rejected if the F-ratio for the

two-way ANOVA exceeded the value for the appropriate degrees

of freedom (Tuckman, 1972). The level of significance was

set at the .05 level for rejection of these two null hypoth-

eses regarding interaction effects.

Hypotheses five through eight were each investi-

gated with a one—way ANOVA to test the null hypotheses that

there will be no differences in the overall levels of organ-

izational stress associated with the CSAAs' characteristics

of age, educational preparation, number of years of adminis-

trative experience and marital status, respectively (Elif-

son, Runyon and Haber, 1982). Each of the null hypotheses

was to be rejected if the F-ratio for the one-way ANOVA

exceeded the value for the appropriate degrees of freedom

(Tuckman, 1972). The level of significance was set at the

.05 level for rejection of each of the null hypotheses.

First General Hypothesis
 

It was hypothesized that there would be certain

individual and organizational factors which contribute to

more stress at work than other factors for CSAAs in selected

four-year public and private colleges and universities.

Hypothesis 1: The investigator predicted that
 

there would be certain individual characteristics

which contribute to more stress at work than other
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characteristics for CSAAs. The null hypothesis

stated that “there will be no identifiable individ-

ual characteristics which contribute significantly

to more individual stress at work than other char-

acteristics for CSAAs in selected four-year public

and private colleges and universities." The

results of a one-way ANOVA did confirm the main

effect of number of years of administrative experi-

ence on the individual level of physical stress.

Therefore, the significant F-ratio of (Fa6.824*,

p<.05) allowed the investigator to reject the null

hypothesis (see Table 5).

4Hypothesis 2: The investigator predicted that
 

there would be certain organizational factors which

contribute to more stress at work than other fac-

tors for CSAAs. The null hypothesis stated that

”there will be no identifiable organizational

factors which contribute significantly to more

stress at work than other factors for CSAAs in

selected four-year public and private colleges and

universities.“ The results of a one-way ANOVA did

confirm the main effect of highest degree earned on

the organizational factor of "Role in the Organiza-

tion.” A significant F-ratio of (F=4.00*, p<.05)

was obtained. The results of a second one-way

ANOVA confirmed the main effect of sex on the

organizational factor of "Factors Intrinsic to the



T
a
b
l
e

5
.

M
e
a
n
s

a
n
d

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

R
e
s
u
l
t
s

f
o
r

t
h
e

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

B
e
t
w
e
e
n

I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

S
t
r
e
s
s

a
n
d

t
h
e

C
h
i
e
f

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
s
'

C
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

o
f

H
i
g
h
e
s
t

D
e
g
r
e
e

E
a
r
n
e
d
,

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
,

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

Y
e
a
r
s

o
f

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
,

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

Y
e
a
r
s

i
n

P
r
e
s
e
n
t

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

P
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
,

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

Y
e
a
r
s

i
n

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
,

M
a
r
i
t
a
l

S
t
a
t
u
s
,

S
e
x

a
n
d

A
g
e
.

 

I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

S
t
r
e
s
s
 

C
h
i
e
f

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s
.

P
s
y
c
h
d
i
o
g
i
c
a
i

P
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
'
s

C
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c

S
t
r
e
s
s

S
t
r
e
s
s

 H
i
g
h
e
s
t

D
e
g
r
e
e

E
a
r
n
e
d
 

(
1
)

B
A

o
r

B
S

(
n
=
1
1
)

1
8
.
1
8

3
0
.
0
9

(
2
)

M
A

o
r

M
S

(
n
=
4
1
)

1
7
.
1
7

2
8
.
9
5

(
3
)

E
d
.
D
.

o
r

P
h
.
D
.

(
n
=
4
7
)

1
7
.
4
9

2
7
.
4
9

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

.
0
6
5

1
.
0
2
4

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
 

(
1
)

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

A
r
e
a

(
n
=
6
0
)

1
6
.
6
7

2
8
.
2
3

(
2
)

N
o
n
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

A
r
e
a

(
n
=
3
8
)

1
8
.
5
0

2
8
.
7
6

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

N
u
m
b
e
r

1
.
1
2
4

.
1
5
9

o
f

Y
e
a
r
s

o
f
 

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 

(
1
)

1
-
1
1

(
n
=
2
3
)

1
9
.
5
7

3
1
.
3
9

(
2
)

1
2
+

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

(
n
=
7
7
)

1
6
.
7
3

2
7
.
5
6

2
.
1
0
9

6
.
8
2
4
*

145



T
a
b
l
e

5
.

(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

 

C
h
i
e
f

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
'
s

C
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c

I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

S
t
r
e
s
s

P
s
y
c
h
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

P
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

S
t
r
e
s
s

S
t
r
e
s
s

 N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

Y
e
a
r
s

i
n

P
r
e
s
e
n
t

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e

P
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

  

(
1
)

1
-
5

(
n
=
5
5
)

(
2
)

6
-
1
1

(
n
=
2
2
)

(
3
)

1
2
-
1
7

(
n
=
1
6
)

(
4
)

1
8
-
2
3

(
n
=

3
)

(
5
)

2
4
+

(
n
=

3
)

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

Y
e
a
r
s

i
n
C
o
l
l
e
g
e

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n

  

(
1
)

1
-
5

(
n
=

9
)

(
2
)

6
-
1
1

(
n
=
2
l
)

(
3
)

1
2
-
1
7

(
n
=
2
8
)

(
4
)

1
8
-
2
3

(
n
=
2
6
)

(
5
)

2
4
+

(
n
=
1
6
)

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

M
a
r
i
t
a
l

S
t
a
t
u
s
 

(
1
)

S
i
n
g
l
e

(
n
=
1
9
)

(
2
)

M
a
r
r
i
e
d

(
n
=
8
0
)

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

1
7
.
4
7

1
8
.
6
8

1
4
.
5
6

1
6
.
0
0

1
4
.
0
0

.
7
8
8

1
7
.
2
2

2
1
.
0
0

1
6
.
2
9

1
7
.
0
4

1
5
.
1
9

1
.
4
4
7

1
7
.
0
5

1
7
.
4
1

.
0
2
9

2
8
.
3
8

3
0
.
1
8

2
6
.
3
7

2
9
.
6
6

2
3
.
0
0

1
.
4
6
1

2
9
.
6
7

3
0
.
8
6

2
7
.
0
7

2
8
.
8
8

2
6
.
2
5

1
.
7
2
5

2
9
.
3
6

2
8
.
2
3

.
4
7
9

146



T
a
b
l
e

5
.

(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

 C
h
i
e
f

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

A
f
f
a
i
r
s

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
'
s

C
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c

I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

P
s
y
c
h
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

S
t
r
e
s
s

S
t
r
e
s
s

P
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

S
t
r
e
s
s

 

)
F
e
m
a
l
e

(
n
=
1
9
)

(
2
)

M
a
l
e

(
n
=
8
1
)

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

A
g
e

(
1
)

l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n

3
5
-
4
5

(
n
=
5
3
)

(
2
)

4
6
-
6
6

o
r

m
o
r
e

(
n
=
4
7
)

F
-
r
a
t
i
o

1
9
.
5
8

1
6
.
8
6

1
.
6
6
9

1
8
.
8
9

1
5
.
6
8

3
.
8
5
1

3
0
.
7
4

2
7
.
9
0

3
.
1
3
1

2
9
.
5
5

2
7
.
1
9

3
.
5
1
1

 

*
p
<
.
0
5

147



148

Job.” A significant F-ratio of (F=4.268*, p<.05)

was obtained. Finally, the results of a third

one-way ANOVA confirmed the main effect of age on

the organizational factor of “Factors Intrinsic to

the Job.” A significant F-ratio of (F=7.949*,

p<.05) was obtained. Therefore, these three sig-

nificant F-ratios allowed the investigator to

reject the null hypothesis (see Table 6).

