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ABSTRACT 

Objective: The quality of the emotional relationship between teachers and young 

children affects children‘s social and emotional development and their academic success. 

Little is known, however, about whether the amount of workplace stress experienced by 

early childhood educators impacts the quality of their relationships with the young 

children in their classrooms. The purpose of this dissertation was to determine whether 

workplace stress was associated with poorer quality teacher-child relationships in Head 

Start, the nation‘s largest federally-funded early childhood education program.      

Methods: Two separate but complementary studies were conducted. In Study 1, teachers 

from 37 Head Start programs in Pennsylvania (PA) completed the Staff Wellness Survey 

(SWS), an anonymous, web-based survey about workplace stress and the levels of 

conflict and closeness in their relationships with children in their classrooms. Study 2 

data came from an existing federal data set, the 2006 Head Start Family and Child 

Experiences Survey (FACES). In FACES, a nationally representative sample of Head 

Start teachers responded to interview questions about workplace stress and were observed 

and rated on the quality of their teacher-child relationships in their classrooms. In both 

studies, the association of poor quality teacher-child relationships was examined with the 

presence or absence of 3 types of perceived workplace stress: high demands (above 

median), low control (below median), and low support (below median). 

Results: In Study 1, surveys were completed by 994 teachers (52.0% of teachers in the 

37 PA programs), of whom 19.8% experienced 0 of the 3 types of workplace stress, and 

23.3% experienced all 3 types. Teachers experiencing all 3 types of workplace stress 

were more likely than those experiencing 0 types to report high conflict (upper quartile) 
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in their relationships with children, even after controlling for teacher depressive 

symptoms and economic stressors (odds ratio [OR] = 1.98, 95% confidence interval [CI]: 

1.19-3.29). Only low control was significantly associated with low closeness (lowest 

quartile) in teacher-child relationships after adjusting for covariates (OR = 1.50, 95% CI: 

1.09-2.05). In Study 2, data were available from 325 teachers (89.0% of teachers 

participating in FACES), of whom 19.4% experienced none of the 3 types of workplace 

stress and 38.5% reported experiencing ≥2 types. Teachers experiencing ≥2 types of 

workplace stress were more likely to have poor observed teacher-child relationship 

quality (below median) than teachers reporting 0 types of workplace stress (OR = 2.68, 

95% CI: 1.22-5.90). 

Conclusion: In both a large sample of Pennsylvania Head Start teachers and a nationally 

representative sample of Head Start teachers, higher perceived workplace stress was 

associated with poorer teacher-child relationship quality. In light of these findings, Head 

Start should consider more closely examining and addressing workplace stress as part of 

its professional development and training activities for teachers. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

Early social-emotional development is critical for children‘s success in life, and 

young children learn social-emotional skills through their relationships with key adults. 

There is now widespread agreement among researchers and policy experts that social-

emotional skills are the necessary foundation for cognitive development and school 

readiness. In addition to the vital parent-child relationship, supportive teacher-child 

relationships promote social-emotional competence in preschool-aged children. If early 

childhood educators experience high levels of stress, it may negatively impact the quality 

of teacher-child relationships. Research from the field of occupational health has shown 

that perceived workplace stress, particularly high demands in the context of low control 

and low support, can impair adults‘ functioning and job performance. Early childhood 

educators experience high levels of workplace stress, and, if this negatively affects the 

quality of the teacher-child relationship, workplace stress may impede children‘s ability 

to learn social-emotional skills in early childhood education programs. Below is a basic 

conceptual model that summarizes these known and hypothesized mechanisms. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Basic Conceptual Model 
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This conceptual model may have particular implications for Head Start, the 

nation‘s largest federally-funded early childhood education program. The nearly one 

million 3- to 5-year-old children attending Head Start are at risk for negative outcomes 

that are associated with living in poverty. Head Start teachers may play an important role 

in counteracting the negative effects of childhood poverty by providing warmth, 

sensitivity, and consistency in their relationships with children. The emotional climate 

created by Head Start teachers in their classrooms is one of the strongest predictors of 

children‘s social-emotional competence and school readiness.  

Head Start teachers, however, encounter many sources of workplace stress due to 

the significant demands they face relative to available resources and support. This stress 

may prevent Head Start teachers from interacting with, teaching, and emotionally 

engaging with children in optimal ways. Workplace stress, therefore, represents an 

important target for interventions that aim to improve teacher-child relationship quality 

and ultimately to promote children‘s social and emotional development. Positive teacher-

child relationships are critical for the social-emotional development of young children 

and are  necessary to achieve optimal outcomes for Head Start children. The importance 

of positive teacher-child relationships should inform current debates about Head Start 

program performance, grant funding renewal, and quality improvement.   

 

Overview of the Research Context: Head Start 

From its inception in 1965, Head Start has emphasized the importance of taking a 

holistic approach to early education, focusing on children‘s physical, social, and 

emotional development alongside their acquisition of cognitive skills. In its efforts to 
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meet the comprehensive needs of disadvantaged children over the past four decades, 

Head Start has maintained a continued focus on children‘s school readiness while also 

encouraging family involvement, providing meals, and making referrals for additional 

health and social services. Considerably less attention has been paid to the experiences of 

stress in the workplace of the Head Start staff who are expected to provide this wide 

range of services for children and their families. 

 

Information Gaps 

In  early 2012, a workshop was held by the Institute of Medicine‘s (IOM) 

Committee on the Early Childhood Care and Education Workforce. The committee‘s 

report recommended that future research on teacher quality should extend beyond the 

influence of the teacher‘s level of education and years of experience to explore how the 

emotional quality of teacher-child relationships impacts children‘s learning and 

development. More information is needed about how early childhood educators 

experience workplace stress and the ways in which that stress may negatively impact 

their ability to provide emotional support, warmth, and security in their relationships with 

children. A better understanding of the associations between workplace stress and the 

quality of teacher-child relationships could inform practical strategies for improving early 

childhood educators‘ ability to fully engage in their relationships with young children, 

and, in turn, improve children‘s social-emotional development.  