Second General Hypothesis
 

It was hypothesized that there would be no differ-

ences in the key individual and organizational factors con-

tributing to stress among CSAAs in similarly sized four-year

public and private colleges and universities.

Hypothesis 3: The investigator predicted that
 

there would be no significant interaction effect of

type and size of institution on the CSAAs' levels

of individual stress. The null hypothesis stated

that ”there will be no significant interaction

effect of type and size of institution on the

CSAAs' levels of individual stress." The results

of a two-way ANOVA did not reveal a significant

effect of either type or size of institution on the

CSAAs' levels of individual stress and no inter-

action effect was demonstrated (see Table 7). Con-

sequently, the investigator failed to reject the

null hypothesis.
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Hypothesis 4: The investigator predicted that
 

there would be no significant interaction effect of

type and size of institution on the organizational

factors contributing to stress among CSAAs. The

null hypothesis stated that “there will be no sig-

nificant interaction effect of type and size of

institution tn: the organizational factors contri-

buting to stress among CSAAs." The results of a

two—way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of size

of institution on the organizational factor of

"Factors Intrinsic to the Job“ (F=2.607*, p<.05)

but no interaction effect was demonstrated (see

Table 8). The results of a second two-way ANOVA'

revealed a significant effect of size of institu-

tion on the organizational factor of "Role in the

Organization“ (F=2.988*, p<.05) but no interaction

effect was demonstrated (see Table 8). Consequent-

ly, the investigator failed to reject the null

hypothesis.

Third General Hypothesis
 

It was hypothesized that there would be lower over—

all levels of organizational stress associated with certain

CSAAs' characteristics of age, educational preparation,

number of years of administrative experience and marital

status (see Table 9).
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Hypothesis 5: The investigator predicted that
 

there would be a lower overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs over the age of

45. The null hypothesis stated that "there will be

no significant differences in the overall level of

organizational stress associated with CSAAs less

than 45 years of age and those who are 46 years

of age or older." The results of a one-way ANOVA

did confirm the main effect of age on the overall

level of organizational stress. Therefore. the

significant F-ratio of (F=7.‘765*, p<.05) allowed

the investigator to reject the null hypothesis (see

Table 10).

Hypothesis 6: The investigator predicted that
 

there would be a lower overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs who received a

graduate degree in an administrative area of con-

centration. The null hypothesis stated that "there

will be no significant differences in the overall

level of organizational stress associated with

CSAAs who received a graduate degree in an adminis-

trative area of concentration and those who

received a graduate degree in a nonadministrative

area of concentration.“ The results of a one-way

ANOVA failed to confirm the main effect of educa-

tional preparation on the overall level of organi-

zational stress. Consequentlyu the investigator

failed to reject the null hypothesis (see Table

11).
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Hypothesis 7: The investigator predicted that
 

there would be a lower overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs who had over 11

years of administrative experience. The null

hypothesis stated that “there will be no signifi-

cant differences in the overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs who have less

than 11 years of administrative experience and

those who have 12 or more years of administrative

experience." The results of a one-way ANOVA failed

to confirm the main effect of number of years of

administrative experience (N) the overall level of

organizational stress. Consequently, the investi-

gator failed to reject the null hypothesis (see

Table 12).

Hypothesis 8:- The investigator predicted that
 

there would be a lower overall level of organiza-

tional stress associated with CSAAs who are single.

The null hypothesis stated that "there will be no

significant differences in the overall level of

organizational stress associated with CSAAs who are

single and those who are married.“ The results of

a one-way ANOVA failed to confirm the main effect

of marital status on the overall level of organiza—

tional stress. Consequently, the investigator

failed to reject the null hypothesis (see Table

13).
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In summary, eight null hypotheses were formulated

and tested in this investigation. Five were retained while

three hypotheses resulted in findings which were statisti-

cally significant.

Summary

The CSAAs who participated in this study were asked

to complete the CSAASQ which consisted of four major parts:

(1) demographic informaticmn (2) personality' Characteris-

tics, (3) physical health measure and (4) organizational

characteristics. An analysis (ME eight hypotheses derived

from variables measured through this questionnaire resulted

in some statistically significant findings.

Of the eight null hypotheses in this investigation,

three were rejected. Six of the hypotheses were tested

using a one—way ANOVA and two were tested utilizing a two-

way ANOVA. Each of the null hypotheses was rejected if the

F-ratio for the ANOVA exceeded the value for the appropriate

degrees of freedom (Tuckman, 1972). The level of signifi-

cance was set at the .05 level for rejection of each of the

null hypotheses.

Chapter V contains a summary of the major findings

and conclusions of the study, presentation of the implica-

tions for the student affairs profession, speculation and

recommendations for further research.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY. CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
 

The purpose of the investigator was to analyze the

key individual and organizational factors contributing to

stress among Chief Student Affairs Administrators (CSAAs) in

selected four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities. To that end, the focus of the investigation was on

those key individual and organizational stressors within the

higher educational setting which emerged as prominent in the

context of the performance of the CSAAs' duties and respon-

sibilities. Secondary purposes of the investigator were:

(1) to analyze the differences in the key individual and

organizational factors contributing to stress among CSAAs in

similarly sized four-year public and private colleges and

universities, and (2) to examine the extent of the relation-

ship between organizational stress and the CSAAs' character-

istics of age, educational preparation, number of years of

administrative experience and marital status among CSAAs in

selected four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities.

The population selected for examination was limited

to CSAAs within the National Association of Student Person-

nel Administrators (NASPA) four-year public and private
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member institutions in the United States. From this popula-

tion, a sample was selected for further study which included

all CSAAs within the NASPA four-year public and private

member institutions in Region IV-East.

Of the 135 CSAAs sampled, responses were received

from 112 or 83%. Four administrators indicated that they

were CSAAs at two-year institutions, three CSAAs refused to

respond and five CSAAs provided incomplete information on

their questionnaires. Consequently, the total number of

usable questionnaires was 100 or 74% of the total number of

CSAAs sampled.

The limited information on measures of stress in

the higher education literature in general, and the student

affairs area in particular, required the investigator to_

examine stress-related instruments used in other fields:

namely, studies involving business and industrial executives

and managers. After reviewing the instruments used in

several related studies (Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960: Krug,

Scheier and Cattell, 1963: Indik, Seashore and Slesinger,

1964: Cooper and Marshall, 1977, 1978: Kiev and KOhn, 1979:

Marshall and C00per, 1979: Cooper and Marshall, 1980: Cooper

and Melhusich, 1980; Tung and Koch, 1980: Corlett and

Richardson, 1981), the investigator developed the Chief

Student Affairs Administrator Stress Questionnaire (CSAASQ)

for use in the data collection process.
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The instrument consisted of four major parts: (1)

demographic information, (2) personality Characteristics,

(3) physical health measure and (4) organizational charac-

teristics. Part one, Demographic Information, consisted of
 

10 items which served to gather pertinent demographic infor-

mation concerning selected individual characteristics about

the GEMS and organizational characteristics about their

respective institutions. The second part, Personality
 

Characteristics, consisted of 40 items which comprised the
 

Anxiety Scale Questionnaire (ASQ) (Krug, Scheier and Cat-

tell, 1963). The A80 was utilized to assess the relevant

psychological aspects of the CSAAs. Part three, Physical

Stress Measure, consisted of 20 items which comprised a
 

slight adaptation of the Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom List

(Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960). This symptom checklist

relied (n1 subjective disease-based criteria measures.

Finally, part four, Organizational Characteristics, con-

sisted of 40 items designed to measure the CSAAs' perceived

level of job-related stress in five major categories:

factors instrinsic to the job, role in the organization,

career develOpment, relationships at work and factors

associated with the organizational structure and climate.

The 40 item questionnaire was adapted and developed from

items on both the 15 item index of Job-Related Strain (JRS)

(Indik, Seashore and Slesinger, 1964) and the 35 item Admin-

istrative Stress Index (ASI) (Tung and Koch, 1980).
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Eight null hypotheses were formulated and tested in

this investigation. Five were retained while three hypoth-

eses resulted in findings which were statistically signifi-

cant.

The specific purposes of the investigator were to

answer the following three major questions: (1) Are there

certain individual and organizational factors which contri-

bute to more stress at work than other factors for CSAAs in

selected four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities? (2) Are there differences in the key individual and

organizational factors contributing to stress among CSAAs in

similarly sized four-year public and private colleges and

universities? (3) Is there a relationship between organiza—

tional stress and the CSAAs' characteristics of age, educa—

tional preparation, number of years of administrative exper-

ience and marital status among CSAAs in selected four-year

public and private colleges and universities?

Each of these three questions is answered below

through delineation of the results of the four-part ques-

tionnaire and the tests of the hypotheses. Conclusions

based on the major findings are presented, implications for

the student affairs profession are identified, speculation

and recommendations for further research are stated.

Summary of Major Findings
 

Demographic Information
 

As a part of the investigation, the CSAAs who

responded to the questionnaire were asked to provide infor-

mation concerning selected individual characteristics about
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themselves and organizational characteristics about their

respective institutions. This information was grouped into

the following 10 categories: (1) type of institution, (2)

size of institution, (3) level of educational preparation,

(4) area of concentration of graduate studies, (5) number of

years of administrative experience, (6) number of years in

present administrative position, (7) number of years in the

college student affairs profession, (8) marital status, (9)

sex and (10) age. A summary of the responses of the CSAAs

who participated in this study follows.

Sixty-two of the CSAAs (62%) in this study served

in four-year privately supported colleges and universities.

In addition, 54 of the CSAAs (54%) were from public and

private institutions of less than 2,499 students.

With respect to level of formal education, 47 of

the CSAAs (47%) in this study held the doctorate, while 41

(41%) held the Master's degree. Only 11 (11%) of the

respondents reported no degree beyond the bachelor's. In

other studies concerned with CSAAs, similar findings of

level of educational preparation have been reported (Grant

and Foy, 1972; Brooks and Avila, 1974; Harway, 1977; Gross,

1978). However, in more recent studies involving CSAAs in

large four-year public institutions, the percentage of CSAAs

with doctoral degrees was higher. According to Paul and

Hoover (1980), 83% of the CSAAs held doctorates, while

Harder (1983) found 94% held doctorates.
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Utilizing the two groups developed by Paul and

Hoover (1980), the graduate school disciplines of the CSAAs

were categorized into administrative and nonadministrative

areas of preparation. Sixty of the CSAAs (60%) in this

study had earned their highest degree in an administrative

area of concentration, while 38 (38%) had earned their

highest degree in a nonadministrative area of concentration.

The percentage of CSAAs who were administratively trained

was significantly higher in this investigation than was

found in other studies involving CSAAs. More specifically,

Brooks and Avila (1974) reported that 38% of the CSAAs in

their study were trained in an administrative area, while

Harway (1977) found 28% in this category: and Paul and

Hoover (1980) found 42% of their CSAAs were administratively

trained.

Of the CSAAs in this study, 77 (77%) reported that

they had 12 or more years of total administrative experi-

ence, while 23 (23%) had less than 12 years of total admin-

istrative experience. A mean of 17.30 years of total admin-

istrative experience was calculated for the CSAAs in this

study.

Fifty—five of the CSAAs (55%) indicated that they

had held their present administrative position for five

years or less. A mean of 6.76 years in their present admin-

istrative position was determined for the CSAAs in this

study. In other studies concerned with length of service in

the current administrative position, Brooks and Avila (1974)
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found that CSAAs had held their present position for 4.25

mean years, while Paul and Hoover (1980) found a mean number

of years of 8.70; and Harder (1983) reported that CSAAs in

four-year institutions had served in their present adminis-

trative position for 6.13 years.

With respect to the number of years in the college

student affairs profession, 75% of the CSAAs reported that

they had been in the profession for between six and 23

years. A mean of 15.78 years in the college student affairs

profession was calculated for the CSAAs in the present

study. In other studies concerned with the number of years

in the college student affairs profession, Brooks and Avila

(1974) found that 46% had been in the profession for 10

years of more, with 33% in the profession less than five

years: and Paul and Hoover (1980) found that 61% of the

CSAAs had more than five years and 39% had less than five

years of experience in the profession.

In regard to the marital status of the CSAAs in

this study, 80 were married (80%) and 19 were single (19%).

Of the 80 married CSAAs, six were females and 74 were males.

More specifically, these figures represented 32% of all the

female CSAAs and 92% of all the male CSAAs in this study.

In other studies not primarily concerned with CSAAs but with

all levels of administrators within the profession, similar

findings in the proportions of married men and women have

been reported (Frantz, 1969,- Grant and Foy, 1972; Gross,

1978).
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(Of the CSAAs in this study, there were 19 females

(19%) and 81 males (81%). This proportion of women to men

in the present study does not vary significantly from the

15% female and 85% male CSAAs reported by Brooks and Avila

(1974); the 16% female and 84% male CSAAs reported by Harway

(1977); and the 11% female and 89% male CSAAs reported by

Paul and Hoover (1980).

Seventy-two of the CSAAs (72%) in this study were

between 36 and 55 years of age. More specifically, 40 CSAAs

(40%) were from 36 to 45 and 32 CSAAs (32%) were 46 to 55

years of age. Only a small number of CSAAs were less than

35 (13%) or 55 or more (15%) years of age. The most fre-

quently reported age category of from 36 to 45, contained

the mean age of CSAAs in three other studies. From these

studies, Reynolds (1961) reported that the mean age of his

CSAAs was 41, while Grant and Foy (1972) found a mean age of

38 for their CSAAs; and Brooks and Avila (1974) reported a

mean age of 42.1 for their CSAAs. In addition, Paul and

Hoover (1980) reported a mean age of 46 for the CSAAs in

their study.

In summary, the CSAAs in this investigation appear

to have characteristics similar to CSAAs in other studies

(Frantz, 1969; Grant and Foy, 1972: Brooks and Avila, 1974:

Harway, 1977: Gross, 1978; Paul and Hoover, 1980; Harder,

1983). These similarities were especially prevalent in the

areas of level of educational preparation, number of years
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in present administrative position, sex and age. A signifi-

cant difference was, however, identified in the area of con-

centration of highest graduate degree with this study's

respondents. The percentage of CSAAs in this study who had

earned their highest degree in an administrative area of

concentration was 60%, while Brooks and Avila (1974)

reported that 38% of the CSAAs in their study were trained

in an administrative area: Harway (1977) found 28% in this

category; and Paul and Hoover (1980) found 42% of their

CSAAs were administratively trained.