  

  



 

  4 

Purpose 

The purpose of the current research was to provide the first population-based 

epidemiologic data among early childhood educators on the association between their 

levels of workplace stress and the quality of their teacher-child relationships in the 

classroom. Two separate but related studies—referred to as Study 1 and Study 2—were 

conducted to examine the associations between workplace stress and the quality of 

teacher-child relationships. This approach provided a unique opportunity to address a set 

of common specific aims with complementary samples and analogous measures. In Study 

1, Head Start teachers in Pennsylvania responded to an anonymous, web-based survey 

about their demands, control, and support at work, and rated the quality of their 

relationships with the children in their classrooms. In Study 2, a nationally representative 

sample of Head Start teachers participated in interviews that included items on workplace 

demands, control, and support, and were observed in their classrooms to assess the 

quality of their relationships with children.  

 

Specific Aims and Hypotheses 

Using complementary data on Head Start teachers from these studies, the following 4 

aims were addressed:  

1. Are workplace demands associated with the quality of teacher-child relationships? 

Hypothesis 1: Higher levels of workplace demands will be associated with poorer 

quality teacher-child relationships. 

2. Is workplace control associated with the quality of teacher-child relationships? 

Hypothesis 2: Lower levels of workplace control will be associated with poorer 

quality teacher-child relationships. 
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3. Is workplace support associated with the quality of teacher-child relationships? 

Hypothesis 3: Lower levels of workplace support, from coworkers and 

supervisors, will be associated with poorer quality teacher-child relationships. 

4. Is there a dose-response relationship between the number of types of workplace 

stress experienced by teachers and the quality of teacher-child relationships? 

Hypothesis 4: A higher number of types of workplace stress will be associated 

with poorer quality teacher-child relationships, reflecting a dose-response 

relationship; having 1, 2, or 3 types of workplace stress (high demands, low 

control, and low support) will be more strongly associated with poor quality 

teacher-child relationships than having 0 types of workplace stress. 

 

Significance to Public Health 

If the above hypotheses are confirmed, this would contribute epidemiologic 

evidence that workplace stress may be an important factor influencing the quality of 

teacher-child relationships in early childhood education settings. This information would 

provide a strong rationale for increasing resources available for teacher training and 

professional development interventions to reduce workplace stress in preschool teachers. 

The more than 56,000 teachers working in Head Start represent a large and important 

population to receive such initiatives. These teachers work daily with approximately one 

million 3- to 5-year-olds who face multiple social and economic disadvantages that can 

impair their social-emotional development and academic success. Successfully reducing 

workplace stress among Head Start teachers—for example by improving their ability to 

cope with the demands of the job and by establishing peer and mentor support systems 
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within Head Start programs—may help teachers better support children‘s optimal social 

and emotional development.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Early Social-Emotional Development is Critical for Children‘s Success in Life  

 

In the last decade, efforts to improve outcomes for preschool-aged children have 

expanded beyond a focus on cognitive development and academic abilities (1, 2) to 

include emotional development and social competence (3, 4). Experts in fields ranging 

from human development and education to economics and public policy now agree that 

social-emotional competence, so-called ―soft skills,‖ provides the necessary if not 

sufficient base upon which positive human development is built (5, 6). Self-regulation, 

which is the ability to modulate one‘s inner emotional states or behavioral responses, is 

an aspect of social and emotional development that is now recognized as essential for 

children‘s learning and school readiness (7, 8). Self-regulation, and particularly the 

dimension of emotion-regulation, leads to academic success (4, 9) by affecting cognitive 

abilities critical to learning, such as attention, memory, and executive functions (10-12). 

In addition strong social-emotional skills in the early years are linked to positive 

outcomes across the life span, such as positive relationship formation (13) and lower rates 

of risky behaviors (14), all of which contribute to tangible societal benefits (15).  

 

Young Children Learn Social-Emotional Skills through Their Relationships with Adults 

For young children, adults serve as the primary role models and teachers of social 

and emotional capacities. Beginning at birth, and perhaps even before birth, parents and 

other adult caregivers expose children to a range of emotions, social interactions, 

reactions, and behaviors in the home that contribute to the development of children‘s own 
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social-emotional skills (16). Beyond the home environment, however, the adults working 

in early childhood education settings also represent key models and teachers of social-

emotional skills (17). Seventy-three percent of 3- to 5-year-olds in the United States 

spend time in care outside of the home, and 78% of those children are in center-based 

child care and education settings, spending a large proportion of their time with child care 

providers and teachers (18).  

Attachment theory provides a useful framework for understanding the bond 

between young children and their teacher or caregiver in early childhood education 

settings. According to attachment theory, young children learn about the world around 

them, and particularly about interpersonal relationships, through the early interaction 

patterns they experience with parents and other adult caregivers. Securely attached 

children feel safe enough to explore their environment independently but also return to 

the trusted adult when distressed or threatened (19-21). While this framework arose out 

of research on parenting—with key findings that sensitive, responsive, and predictable 

parenting behaviors foster secure attachment in children (20)—it is also relevant to the 

bonds and relationships that develop between young children and their teachers (22, 23).  

When preschool teachers are able to foster warm, sensitive, responsive, and 

trusting relationships with the children in their classrooms, it benefits the children‘s 

social and emotional development. By modeling positive behaviors and regulating their 

own emotions, teachers help children to develop social-emotional competence, self-

regulation, and school readiness skills (24). The term ―caregiver‖ is often used to 

describe early childhood educators and this reveals a core facet of what children require 

most to develop healthy social and emotional competence. The care and nurturing that 
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children receive in preschool settings is critical because early childhood is when the 

foundations of social competence are built (25, 26).  

 

Teacher-Child Relationships Promote Social-Emotional Competence 

Teachers impact learning not only through direct instruction but also by helping 

young children develop self-regulation skills (12, 27, 28) and social-emotional 

competence (17, 24); therefore, to be an effective preschool teacher is to do more than 

teach academic content (29). Through the relationships they create with children, early 

childhood educators must model prosocial behaviors, demonstrate an awareness of their 

own and others‘ emotions, and interact with children in a warm and responsive manner 

(17, 30). Positive teacher-child relationships in preschool are associated with the social-

emotional, behavioral, and cognitive domains of school readiness (31-38), and are even 

better predictors of child outcomes than traditional indicators such as teacher-student 

ratio or the highest level of education achieved by the teacher (39-41). Outside of 

parental influence, it is primarily through the development of positive teacher-child 

relationships that social-emotional learning takes place for preschool-aged children.  