Personality Characteristics
 

The second major part of the questionnaire con-

sisted of 40 anxiety items which comprised the Anxiety Scale

Questionnaire (ASQ) (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963).

Since anxiety has been reported as the primary psychological

symptom of stress (Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963: Cattell,

1973: Marshall and Cooper, 1979), the ASQ was utilized to

assess the relevant psychological aspects of the CSAAs in

this study.

A single total anxiety score based on all 40 items

was compiled for each of the CSAAs. The authors of the A80

instrument consider a total raw score between 17 and 39 to

indicate an average level of anxiety (Krug, Scheier and

Cattell, 1963). Of the CSAAs in this study, 96 (96%) had

total raw scores between zero and 39. More specifically, 48

(48%) had raw scores from zero to 16 and 48 (48%) had raw

scores from 17 to 39. Thus, 96 of the CSAAs (96%) reported

low or average levels of anxiety.
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In summary, the scores of the subjects in this

investigation ranged from two to 43 with a raw score mean of

17.38 and a standard deviation of 8.27. This ‘average raw

scone of the CSAAs was low when compared with the average

raw score of 27.10 reported for the general adult population

(Krug, Scheier and Cattell, 1963). However, the raw score

means of both groups were between 17 and 39 which indicates

an average level of anxiety. The extent of CSAA anxiety is,

therefore, regarded as similar to the extent of anxiety

among other populations.

Physical Health Measure
 

The third major part of the questionnaire consisted

of 20 items which comprised a slight adaptation of the Gurin

Psychosomatic Symptom List (Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960).

This symptom checklist instrument was utilized as the physi-

cal health measure for the CSAAs in this study.

The responses to items one through 16 were compiled

to determine a total physical health score for each CSAA.

With a minimum of 16 and a maximum of 80 scores possible,

the higher scores indicated a greater presence of physical

ill-health (Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960).

Of the CSAAs in this study, 76 (76%) had total

physical health scores between 21 and 34. More specif-

ically, 39 (39%) had total physical health scores from 21 to

27, and 37 (37%) had total physical health scores from 28 to

34. Therefore, 76 of the CSAAs (76%) reported that their

overall physical health was average.
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In summary, the scores of the subjects in this

investigation ranged from 17 to 48 with a mean of 28.44 and

a standard deviation of 6.35. These scores compare with an

index range of 16 to 60 with a mean of 28.20 for a popula-

tion of 8,234 industrial employees (Indik, Seashore and

Slesinger, 1964). Therefore, the majority of the CSAAs in

this study reported that their overall physical health was,

for the most part, average when compared with other occupa-

tional groups subjected to the Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom

List (Indik, Seashore and Slesinger, 1964: Marshall and

Cooper, 1979; Cooper and Marshall, 1980).

Organizational Characteristics
 

The final major part of the questionnaire consisted

of 40 items adapted and developed from items on both the 15

item index of Job-Related Strain (JRS) (Indik, Seashore and

Slesinger, 1964) and the 35 item Administrative Stress Index

(ASI) (Tung and Koch, 1980). This part of the questionnaire

was designed to measure the CSAAs perceived level of job-

related stress in five major categories: factors intrinsic

to the job, role in the organization, career development,

relationships at work and factors associated with the organ-

izational structure and climate. Each of these major cate-

gories consisted of seven items. concerned with particular

areas of the category as well as one item intended to assess

the overall effect of the group of factors within the cate-

gory.
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Ten of the 35 items designed to measure the CSAAs'

perceived level of job-related stress were reported more

frequently than other items. These 10 items included: (1)

frequent interruptions in their regular workday: (2) making

decisions that affect the lives of individuals (e.g., col-

leagues, staff members, students, etc.): (3) participating

in college or university activities outside of the normal

working hours; (4) supervising and coordinating the tasks of

several people: (5) securing, preparing and allocating

budget resources; (6) having too heavy a work load: (7)

knowing that future promotional opportunities in the field

of student affairs are limited,- (8) believing that their

institution does not have a clear mission and well-developed

goals and objectives; (9) feeling that the formal chain of

command is not consistently followed; and (10) feeling that

their institution does not readily adapt to change or new

innovations.

In addition, the final item within each of the five

major categories of job-related stress asked the CSAAs to

indicate overall, how often those factors relating to that

area serve as a source of stress. When comparing these five

major categories with each other, the following rank order

was determined: (1) Factors Intrinsic to the Job: (2) Role

in the Organization: (3) Organizational Structure and

Climate: (4) Relationships at Work: and (5) Career Develop-

ment. Finally, when asked to indicate how often “work as a
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whole“ serves as a source of stress, 78 of the CSAAs (78%)

reported work to be “seldom“ (39%) or "sometimes“ (39%) a

contributor to their stress.

In summary, similar sources of organizational

stress have been found among other more extensively

researched populations of workers (Kearns, 1973: Gowler and

Legge, 1975: Cooper and Marshall, 1976; McGrath, 1976:

Cooper and Marshall, 1977; Cooper and Payne, 1978: Kets de

Vries, 1979; Marshall and C00per, 1979; Yates, 1979; Cooper

and Marshall, 1980; Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980: Moss,

1981). Therefore, the most frequently reported sources of

organizational stress for the CSAAs in this study did not

appear to vary significantly from those that have been

reported across various other occupational settings.

Results of Tests of the Hypotheses
 

There were three general hypotheses formulated at

the outset of this investigation. For the purpose of analy-

sis, these hypotheses were later stated as eight research

hypotheses. These null hypotheses and the results of their

tests are presented below.

Hypothesis 1: There will be no identifiable individual
 

characteristics which contribute significantly to more
 

individual stress at work than other characteristics for
 

CSAAs in selected four:year public and private colleges and
 

universities. The individual characteristic of number of
 

years of administrative experience resulted in a statis-

tically significant finding. Therefore, the null hypothesis

was rejected.



177

Hypothesis 2: There will be no identifiable organizational
 

factors which contribute significantlLto more stress at
 

work than other factors for CSAAs in selected four-yeargpub-
 

lic and private colleges and universities. The organiza-
 

tional factors of "Factors Instrinsic to the Job” and "Role

in the Organization“ resulted in statistically significant

findings. Accordingly, the null hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant interaction
 

effect of type and size of institution on the CSAAs' levels
 

of individual stress. No interaction effect of type and
 

size of institution on the CSAAs' levels of individual

stress was demonstrated. Consequently, the null hypothesis

was retained.

Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant interaction
 

effect of type and size of institution on the organizational
 

factors contributing to stress among CSAAs. No interaction
 

effect of type and size of institution on the organizational

factors contributing to stress among CSAAs was demonstrated.

Therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.

Hypothesis 5: There will be no significant differences in
 

the overall level of organizational stress associated with
 

CSAAs less than 45 years of age and those who are 46 years
 

of age or older. The CSAAs' characteristic of age resulted
 

in a statistically significant finding. Thus, the null

hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis 6: There will be no significant differences in
 

the overall level of organizational stress associated with
 

CSAAs who received a graduate degree in an administrative
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area of concentration and those who received a graduate-

degree in a nonadministrative area of concentration. No
 

main effect of educational preparation on the overall level

of organizational stress was confirmed. Consequently, the

null hypothesis was retained.

Hypothesis 7: There will be no significant differences in
 

the overall level of organizational stress associated with
 

CSAAs who have less than llgyears of administrative experi-
 

ence and those who have 12 or moregyears of administrative
 

experience. rm: main effect of number of years of adminis-
 

trative experience on the overall level of organizational

stress was confirmed. As a result, the null hypothesis was

retained.