High-quality early childhood education offers children access to adults who are 

socially and emotionally present during a critical period of child development. This 

emotional presence and positive way of being engaged with children in the classroom 

includes having calm and predictable reactions; listening empathetically when children 

express negative emotions, sharing feelings of joy when children express positive 

emotions, and understanding if, when, and how to intervene in children‘s peer 

interactions (17, 42). A variety of terms, such as social-emotional competence and 
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prosocial behavior, describe this range of skills that is most crucial for early childhood 

educators to possess if they are to foster those abilities in children (3, 24, 43).  

 

If Teachers Experience Stress, the Quality of Teacher-Child Relationships May Suffer  

For interventions in early childhood education programs to improve children‘s 

self-regulation (44), teachers must be able to regulate their own emotions and model 

healthy behaviors. Creating a positive emotional climate, in the classroom and in 

individual teacher-child relationships, is known to be vital to children‘s self-regulation 

and learning (34). A teacher‘s ability to create a positive emotional climate may be 

compromised, however, by the stress they experience in the workplace (45). Prior 

research in Sweden has suggested that preschool teachers may use harsher methods of 

discipline if they perceive lower control over children‘s behavior in the classroom (46). 

In a study of kindergarten teachers in the United States, teacher-child relationships were 

found to be more conflicted when the teachers rated their current class and teaching 

assignment to be more difficult than the prior year (47).   

 

Workplace Stress Can Impair Functioning at Work 

Workplace stress is an important occupational health issue that affects adults‘ 

ability to function and flourish in their jobs. According to the National Institute for 

Occupational Safety and Health, work-related stress ―results when the requirements of 

the job do not match the capabilities, resources, or needs of the worker (48).‖  

Karasek, Theorell, and Johnson‘s demands-control-support model of workplace 

stress describes the interaction of these three domains and how they are associated with 
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the health and functioning of workers (49-51). High workplace demands, in the presence 

of low support and low control, increases the strain on workers and raises their risk of 

negative psychological and physical outcomes that may lead to poor work functioning 

(52-54). The concept of workplace control, according to Karasek‘s model, incorporates 

two interrelated attributes, namely skill discretion and decision authority. In essence, 

workers have high skill discretion when they have the opportunity to use their full range 

of abilities on the job and they experience decision authority when they have individual 

choice and autonomy in how they approach their tasks at work. Together, skill discretion 

and decision authority are linked in the concept of decision latitude, or as it is more 

commonly called, control (50). Support in the workplace, both from coworkers and 

supervisors, is conceptualized as an important buffer in the presence of high demands and 

low control (51).  

The demand-control-support model represents one approach to conceptualizing 

workplace stress and it integrates concepts of environmental stressors as well as 

psychological stressors. It is important to note that this model was informed by a rich 

history of stress research including Selye‘s foundational work on the generalized role of 

stress in illness (55), McEwen‘s work on allostatic load and the negative impact of 

chronic stress (56), and Lazaraus‘ work on the individual differences in cognitive 

appraisals of stressful experiences (57). The Transactional Theory of stress and coping 

developed by Lazarus and Folkman emphasizes the role of the individual‘s perception 

and appraisal of events as stressful (58). In Karasek‘s demand-control-support model, the 

concept of appraisal is included because individuals report on their perceived levels of 

demands, control, and support at work (49).  
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To prevent the undesirable outcome of early childhood educators having poor 

functioning in their work, it is essential to have a working definition of what it means to 

function well. The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) 

created a formal, evidence-based set of five standards for the knowledge and attributes 

that early childhood educators need to function well in their work (59). In the standard 

pertaining to ―teaching and learning,‖ it states that high-functioning early childhood 

educators are expected to ―build close relationships with children and families.‖ In a clear 

emphasis of its importance, this attribute is listed first, above using ―developmentally 

effective teaching and learning strategies,‖ and, having ―sound knowledge of academic 

disciplines or content areas‖ (59). If workplace stress impairs early childhood educators‘ 

ability to build close relationships with children, then stress is preventing teachers from 

functioning well in an essential aspect of their work. Therefore, it is imperative that 

research investigate workplace stress in early childhood education settings with a 

particular focus on sources of stress that may be modified with effective, low-cost 

strategies. 

Two prior studies specifically examined aspects of early childhood educators‘ 

workplace stress in association with the quality of teacher-child relationships, along with  

other indicators of classroom quality (60, 61). It was hypothesized in both of these studies 

that the quality of interactions between teachers and children would be compromised 

among teachers with work environments characterized by excessive demands or limited 

supports. No significant associations were found between workplace stress and teacher-

child relationship quality, but it remains unclear if the null findings could be attributed to: 
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1) insufficient study power (60), or 2) measurement error of the workplace stress 

variables (60, 61).  

 

Detailed Conceptual Model  

 The following conceptual model (Figure 2) summarizes the key points presented 

above, and will be described from right to left. The box on the far right depicts children‘s 

social-emotional skills, the ultimate desired outcome. The middle box represents the 

quality of teacher-child relationships, specifically conflict, closeness, and positive 

interactions, which are known to contribute to the development of social-emotional 

outcomes in children. Finally, the box on the left depicts the hypothesized upstream 

workplace stress factors of demands, control, and support, which may influence the 

quality of teacher-child relationships.  

 

 

Figure 2. Detailed Conceptual Model 
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Early Childhood Educators Experience High Levels of Workplace Stress 

Workplace stress in the field of early childhood education merits particular 

attention because it may impair the quality of the teacher-child relationship by making 

the teachers less emotionally available to the children in their classrooms. Specifically, if 

preschool teachers experience high demands without sufficient control and support at 

work, it may negatively affect their ability to develop warm and supportive relationships 

with children. Working in early childhood education settings requires the ability to keep 

children physically safe, to help them feel emotionally secure, to provide instruction and 

meet learning outcomes, and to interact and communicate not only with the children, but 

their families, other teachers, and supervisors. Teachers must do all of this while 

managing the planned and unplanned events that occur in classrooms every day (62).  