Hypothesis 8: There will be no significant differences in
 

the overall level of organizational stress associated with
 

CSAAs who are single and those who are married. No main
 

effect of marital status on the overall level of organiza-

tional stress was confirmed. Therefore, the null hypothesis

was retained.

The following section contains the conclusionsy,

drawn from these major findings.

Conclusions
 

'the major findings of this study supported various

conclusions about the individual and organizational factors

which contribute to stress among CSAAs in selected four-year

public and private colleges and universities. However,

these conclusions were considered tentative ‘because they
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were based on reasoned judgments made by the investigator

and, they should be substantiated through further research.

This section of the chapter serves to present the conclu-

sions of the study along with a statement of the major find-

ings on which they were based: and, where possible, to

relate the major findings of this study to previous

research.

Conclusion 1: The individual characteristic of number of
 

years of administrative experience and the organizational

factors of “Factors Intrinsic to the Job" and "Role in the

Organization“ contribute to more stress at work than other

factors for CSAAs in selected four-year public and private

colleges and universities.

This conclusion is based on tests of hypotheses one

and two which revealed that the individual characteristic of

number of years of administrative experience and the organi-

zational factors of "Factors Intrinsic to the Job“ and "Role

in the Organization” resulted in statistically significant

findings. It appears that these findings are consistent

with much of the related stress literature in areas outside

of higher education.

With respect to number of years of administrative

experience, previous research has demonstrated that famili-

arity with the situation as a result of past experience is a

major determinant in which situations are viewed as stress—

ful by the individual (Farber and Spence, 1956; Pronko and

Leith, 1956; Ulrich, 1957; Berkun, et a1., 1962; McGrath,
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1970). In the area of organizational factors, other studies

across a wide range of occupational settings have reported

similar sources of organizational stress (Cooper and Mar-

shall, 1976; McGrath, 1976: Cooper and Marshall, 1977;

Cooper and Payne, 1978; Marshall and Cooper, 1979: Yates,

1979: Cooper and Marshall, 1980: Ivancevich and Matteson,

1980).

Conclusion 2: Particular organizational factors which con-
 

tribute to stress among CSAAs differ with size of insti-

tution.

Hypothesis four was concerned with the interaction

effect of type and size of institution on the organizational

factors contributing to stress among CSAAs. Although the

null hypothesis was retained, the results of the two-way

ANOVA did reveal that size of institution was statistically

significant in its effect on the organizational factors of

”Factors Instrinsic to the Job“ and ”Role in the Organiza-

tion.“ Therefore, this conclusion is supported by these

findings.

Conclusion 3: The CSAAs' overall level of organizational
 

stress varies with age.

This conclusion is based on the test of hypothesis

five whidh revealed that the CSAAs' characteristic of age

resulted in a statistically significant finding. It appears

that this finding is consistent with related studies con-

ducted outside of higher education.
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Previous research has demonstrated that individuals

who are older are more likely to experience lower levels of

job-related pressures and strains (Stouffer, et a1., 1949:

Gurin, Veroff and Feld, 1960: Langner, 1962: Indik, Seashore

and Slesinger, 1964; McGrath, 1976). However, the relation-

ship of stress to an individual's age may be a more complex

matter for several reasons. A more recent study has demon-

strated that although task-based stress or stress arising

from the performance of an administrator's day-to-day activ-

ities declines with age, no concurrent decline in role-based

stress or conflict mediating stress was found (Tung and

Koch, 1980). In addition, it was discovered that boundary

spanning stress increases with age, a factor which probably

reflects additional organizational responsibilities in later

career stages (Tung and Koch, 1980). Furthermore, the

probability of the presence of coronary heart disease risk

factors and symptoms would be substantially higher in older

individuals (COOper and Payne, 1978,- Marshall and Cooper,

1979; Brief, Schuler and VanSell, 1981). Therefore, the

only conclusion of which the investigator is certain is that

a relationship does exist between the CSAAs' characteristic

of age and overall level of organizational stress.

The following section contains the implications

based on the major findings and conclusions of the investi-

gation.
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Implications
 

The major findings and conclusions of the study

were found to have possible implications for the student

affairs profession. These implications are summarized for

the following principal areas: £1) members of the profes-

sion, (2) professional preparation programs and (3) profes-

sional practice.

Members of the Profession
 

Characteristics of CSAAs have changed over the last

several years in ways that may have an important impact upon

persons interested in the profession, aspiring CSAAs and

CSAAs themselves. These characteristics include: level and

type of educational preparation, length of service in the

present position, marital status, sex and age.

An important implication of this study is that

aspiring CSAAs as well as current CSAAs, to be competitive,

may need to earn a doctorate. The findings of this and

previous studies (Grant and Foy, 1972: Brooks and Avila,

1974; Harway, 1977: Gross, 1978: Paul and Hoover, 1980:

Harder, 1983) indicate that the most common highest degree

held by the CSAAs is the doctorate. In addition, it appears

that it would be useful and valuable to complete the gradu-

ate work in an administrative area of concentration.

A clear implication of this study is that there may

be increasingly fewer positions available within the next

two decades for aspiring CSAAs as well as current CSAAs

desiring to move to other institutions. The findings of
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this and other studies of CSAAs have reported increases in

the longevity ix: the present administrative position (Paul

and Hoover, 1980: Rickard, 1982: Harder, 1983). Therefore,

indications are that length of service in the present posi-

tion of CSAAs is increasing. In addition, several studies

have reported a mean age of between 36 and 46 for CSAAs

(Reynolds, 1961: Grant and Foy, 1972: Brooks and Avila,

1974: Paul and Hoover, 1980: Harder, 1983). Consequently,

because of the increase in length of service and the rela-

tively young average age of CSAAs, aspiring CSAAs may have a

more difficult time rising to the top position in student

affairs due to fewer positions being vacated (Paul and

Hoover, 1980).

Student affairs work appears to be an occupation

that, for the most part, enrolls married men and unmarried

women (Gross, 1978). The findings of this and previous

studies (Frantz, 1969: Grant and Foy, 1972: Gross, 1978)

have reported striking differences in the proportion of

married men and women within the profession. Therefore, an

implication of this study is that women who aspire to the

CSAA position may find conditions within the profession that

support the continuance of married men and unmarried women.

The findings of this and previous studies (Brooks

and Avila, 1974: Harway, 1977: Gross, 1978: Paul and Hoover,

1980) have revealed a preponderance of men in the CSAA posi-

tion. When taking into account the ratio of men and women

in the top position compared with the number of women in the

/
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profession as a whole, women seem to experience difficulty

in becoming CSAAs (Paul and Hoover, 1980). Consequently, an

implication of this study is that women who aspire to the

CSAA position may need to follow different internal career

paths and develOp strategies different from those used by

men. This matter needs the cooperative attention of student

affairs professional organizations and the presidents and

top-level administrative officers within higher educational

institutions. As educators and employers, these individuals

should actively support and encourage women to develop and

apply new strategies to assist them to move upward into the

central administrative structure of colleges and universi—

ties.

Professional Preparation Programs
 

The student affairs profession is continually

changing, growing and shifting its emphases to meet differ-

ent needs and demands (Miller and Carpenter, 1980). Indi-

viduals interested in the profession, aspiring CSAAs and

CSAAs themselves will need to possess the knowledge, skills

and abilities to respond to these new demands and situations

in the future. The impact of change, then, on the organiza-

tion and administration of student affairs programs and

services may contribute to stressful work conditions for

CSAAs.

An important implication of this study is that

those individuals responsible for the professional prepara-

tion of student affairs administrators need to develop a
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clear understanding of the individual and organizational

factors which'contribute to stress among CSAAs in higher

educational institutions. While advising and teaching

students, this knowledge could assist them in providing a

clearer picture of the potential sources of stress for those

aspiring to the CSAA position.

Professional Practice
 

Stress has been widely investigated from many per-

spectives. As a result, several common individual and

organizational factors which contribute to top-level admini-

strative stress have been identified across a number of

occupational settings (McGrath, 1976: Cooper and Marshall,

1977: Cooper and Payne, 1978: Marshall and Cooper, 1979:

Yates, 1979: Ivancevich and Matteson, 1980). It is apparent

from this investigation, that stress affects CSAAs in some

of the same areas of their professional lives as it does

top-level administrators, executives and managers from other

professions.

However, an important implication of this study is

that certain areas within the major organizational category

of “Factors Instrinsic to the Job" may cause more stress

than others for CSAAs. The major findings of this study

revealed that several characteristics of the job itself are

frequent contributors to the CSAAs' level of stress. These

characteristics include: (1) frequent interruptions in

their regular work day: (2) making decisions affecting the

lives of individuals (e.g., colleagues, staff members,
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students, etc.): (3) participating in college or university

activities outside of the normal working hours: and (4)

having too heavy a work load. ~Stress management strategies

related to the nature of the CSAAs' job itself should be

aimed at quantitative overload, time pressures and dead-

lines, decision making and specific job «Characteristics.

Possible strategies to deal with these areas include:

implementation of time management skills, work analysis and

redistribution, delegation, training and development, and

job design (Brief, Schuler and VanSell, 1981).

The overall effectiveness of an organization is

dependent upon the mental and physical well-being of its

chief administrative officers. Their individual effective-

ness has a direct impact upon the organization's success in

carrying out its mission, goals and objectives. Therefore,

it is imperative to develop ways to minimize or reduce the

individual and organizational costs and effects associated

with excessive stress experienced by these chief adminis-

trative officers.

A clear implication of this study is that a

thorough understanding of stress as it relates to the CSAA

position could be useful in assisting CSAAs in the develop-

ment of various strategies for minimizing and managing

stress. This knowledge could, in turn, affect the way in

which CSAAs approach and interpret their future roles within

the profession.
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The major findings, conclusions and implications

discussed in this study suggest two areas which merit fur-

ther investigation. These recommendations, following the

section of speculation, are made in concluding this investi-

gation.

Speculation
 

During the course of the study, several observa-

tions and incidental findings resulted in the investigator

speculating about various characteristics of CSAAs and

stress in the workplace. It was considered appropriate by

the investigator to report this conjectural material to

individuals interested in the organization and administra-

tion of student affairs programs and services for their

consideration and possible investigation in future research

studies.

A major finding of this study was that the most

common highest degree held by the CSAAs was the doctorate.

In other studies involving CSAAs, similar findings of level

of educational preparation have been reported (Grant and

Foy, 1972: Brooks and Avila, 1974: Harway, 1977: Gross,

1978: Paul and Hoover, 1980: Harder, 1983). It is possible

to speculate that the increased emphasis on the terminal

degree as an employment criterion and a tighter labor market

have resulted in the hiring of more individuals with some

form of the doctorate for CSAA positions within all sizes of

public and private institutions.
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With respect to type of educational preparation,

utilizing the two groups develOped by Paul and Hoover

(1980), the graduate school disciplines of the CSAAs were

categorized into administrative and nonadministrative areas

of concentration. The percentage of CSAAs who were adminis-

tratively trained was significantly higher in this investi-

gation than was found in other studies involving CSAAs

(Brooks and Avila, 1974: Harway, 1977: Paul and Hoover,

1980). It is possible to speculate that the emergence of

additional professional preparation programs for ‘student

affairs workers during the past few decades (Miller and-

Carpenter, 1980) and increased efforts toward the profes-

sionalization of student affairs work (Carpenter, Miller and

Winston, 1980) have resulted in individuals with training in

this area of administration being given more favorable con-

sideration in the CSAA selection process.

In regard to marital status, the findings of this

and previous studies (Frantz, 1969: Grant and Foy, 1972:

Gross, 1978) have reported vast differences in the propor-

tion of married men and women within the student affairs

profession. Recent studies of professional and managerial

women have found that women continue to spend more time on

child care responsibilities and home duties than their

husbands (Brief, Schuler and VanSell, 1981: Davidson and

Cooper, 1983). It is possible to speculate that due to the

conflicting expectations of professional and family roles,
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the overwhelming majority of women who marry avoid this

conflict by not pursuing or continuing in professional

careers (Broschart, 1979: Davidson and Cooper, 1983).

Another finding of this study revealed that the

great majority of CSAAs were men. In other studies involv-

ing CSAAs, similar findings of the proportion of women to

men have been reported (Brooks and Avila, 1974: Harway,

1977: Gross, 1978: Paul and Hoover, 1980). While it remains

easy for women to gain employment at lower levels within the

student affairs profession, it appears that they experience

difficulty in becoming CSAAs. It is possible to speculate

that the absence of women in CSAA positions is a result of

discriminatory hiring practices, negative myths about

females as top-level administrators, insufficient networking

strategies for professional women and the lack of female

role models.

Several major studies involving CSAAs have revealed

that there is a continuing pattern of change in the role and

functions of individuals occupying the tOp-level positions

(Reynolds, 1961: Rodgers, 1963: Ayers, Tripp and Russel,

1966: Upcraft, 1967: Dutton, Appleton and Birch, 1970:

Brooks and Avila, 1974: Lilley, 1974). These changes in the

role and functions of CSAAs over the past few decades have

been determined largely by changing societal demands on

institutions of higher education as well as increasing needs

and interests of students. It is possible to speculate that

along with these changes in the role and functions of CSAAs
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there were concurrent variations in the major sources of

job—related stress for CSAAs. Thus, future sources of

stress for CSAAs may be determined by the impact of society

and the changing climate within the American system of

higher education.

Stress in the workplace is a significant and timely

problem. However, after several years of research in the

field of stress, the nature of the stress phenomenon remains

complex and difficult to comprehend. It is possible to

speculate that two major obstacles to better understanding

of stress include the lack of agreement by various

researchers as to whether the process is established essen-

tially in the nature of the stimulus, the way it is per-

ceived, or the manner in which it is managed (Levine and

Scotch, 1970) and the numerous methodological problems

associated with stress research (Lazarus, 1966: Levine and

Scotch, 1970: Cooper and Marshall, 1977: Marshall and

Cooper, 1979).

Recommendations for Further Research
 

Student affairs research on stress is limited, at

best, even though the importance and relevance of the topic

has been articulated to the profession. Therefore, it is

recommended that subsequent studies be completed in the area

of identifying and analyzing the individual and organiza-

tional factors which contribute to stress among student

affairs administrators in general, and CSAAs in particular.

Further research of these variables would be an essential

move toward developiwg a more comprehensive and systematic
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body of knowledge about those key individual and organiza-

tional stressors within the higher educational setting which

emerge as prominent in the context of the performance of the

CSAAs' duties and responsibilities.