High quality early childhood education is of particular importance for children 

living in poverty who may be more vulnerable to variations in the quality of care received 

in preschool settings (2, 63). The long-term social and economic benefits of investments 

in early childhood education for low-income children are well understood (5, 15, 64), but 

disparities persist in the school readiness of children in poverty compared to their more 

socially advantaged peers (65-67).  

In the present research, the specific early childhood education work environment 

under consideration is Head Start, the nation‘s largest, federally-funded early childhood 

education program. Head Start currently serves approximately one million 3- to 5-year-

old children living in low-income households. The demands placed on Head Start 

teachers in their classrooms are anticipated to be high, considering the social and 

behavioral challenges that children living in poverty often experience and bring with 
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them to the classroom (68-70). Many of the children attending Head Start programs are at 

high risk for poor long-term outcomes due to multiple social risks, such as homelessness, 

living in single-parent households, and having parents with limited education and literacy 

(71). Teachers in Head Start receive among the lowest wages in the field of education 

(72) and are faced with the daily challenge of creating positive emotional interactions 

with children whose disruptive or negative behaviors are often affected by exposure to 

stressful social and economic circumstances in the home (73). 

The amount of control and support experienced by Head Start teachers in the 

presence of the high demands they face most likely varies by several factors, such as the 

particular Head Start program or center in which they work and their individual 

perceptions of their control and social support at work. In addition, the low pay and low 

social status of preschool teachers may also contribute to Head Start being a stressful 

work environment (74). As of 2009, preschool teachers in the United States earned a 

mean hourly wage of $16.61 and preschool teachers in Pennsylvania earned a mean 

hourly wage of $12.31; whereas the mean hourly wages of kindergarten and elementary 

school teachers in the US exceeded $34 (72). Federal guidelines require that Head Start 

programs hire former or current Head Start parents when possible (75); therefore, 

economic stress can be expected to impact many Head Start teachers, in addition to the 

families served by the program.  

 

Workplace Stress and Teacher-Child Relationship Quality Are Central to the Current 

Head Start Policy Debates 

Head Start represents the largest, systematic effort to address the disparities in 

school readiness and long-term outcomes between children living in poverty and their 
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more advantaged peers. However, child outcomes achieved through Head Start have not 

consistently met expectations (76, 77) and policy makers are increasing their focus on the 

role of early childhood educators (29, 45, 78, 79). In a 2012 Institute of Medicine report 

on the early childhood workforce, early childhood educators were described as the front 

line purveyors of a service that, depending on its quality, can positively or negatively 

impact children (74). To ensure that early childhood education functions as a positive 

intervention, especially for children in poverty, the IOM committee, along with other 

publications by early childhood policy experts (45, 78), have emphasized that preschool 

teachers must be able to provide consistent, nurturing, high-quality classroom 

experiences. 

A teacher‘s ability to form positive relationships with children and create a 

positive emotional climate in the classroom was introduced as a formal regulation in 

Head Start in early 2012 when quality improvement strategies were put in place requiring 

programs to meet a minimum threshold score on classroom quality, as measured by the 

Pre-K Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) instrument (80). The CLASS 

instrument uses trained observers to rate three domains of classroom quality: instructional 

support, classroom organization and emotional support. The quality of the teacher-child 

relationship is reflected in the emotional support domain, and the recognized importance 

of this domain is suggested by the fact that Head Start‘s minimum standards are set 

higher for this domain than for the other two CLASS domains. In their report to Congress 

on the proposed regulations for quality improvement, the Office of Head Start cited 

research demonstrating that a positive emotional climate in preschool classrooms 

supports child outcomes (35), and the Office of Head Start stated that the use of the 
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CLASS instrument would be ―a major step forward to bring the quality of teacher-child 

interactions to bear on [program accountability] (81).‖  

 

Conclusions 

Early social-emotional development is critical for children‘s success in life and 

young children learn social-emotional skills through their relationships with key adults. 

Social-emotional skills provide a vital foundation for cognitive development and school 

readiness. In addition to the importance of the quality of the parent-child relationship, 

supportive teacher-child relationships promote social-emotional competence in young 

children attending early childhood education programs such as Head Start.  

Teachers in Head Start are expected to experience high levels of stress because 

they work with children exhibiting a number of behavioral and emotional difficulties 

associated with living in poverty; this workplace stress may negatively impact the quality 

of the relationships provided by Head Start teachers. Even as interventions are being 

developed and tested to help early childhood educators effectively manage their 

classrooms and enhance children‘s social-emotional development and learning (24, 27, 

43, 82-84), it has become evident that achieving these goals places significant demands 

on teachers relative to the training and support they receive (43, 60, 85).  

Despite what is known about the links between positive teacher-child 

relationships and child outcomes, there is a lack of epidemiologic research conducted in 

Head Start to examine modifiable factors, such as workplace stressors, that may influence 

the quality of teacher-child relationships. Teachers who are overwhelmed with demands 

at work, such as constant paperwork and accountability measures, challenging child 
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behaviors in the classroom, and increasing expectations to support children and parents 

experiencing economic and social distress, may be less able to engage in warm, 

supportive, consistent interactions with children. While demands at work are inevitable 

for early childhood educators, interventions to mitigate those demands as well as manage 

them—for example, by cultivating teachers‘ mindfulness, self-awareness, and emotion-

regulation—may help to reduce workplace stress. Similarly, more opportunities for social 

support from peers, supervisors, and mentors could improve the workplace environment 

for teachers, reducing workplace stress and promoting teachers‘ ability to engage in 

positive relationships with children.  

The present dissertation fills a significant gap in epidemiologic data on workplace 

stress and teacher-child relationship quality. A better understanding of this association 

could strengthen justifications for interventions and policies that aim to reduce workplace 

stress among early childhood educators, facilitating greater opportunities for teachers to 

engage in positive relationships with the children in their classrooms.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Overall Design 

Two complementary studies were conducted to explore the cross-sectional 

associations between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality among Head 

Start teachers. The research aims and hypotheses presented in Chapter 1 were addressed 

by analyzing data from 1) a web-based survey of Head Start teachers in the state of 

Pennsylvania conducted in the spring of 2012 (Study 1), and 2) interview and classroom 

observation data from a nationally representative sample of Head Start teachers in the 

2006-2007 school year (Study 2). Table 1 provides a brief comparison of the two data 

sets. A more detailed overview of the methods for Study 1 and Study 2 are then 

presented, followed by a description of the variables and analytic plans for both studies. 

 

Table 1. Comparison of Data Sets Used for Study 1 and Study 2 

 Study 1 

Staff Wellness Survey 

(SWS) 

Study 2 

Family and Child Experiences Survey 

(FACES) 

   

Sample N = 994, state-level census of 

Head Start teachers and 

assistant teachers  

N=325, nationally representative 

sample of Head Start teachers 

   

Location Pennsylvania United States 

   

Time frame 2012 2006-2007 

   

Design Cross-sectional Cross-sectional 

   

Measurement Anonymous, online, self-report Interview and classroom observations 
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Study 1: State-Wide Sample of Head Start Teachers (SWS) 

Overview 

Teachers and assistant teachers in all 54 Pennsylvania (PA) Head Start programs 

were invited to complete an anonymous, web-based Staff Wellness Survey (SWS) in the 

spring of 2012. I assisted my mentor, Robert C. Whitaker, MD, MPH, with the planning, 

design, and implementation of the SWS. We conducted the survey in partnership with the 

PA Head Start Association (PHSA), the primary advocacy organization for the state‘s 

Head Start programs and teachers. The survey was designed to assess teacher stress, 

health and well-being, and functioning at work using a comprehensive set of previously 

validated instruments. After the initial design of the survey was complete, it was pre-

tested with 11 Head Start staff members who provided feedback about the content and 

format. 

The purpose of the SWS was twofold: 1) to provide a needs assessment to 

individual programs about the health and well-being of their staff which could be used to 

inform professional development initiatives; and, 2) to provide population-level data on 

the stress and physical and mental health of Head Start staff, and how those factors may 

be related to functioning at work. In Study 1 of this dissertation, cross-sectional data were 

analyzed from teachers and assistant teachers about 1) workplace demands, control, and 

support; 2) teacher-child relationship quality; and, 3) teacher characteristics, including 

economic hardship and teacher depressive symptoms.  

 

Sample 

As of 2011, there were nearly 4000 Head Start teachers in PA serving 

approximately 35,000 3- to 5-year-old children. The SWS was announced to the state‘s 



 

  21 

Head Start program directors in December of 2011 at the PA Early Childhood Education 

Summit held in State College, PA. All Head Start employees from PA programs were 

invited to participate. Once program directors agreed to participate, the directors were 

responsible for recruiting their staff members to complete the survey. The research team 

offered assistance to program directors with announcing the survey and determining 

logistics for survey participation. The research team did not have direct contact with 

Head Start teachers, but rather provided program directors with printed materials to 

announce and describe the survey.  

Thirty-seven of 54 (68.5%) Head Start program directors in Pennsylvania agreed 

to have their program participate in the SWS. There were a total of 1911 lead and 

assistant teachers in the 37 participating programs. Weekly program-level response rate 

updates were sent to program directors by email during the fielding period of the survey 

to encourage programs to achieve a high rate of participation among their teaching staff.  

Among the 1911 Head Start teachers, 1001 online surveys were received – 550 

from lead teachers and 451 from assistant teachers – for a response rate of 52.4%. Among 

the responding teachers, 994 (52.0%) had complete data on the key exposures and 

outcomes for Study 1 and were included in the analytic sample.   

 

Data collection 

To minimize respondent burden and to maximize the response rate, the survey 

was designed to take approximately 30 minutes to complete. The survey remained 

accessible online for 4 months (February 27, 2012 to July 3, 2012). Head Start staff could 



 

  22 

complete the survey at work during a staff training day, during a typical work day, or at 

home.  

 

Study 2: Nationally Representative Sample of Head Start Teachers (FACES) 

Overview 

The second study used data from the 2006 Family and Child Experiences Survey 

(FACES). FACES data are collected every three years on a nationally representative 

sample of children entering Head Start for the first time, providing a periodic snapshot of 

the children, families, teachers, centers, and programs that make up the Head Start 

community (86). Although FACES data are designed primarily to be nationally 

representative of the children attending Head Start, the sampling procedures also lead to a 

nationally representative sample of teachers working in Head Start. 

In 2005, the Administration for Children and Families in the US Department of 

Health and Human Services funded Mathematica Policy Research and several partners to 

conduct the 2006 wave of FACES. Sampling for FACES took place at the program, 

center, classroom (teacher), and child level, with the first three stages using probability 

proportional to size sampling so that larger programs, centers, and classrooms had a 

higher probability of being included in the final sample. Sixty Head Start programs were 

selected among the 2,700 programs in the 50 states in 2005. Excluded from the sampling 

frame were programs in US territories, programs with the designation of American 

Indian/Alaskan Native or Migrant/Seasonal, programs that did not provide direct services 

to 3- to 5-year old children, such as Early Head Start programs, programs that were 

defunded or no longer in operation, and thirteen programs on the Gulf coast that had been 

affected by severe hurricanes in 2005.  
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Within each program sampled, approximately two centers and three classrooms 

per center were selected. Small classrooms were combined with other classrooms to 

create ―classroom groups‖ from which a sample of approximately 10 children was drawn 

(87). The final sample included 135 centers, 410 classrooms, 365 teachers, and 3,315 

children. Between 2006 and 2008, data collection teams conducted week-long site visits 

to assess children, interview parents, observe Head Start classrooms, and interview the 

lead teachers (88).  

Study 2 of the present dissertation focused on FACES data collected in the 2006-

2007 Head Start school year on teachers' self-reported workplace demands, control, and 

support, along with teacher characteristics and depressive symptoms. The outcome 

variable of interest, the quality of teacher-child relationships, was assessed by trained 

observers in the classroom in the spring of 2007. 