Stress as a condition is a result of the inter-

action of an individual with his or her environment over

time (Marshall and Cooper, 1979). The research approach

taken in this investigation involved the collection of data

at one point in time rather than over a period of time. As

a result, only tentative conclusions could be made about the

chronological aspects of stress and CSAAs in selected four-

year public and private colleges and universities. There-

fore, it is recommended that a longitudinal study of CSAAs

in higher educational institutions be undertaken in the

future. A study of this nature could make a significant

contribution to the understanding of the temporal aspects of

stress. In addition, this information could be useful with

respect to the recruitment, promotion, training and profes-

sional deve10pment concerns related to Chief Student Affairs

Administrators in higher educational institutions.
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APPENDIX A

9520 South Francis Road

DeWitt, Michigan 48820

August 8, 1983

Dr. James H. Banning

Vice President for Student Affairs

Colorado State University

108 Administration Building

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523

Dear Dr. Banning:

The intent of this letter is to request information relative to obtaining

an address list and/or address labels for a group of NASPA members for research

purposes. Your assistance in this regard is most appreciated.

Currently, I am a doctoral student in the College and University Admini-

stration program at Michigan State University. The proposed title of my dis-

sertation is "An Analysis of Key Individual and Organizational Factors Con-

tributing to Stress Among Chief Student Affairs Administrators in Selected

Four-Year Public and Private Colleges and Universities.’ The subjects to be

surveyed will be all Chief Student Affairs Administrators within the NASPA

four-year public and private member institutions in the eight states com-

prising Region IV-East.

If you have any questions or request additional information, please con-

tact me at (517) 669-5442 or my doctoral committee chairperson and dissertation

director, Dr. Louis C. Stamatakos at (517) 353-5220.

Sincerely,

  
  SHIRLEY . ERICKSON

SME:se

cc: Dr. Stamatakos
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APPENDIX B

(EU

Colorado Stale University

0"»! a! the we Pressowt for Student Aflaus ggftzglolhns Colorado

3n I

30.} ~.-"53i-:

September 9. 1983

Shirley M. Erickson

9520 South Francis Road

DeWitt, Michigan 48820

Dear Ms. Erickson:

Let me apologize for the tardiness regarding your request for help

from NASPA. Your project has been approved for support and you

should receive the labels in about 10 days.

Give my regards to Dr. Stamatkos.

S ncerely

 

  

 

Banni

e President
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APPENDIX C

CHIEF STUDENT AFFAIRS ADMINISTRATOR STRESS QUESTIONNAIRE
 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to measure the extent to which Chief Student

Affairs Administrators (CSAAs) perceive certain individual and organizational fac-

tors as contributing to stress. For the purpose of this research, the subjects to

be surveyed will be all CSAAs within the National Association of Student Personnel

Administrators (NASPA) four-year public and private member institutions in the eight

states comprising Region IV-East.

Since stress is widely known as the outcome of the interaction of individuals and

their environments, it is important to study stress from an interactive perspective.

For this reason, the questionnaire consists of four major parts: (1) demographic

information, (2) personality characteristics, (3) physical health measures and, (4)

job (organizational) characteristics. In summary, it is expected that this instru-

ment will provide for a comprehensive assessment of the major components of stress

specific to CSAAs. Please be assured that_your responses will remain anonymous and

confidential.
 

Part 1: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Please circle the appropriate category and fill in a response when necessary.

1. Type of institution:

a) public

b) private

2. Size of institution:

a) less than 2499

b) 2500-4999

c) 5000-9999

d) 10,000-19,999

e) 20,000 or more

3. Highest degree earned:

a) BA or BS

b) MA or MS

c) Ed.D. or Ph.D.

4. Area of concentration of highest graduate degree:

a) administrative area (e.g. Business Administration, Public Administration,

Educational Administration, Student Personnel Administration or Higher

Education Administration)

b) nonadministrative area (e.g. Guidance and Counseling, general and other

areas of Education, Social Sciences, Physical Science and the Humanities)

 

 

5. Total number of years of administrative experience:

6. Number of years in present administrative position:
 

7. Number of years in the college student affairs profession:

8. Marital status:

a) single

b) married

c) divorced

d) widowed



2(38

9. Sex:

a) female

b) male

10. Age group:

a) less than 35

b) 36-45

c) 46-55

d) 56-65

e) 66 or more

Part 2: PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

Please complete the separate "Self Analysis Form" included with this questionnaire.

0.0.0.000...O.......OOOOOOOOOOOOOO.........OOOOOOCOOOOOOOOOO0......0.00.00.00.00...

Part 3: PHYSICAL STRESS MEASURE

Listed below are a number of different troubles and complaints which individuals

often have. For each item, please circle the appropriate response to indicate how

often you have felt like this during the past six months. For the purpose of this

questionnaire, the following scale is provided:

l-never

Z-seldom

3-sometimes

é-frequently

S-always

1. Do you ever have trouble getting to sleep or staying 1 2 3 A 5

asleep?

2. Have you ever been bothered by nervousness, feeling 1 2 3 4 5

fidgety or tense?

3. Are you ever troubled by headaches or pains in the 1 2 3 4 5

head?

4. Do you have loss of appetite? l 2 3 4 5

5. How often are you bothered by having an upset stomach? I 2 3 4 5

6. Do you find it difficult to get up in the morning? 1 2 3 4 5

7. Does ill-health affect the amount of work you do? 1 2 3 4 5

8. Have you ever been bothered by shortness of breath l 2 3 4 5

when you were not exercising or working hard?

9. Have you ever been bothered by your heart beating hard? 1 2 3 4 5

10. Do you ever drink or smoke moie than you should?

11. Have you ever had spells of dizziness?

12. Are you ever bothered by nightmares?

-2-
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13. Do your hands ever tremble enough to bother you? 1 2 3 4 S

14. Are you troubled by your hands sweating so that 1 2 3 a 5

you feel damp and clammy?

15. Are there times when you become tired easily? 1 2 3 4 5

16. Have there ever been times when you couldn't I 2 3 a 5

take care of things because you just couldn't

get going?

(For the last four items, please respond by circling

either "yes" or "no")

17. Do you feel you are bothered by all sorts of yes no

pains and ailments in different parts of your

body?

18. For the most part, do you feel healthy enough to yes no

carry out the things you would like to do?

19. Have you ever felt that you were going to yes no

have a nervous breakdown?

20. Do you have any particular physical or health yes no

problem?

(This part of the questionnaire is a slight adaptation of the Gurin Psychosomatic

Symptom List.)

Part A: ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

For each item, please circle the appropriate response to indicate how often the

condition described serves as a source of stress. For the purpose of this part

of the questionnaire, the following scale is provided:

l=never

2=se1dom

3=sometimes

a=frequently

5=always

Factors Intrinsic to the Job
 

1. Feeling that my work is routine and no longer 1 2 3 a 5

challenging.

2. Having my regular work day frequently inter- l 2 3 a S

rupted by telephone calls, visits from staff

members, unexpected requests for information

and unanticipated meetings.

3. Feeling that I am responsible for completing l 2 3 a 5

a substantial number of projects or major

assignments by unrealistic deadlines.

-3-
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Feeling that I have too heavy a work load, one

that I cannot possibly finish during the normal

work day.

Having to make decisions that affect the lives

of individual people that I know (colleagues,

staff members, students, etc.).

Feeling that I have to participate in college or

university activities outside of the normal

working hours at the expense of my personal

time.

Feeling that my institution expects more of me

than my knowledge, skills and abilities provide.

Overall, please indicate how often factors

intrinsic to your job serve as a source of

stress.

Role in the Organization
 

1. Thinking that I will not be able to satisfy the

conflicting demands of those who have authority

over me.

Feeling staff members don't understand my goals

and expectations.

Feeling that I have too little authority to carry

out responsibilities assigned to me.