 

Sample 

Cases were selected for analysis based on the availability of teacher-level data in 

the fall 2006 data collection phase (teacher-reported workplace demands and control, 

teacher-reported depression, and socio-demographic characteristics) and in the spring 

2007 data collection phase (teacher-reported depression, classroom observations of 

teacher-child relationship quality, and teacher-reported workplace support). The initial 

FACES sample consisted of 365 teachers and, after selecting those teachers with 

available classroom observation data in the spring of 2007 and with no missing data on 

the key exposure variables, the analytic sample consisted of 325 teachers (89.0% of total 

teacher sample). 
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Study Variables 

The variables used for analysis in each of the two studies will be presented 

together to demonstrate their similarities and differences and to illustrate how the two 

studies provide complementary ways of addressing the overarching research questions. 

All study constructs were operationalized as categorical variables. While this 

approach may lead to some limitations in study power and the ability to detect subtle 

differences in effects of the exposures on the outcome, it allows for a clear definition of 

the outcome of interest (teacher-child relationship quality). Poor quality teacher-child 

relationships was the outcome variable and the presence or absence of certain types of 

workplace stress (high demands, low control, and low support) were the key exposure 

variables of interest. Operationalizing workplace demands, control, and support into high 

and low categories facilitated interpretation of the findings so that practical 

recommendations could be made about potential workplace interventions that might 

reduce teachers‘ levels of stress in the workplace, with the ultimate goal of preventing 

poor quality teacher-child relationships.   

 

Exposure Variables: Study 1 

Workplace Stress: Study 1  

Workplace stress was conceptualized in the SWS using a set of questions derived 

from the Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ) (53). This instrument was considered 

prohibitively long in its original form to be included in the web-based survey, but it is a 

gold standard self-report measure of stress and strain in the workplace (89, 90). Owing to 

the complexity of the full JCQ, many reduced versions have been created to assess its 
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three core concepts: demands, control, and support. The modified version of the JCQ 

from the Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS) national survey was 

selected because it was concise while maintaining acceptable reliability (demands 

subscale α = .73; skill discretion (control) subscale α = .70; decision authority (control) 

subscale   α = .87; coworker support subscale α = .67; and supervisor support subscale α 

= .87) (91).  

Workplace demands: Study 1. There were 5 items on the SWS that assessed 

workplace demands (See Appendix A; Exhibit 1). Using a 5-point scale from 1 (all of 

the time) to 5 (never), respondents were asked to rate how often each statement was true 

of their work in Head Start (e.g., ―You have too many demands placed on you‖). All 

response options are summed to create a continuous score that ranges from 5 to 25 with 

higher scores indicating higher workplace demands. In this sample, the internal 

consistency for the workplace demands subscale was high (α = .82). It is common 

practice to dichotomize workplace stress measures, such as demands, into high and low 

groups using a median split (92, 93). Therefore teachers were considered to have high 

workplace demands in Study 1 if their demands score was greater than the sample median 

of 16.  

Workplace control: Study 1. The workplace control variable was also derived 

from the modified Job Content Questionnaire, combining the skill discretion (6 items) 

and decision authority (3 items) subscales for a total of 9 items (53, 91). Participants were 

asked to rate on a 5-point scale, from 1 (all of the time) to 5 (never), how often each 

statement was true of their work in Head Start (e.g., ―You have a choice in deciding how 

you do your tasks‖) (See Appendix A; Exhibit 2). In this sample, the internal 
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consistency for the workplace control items was high overall (combined control subscale: 

α = .72; skill discretion subscale: α = .48; decision authority subscale: α = .70). All 9 

items were reverse-scored, summed, and combined to create a continuous workplace 

control score that could range from 9 to 45, with higher scores indicating lower levels of 

control. The categorical variable for workplace control was derived using a median split, 

with teachers scoring above the sample median of 23 considered to have low control.  

Workplace support: Study 1. Coworker support and supervisor support subscales 

from the modified Job Content Questionnaire were combined to create an overall support 

variable. It consisted of the 2 coworker support items and the 3 supervisor support items 

(See Appendix A; Exhibit 3). Using a 5-point scale, from 1 (all of the time) to 5 (never), 

respondents were asked to rate how often each statement was true of their work in Head 

Start (e.g., ―You get help and support from your immediate supervisor‖). The response 

options were reverse-scored and summed to create a continuous score that could range 

from 5 to 25, with higher scores indicating lower levels of support. The internal 

consistency for the workplace support subscale in this sample was high (α = .85). As with 

workplace demands and control, a median split was used to categorize low workplace 

support. Teachers with support scores above the sample median of 10 were considered to 

have low workplace support. 

Workplace stress score: Study 1. Although high demands, low control, and low 

support were expected to co-occur within teachers, it was also hypothesized that a dose-

response relationship might exist. In other words, the more types of workplace stress 

experienced by teachers, the more likely they were expected to have poor quality 

relationships with the children in their classrooms. By counting the types of workplace 
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stress experienced by teachers, a workplace stress score was derived that could range 

from 0 types of workplace stress to all 3 types (high demands, low control, and low 

support). Using the workplace stress score as a primary exposure variable, I examined the 

prevalence of poor teacher-child relationship quality among teachers with a workplace 

stress score of 1, 2, or 3 compared to the reference category for teacher-child relationship 

quality (workplace stress score = 0).   

 

Exposure Variables: Study 2 

Workplace stress: Study 2 

In the FACES data set, workplace stress was not explicitly measured with a 

validated workplace stress instrument, such as with the reduced JCQ used in Study 1. 

However, items in the FACES teacher interview did address information that closely 

approximated the three key concepts of demands, control, and support, and I was 

therefore able to obtain information about workplace stress in this nationally 

representative sample that was analogous to the information obtained from the Study 1 

SWS data. The items in FACES used to assess workplace demands and control were each 

single questions; therefore, no reliability statistics, such as Cronbach‘s alpha, were 

computed. Both the workplace demands and workplace control items demonstrated 

strong face validity, however (see descriptions below). There were 12 items in FACES 

that assessed workplace support; therefore, it was possible to calculate the internal 

consistency for this informal workplace support scale, which was very high (α = .94). 

Workplace demands: Study 2. In FACES, workplace demands were assessed 

using a single item on the teacher interview that asked teachers to report on the difficulty 
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of the children‘s behavior in their classroom (See Appendix A; Exhibit 4). If any of the 

following 3 response options were selected, the teacher was categorized as having high 

workplace demands: 1) the group misbehaves occasionally, 2) the group misbehaves 

frequently and is often difficult to handle, or 3) the group misbehaves very frequently and 

is always difficult to handle. Teachers were considered to have low workplace demands if 

they reported that the children in their classroom behaved well or extremely well, which 

were the two other response options in the demands item. The workplace demands 

variable was therefore operationalized in Study 2 as dichotomous, with 1 = high demands 

and 0 = low demands. 

Workplace control: Study 2. A single item on the teacher interview measured the 

construct of workplace control, more specifically the domain of decision authority. 

Teachers reported on who made the majority of the decisions about day-to-day 

instructional plans for children (See Appendix A; Exhibit 5). Teachers who indicated 

that someone else made those decisions (e.g., program administrator, center director, or 

content area specialist) were considered to have low control. Teachers were considered to 

have high control if they indicated that they, as the classroom lead teachers, made most of 

the decisions about day-to-day instructional plans in the classroom. Thus, the workplace 

control variable was operationalized in Study 2 as dichotomous, with 1 = low control and 

0 = high control. 

Workplace support: Study 2. In FACES, support at work was measured in the 

teacher interview by 12 items that asked teachers about the level of support they felt their 

Head Start program provided. These items were combined to create a scale measuring 

support in the workplace that is specific to teachers in early childhood education settings. 



 

  29 

While no reliability or validity data were provided on this scale in the FACES 

documentation, the scale was normally distributed in this sample and had very high 

internal consistency, as noted above (α = .94). 

 Using a 5 point scale (1 = ‗strongly disagree‘ to 5 = ‗strongly agree‘), teachers 

were asked to rate their agreement with each of the 12 workplace support statements 

(e.g., ―Your program helps teachers feel that they are part of a team‖ and ―Your program 

provides enough assistance for teachers in the classroom‖) (See Appendix A; Exhibit 6). 

The response values were summed and divided by the number of items for a mean total 

program support score that could range from 1 to 5, with higher scores indicating higher 

levels of program support. The variable was dichotomized using the sample median as a 

cut point so that teachers with scores at or below the median of 3.6 were considered to 

have low workplace support.  

Workplace stress score: Study 2. As in Study 1, the presence of each type of 

workplace stress was given a value of 1 and then these values were summed to create a 

score ranging from 0 types of workplace stress to all 3 types (high demands, low control, 

and low support). The workplace stress score summarized the exposure variables to 

investigate whether a dose-response relationship was present between the number of 

types of workplace stress and observed teacher-child relationship quality. In other words, 

it was hypothesized that teachers with a workplace stress score of 1, 2, or 3 would have a 

higher prevalence of observed poor teacher-child relationship quality compared to the 

reference category (workplace stress score = 0). In Study 2, a very small proportion of 

survey respondents experienced all three types of workplace stress (high demands, low 
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control, and low support), therefore, workplace stress scores of 2 or 3 were collapsed into 

one category, leaving three possible workplace stress scores (0, 1, or ≥ 2). 

 

Outcome Variables: Study 1 

Quality of Teacher-Child Relationships 

 The 15-item Student-Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS) was included in the 

SWS to obtain teachers‘ perceptions of the quality of their relationships with children in 

the classroom (94). In its original form, the STRS assesses teachers‘ perceptions about 

the quality of their relationships with individual students. The STRS has been shown to 

have excellent internal consistency (α = .92 for the conflict subscale and α = .90 for the 

closeness subscale) and strong test-retest reliability (r = .89) (95). The STRS has also 

demonstrated high validity when examined in association with children‘s current and 

future school achievement and behavioral difficulties (34).  

 With permission from the authors, the STRS was modified in the Study 1 

SWS to assess teachers‘ perceptions of the quality of their relationships with all the 

children in their classroom. For example, instead of the statement ―If upset, this child will 

seek comfort from me,‖ the item was revised to read, ―If upset, the children will seek 

comfort from me‖ (emphasis added). Instructions were added to highlight this 

modification (See Appendix A; Exhibit 7). In light of this modification of the STRS, 

reliability estimates for the internal consistency of the revised subscale items were 

calculated in this sample. Both subscales maintained high internal consistency (α = .75 

for the conflict subscale and α = .73 for the closeness subscale). 

 Respondents rated the degree to which the items applied to their relationships 

with the children in their classroom using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely does 
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not apply) to 5 (definitely applies). The 15 items of the STRS are grouped into two 

subscales that have high discriminant validity: closeness and conflict (34). The closeness 

subscale has 7 items pertaining to warmth, security, and openness in relationships, 

whereas the conflict subscale consists of 8 items to assess negative, insecure, and hostile 

aspects of relationships.  

 A score was calculated for each subscale by summing the responses for the 

conflict items and closeness items separately. The continuous conflict score could range 

from 8 to 40 and the continuous closeness score could range from 7 to 35. Cut points 

were chosen to dichotomize the closeness and conflict scores to serve as proxies for poor 

quality teacher-child relationships. The highest approximate quartile on the distribution 

of the conflict score was considered high conflict (score >20) and the lowest approximate 

quartile on the distribution of the closeness score was considered low closeness (score 

≤32). 

  

Outcome Variables: Study 2 

The Quality of Teacher-Child Relationships 

Teacher-child relationship quality was measured during classroom observations in 

FACES 2006 during the spring 2007 assessment. The Arnett Caregiver Interaction Scale 

(CIS) (96) is a widely-used observational measure of the emotional quality of teacher-

child interactions in preschool settings. The Arnett CIS was chosen for the FACES study 

because it requires limited training, no special materials, is not time-intensive, is simple 

to code and score, and has been shown to be a reliable and valid measure of caregiver 

behavior and affect with young children (Cronbach‘s α = .93) (97-99).  
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The most common form of the Arnett CIS includes 30 items describing positive 

or negative teacher behaviors (See Appendix A; Exhibit 8). Trained observers rated the 

agreement between each of the statements and the individual teacher‘s classroom 

behaviors on a scale from 0 (not at all like the teacher) to 3 (very much like the teacher). 