Being unclear on just what the scope and respon-

sibilities of my job are.

Feeling that I do not fully understand the role

my position plays in achieving overall insti-

tutional objectives.

Supervising and coordinating the tasks of many

people.

Securing, preparing and allocating budget resources.

Overall, please indicate how often factors related

to your role in your organization serve as a source

of stress.

Career Development

1.

2.

Knowing that I am overqualified for my job and

am no longer finding my work challenging.

Feeling not enough is expected of me by my superiors.
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Feeling that I am not fully qualified to handle my

job.

Thinking that either my job could be eliminated or

the status significantly reduced through a shift in

institutional priorities or reorganization.

Feeling that I will be encouraged to retire early.

Feeling that my career progress to date is not what

it should or could be.

Knowing that my future promotional opportunities in

this field are limited and, I may need to change to

a totally different type of work.

Overall, please indicate how often factors related

to your career development serve as a source of

stress.

Relationships at Work
 

1.

2.

Feeling that my colleagues are more competitive

with each other than cooperative.

Feeling that there is a lack of trust between my-

self and my subordinates.

Trying to resolve differences between/among

staff members.

Feeling that my supervisor is not supportive of my

actions and decisions.

Trying to resolve differences with my superiors.

Trying to influence my immediate supervisor's

actions and decisions that affect me.

Feeling that my job is threatened by one or more

of my subordinates.

Overall, please indicate how often factors related

to your relationships at work serve as a source of

stress.

Organizational Structure and Climate

1. Feeling that I have little say in policy making

decisions even though I am expected to implement

them.

Feeling that the future of my institution is in a

serious state of uncertainty.

-5-
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3. Feeling that the formal chain of command is not 1 2 3 4 S

consistently followed.

4. Feeling that the formal structure of my institution 1 2 3 4 5

requires too much red tape for a number of basic

decisions.

5. Thinking that the policies and regulations of my 1 2 3 4 5

institution are unnecessarily restrictive and do

not permit me to fully utilize my professional

expertise.

6. Feeling that my institution does not readily l 2 3 4 5

adapt to change or new innovations.

7. Believing that my institution does not have a 1 2 3 4 5

clear mission and well-developed goals and

objectives.

8. Overall, please indicate how often factors related 1 2 3 4 S

to the organizational structure and climate of

your institution serve as a source of stress.

Finally, please indicate how often "work as a whole" 1 2 3 4 5

serves as a source of stress for you.

[This part of the questionnaire consists of items from the Index of Job Related

Strain (JRS) and the Administrative Stress Index (ASI). Items designated by

an * are taken from the JRS and those designated by a # are taken from the ASI.]

...I.......OOOOOOOO0..........OOOOOOOO0.00.0000...O..........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO....

COMMENTS:
 

 

 

 

 

 

2-3-84
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APPENDIX D

9520 South Francis Road

DeKltt, Michigan 48820

January 16, 1984

Dear Chief Student Affairs Administrator:

As a doctoral candidate in the College and University Administration program,

Department of Administration and Curriculum, College of Education, Michigan

State University, I am currently at the dissertation stage of fulfilling the

requirements for a Ph.D. With this in mind, I am writing to seek your co-

operation in completing the enclosed pilot instrument for my study.

The title of my dissertation is "An Analysis of Key Individual and Organiza-

tional Factors Contributing to Stress Among Chief Student Affairs Administra-

tors in Selected FOur—Year Public and Private Colleges and Universities."

The subjects to be surveyed will be all Chief Student Affairs Administrators

(CSAAs) within the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators

(NASPA) four-year public and private member institutions in the eight states

comprising Region IV-East.

For the purpose of field testing the pilot instrument for content validity

and clarity, I have identified a group of Udenty CSAAs who are not within

Region IV-East of NASPA but are believed to be representative of the sub-

jects of my study. The questionnaire consists of four major parts: (1)

demographic information, (2) personality characteristics, (3) physical health

measures and, (4) organizational characteristics. Your comments and suggestions

relative to the questionnaire will be helpful to me in making the appropriate

and necessary revisions in the final instrument. Please be assured that re-

turned questionnaires will be regarded as confidential information.

In summary, please complete and return the questionnaire as soon as possible

in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope. Your cooperation in com—

pleting the questionnaire will be helpful to me in my efforts to develop a

comprehensive assessment of the major components of stress specific to CSAAs.

Sincerely. M

 

SME:se

enclosures
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The Anxiety Scale Questionnaire (ASQ) is published by

the Institute for Personality and Ability Testing, Inc.,

P.O. Box 188, Champaign, Illinois 61820. The publisher

will not grant permission to reproduce this instrument.
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APPENDIX F

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

COUIGE Of EDUCAflON EAST LANSING 0 MICHIGAN 0 48.24.1054

Dam Of ADMINISTRATION AND CURRICULUM

mcxsow HALL

February 10, 1984

The Department of Administration and Curriculum, in conjunction with the

graduate preparation of future leaders in college and university administration,

emphasizes research in the various areas of higher education. With this in

mind, Ms. Shirley M. Erickson, a doctoral candidate in our department, is under-

taking a study which we believe to be of great importance to the student affairs

profession.

The Chief Student Affairs Administrator (CSAA) in colleges and universities

has been the subject of numerous studies and articles over the past several

years. Although the student affairs literature has addressed several aspects of

both the CSAA and the higher educational setting in which he/she works, this

particular study is a comprehensive effort to study stress as the outcome of the

interaction of CSAAs and their environments.

It is within this context that you are being asked to participate in this

study, which utilizes a four-part questionnaire to measure your perception of

the extent to which certain individual and organizational factors contribute to

stress among CSAAs in selected four-year public and private colleges and univer-

sities. To this end, the focus of Ms. Erickson's research will be on those key

individual and organizational stressors within the higher educational setting

which emerge as prominent in the context of the performance of the CSAA's duties

and responsibilities.

I would be pleased and most appreciative if you would take the time to

complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it to Ms. Erickson as soon as

possible, but no later than February 27, 1984. If, by chance, you are not the

CSAA at your institution, please forward the enclosed materials to the appro-

priate individual.

Please be assured that all information collected will be held in strict

confidence. The questionnaires have been coded solely for follow-up purposes.

In closing, thank you for your assistance in this important research

endeavor. If you would like to receive a summary report of the major findings

of this study, please inform Ms. Erickson on your completed questionnaire.

Sincerely,

(4267/

Louis C. Stamatakos

Professor of Higher Education

LCS:lf

Enclosures

MSU is all Allin-Ian": Action/Equal Opportunity Insurance
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APPENDIX G

9520 South Francis Road

DeWitt, Michigan 48820

March 9, 1984

Dear

Thank you for promptly returning the questionnaire mailed to you recently

as a part of my study on Chief Student Affairs Administrators within the National

Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) four-year public and private

member institutions in Region IV-East. I sincerely appreciate your cooperation

and assistance in this regard.

The primary purpose of this letter is, however, to follow up with you on

Part Two of the total questionnaire packet. In the initial mailing, a separate

"Self Analysis Form" was included to assess personality characteristics. At the

time I received your completed materials, this portion of the comprehensive

questionnaire was missing. I have enclosed another copy for you and would ap-

preciate your taking the time to complete it at your earliest convenience.

Again, thank you for your assistance with my study. I look forward to your

early response to this inquiry.

Sincerely, ‘

/ r\ i

-. VNV\V§1’\ _’ 1K >1,“

" SHIRLEY M. micrsox

/sme

enclosures (3)