Items that reflect negative behaviors were reverse coded so that the 30 items could be 

summed to create a total score, with higher values indicating more developmentally 

appropriate and emotionally supportive teacher-child interactions. A recent factor 

analysis using structural equation techniques revealed that while four distinct and reliable 

subscales emerged (positive affect, negative affect, engagement, and overcontrol), these 

factors can be combined to create an overall ―positive interactions‖ score (97). The 

continuous Arnett CIS score, which could range from 0 to 90, had a median of 67 among 

the teachers in FACES 2006. A median split was used so that teachers with a score below 

67 were categorized as having poor teacher-child relationship quality. 

Table 2 and Table 3 summarize the key exposures and outcomes described 

above and how they were operationalized in Study 1 and Study 2. 

  



 

  33 

Table 2. Key Exposures for Study 1 and Study 2 

W
o

rk
p

la
ce

 s
tr

e
ss

 

Study 1: Staff Wellness Survey Study 2: FACES 2006 

Instrument 

Operational 

definition Instrument 

Operational 

definition 

Demands subscale 

Modified Job Content 

Questionnaire 

 

5 items  

(scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score  

(range: 5-25) 

 

 

 

 

High demands   

(score >16) vs.  

low demands  

(score ≤16) based 

on median split of 

demand subscale 

score 

Difficulty of children’s 

behaviors 

 

1 item 

―How would you rate the 

behavior of children in your 

class?‖ 

1 = the group misbehaves 

very frequently and is almost 

always difficult to handle 

2 = the group misbehaves 

frequently and is often 

difficult to handle 

3 = the group occasionally 

misbehaves 

4 = the group behaves well 

5 = the group behaves 

exceptionally well 

 

 

 

High demands 

(response 1-3; 

children 

misbehave very 

frequently, 

frequently, or 

occasionally) vs. 

low demands 

(response 4-5; 

children behave 

well or 

exceptionally 

well)  

Control subscale 

Modified Job Content 

Questionnaire 

 

9 items  

(scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score (range: 9-

45) 

Reverse-coded; higher 

scores indicate lower 

control 

 

 

 

 

Low control (score 

>23) vs. high 

control (score ≤23) 

based on median 

split of reverse-

coded control 

subscale score 

Decision making 

 

1 item 

―In your center, who makes 

most of the decisions about 

day-to-day instructional 

plans for children, such as 

the calendar or sequence of 

activities?‖ 

 

 

Low control  

(someone other 

than the teacher, 

such as program 

administrator, 

makes most 

decisions) vs. 

high control 

(teacher makes 

most decisions) 

Support subscale 

(combined coworker 

and supervisor 

support) 

Modified  Job Content 

Questionnaire 

 

5 items  

(scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score (range: 5-

25) reverse-coded; 

higher scores indicate 

lower support 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Low support (score 

>10) vs. high 

support (score ≤10) 

based on median 

split of reverse-

coded support 

subscale score 

Program support  

 

12 items  

(scaled responses: 1-5) 

Mean score of responses 

(range: 1-5) 

 

 

 

 

 

Low support 

(score ≤3.6) vs. 

high support 

(score >3.6) based 

on median split 
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Table 2,  cont. 
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Study 1: Staff Wellness Survey Study 2: FACES 2006 

Instrument 

Operational 

definition Instrument 

Operational 

definition 

Stress score  

Sum of derived binary 

variables 

 

high demands=1,  

low demands=0;  

low control=1,  

high control=0;  

low support=1,  

high support=0 

Total score (range: 0-3) 

 

 

 

 

Score (number of 

types of workplace 

stress) = 

0  

1 

2  

3 

Stress score 

Sum of derived binary 

variables 

 

high demands=1,  

low demands=0;  

low control=1,  

high control=0;  

low support=1,  

high support=0 

Total score (range: 0-3) 

 

 

 

 

Score (# of types 

of workplace 

stress) =  

0 

1 

≥2 

 

Table 3. Key Outcomes for Study 1 and Study 2 
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Study 1: Staff Wellness Survey Study 2: FACES 2006 

Instrument 

Operational 

definition Instrument 

Operational 

definition 

Student-Teacher 

Relationship Scale 

 

Conflict subscale 

8 items (scaled responses: 

1-5) 

Total score  

(range: 8-40) 

 

Closeness subscale 

7 items (scaled responses: 

1-5) 

Total score  

(range: 7-35) 

 

 

 

High teacher-child 

conflict (score >20) vs. 

normal teacher-child 

conflict (score ≤20) 

based on upper quartile 

 

Low teacher-child 

closeness (score ≤32)  

vs. normal teacher-child 

closeness (score >32) 

based on highest 

quartile 

Arnett Caregiver 

Interaction Scale 
 

30 items rated by 

trained observers 

(response range: 0-3) 

Total score (range: 0-

90) 

 

 

 

 

Low teacher-

child relationship 

quality (score  

<67) vs.  

high teacher-child 

relationship 

quality (score 

≥67) based on 

median split 

 

 

Covariates 

Teacher Characteristics: Study 1 

 In addition to the key exposure variables of high demands, low control, and low 

support, and the outcome variable of teacher-child relationship quality (closeness and 

conflict), several potentially confounding factors were considered. At the end of the 

SWS, teachers reported on socio-demographic information such as age and race/ethnicity, 
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as well as questions pertaining to their years of teaching experience, their highest 

education level, and whether their own children had ever attended Head Start. These 

teacher characteristics could potentially influence how teachers manage workplace stress 

and/or the quality of their relationships with children in their classrooms.  

 

Economic Hardship: Study 1 

Data were collected on aspects of economic hardship that were predicted to 

generate stress in teachers and potentially affect the quality of their relationships with 

children. There were 5 categories of economic hardship: household food insufficiency, 

receipt of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formally the Food 

Stamps Program) in the past year, not having enough money for housing in the past year, 

not having enough money for utilities in the past year, and not having enough to pay for 

health care or medicine in the past year. The presence of each category was assigned a 

value of 1 to generate a count of economic hardship categories. The count could range 

from 0 to 5, with more categories of economic hardship hypothesized to be correlated 

with both workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality.  

 

Depressive Symptoms: Study 1 

Depressive symptoms were assessed with the 20-item Center for Epidemiologic 

Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) (100). Respondents were asked to reflect on the 

previous week and rate the frequency of symptoms on a scale of 0 (less than once a 

week) to 3 (5-7 days a week). Four of the 20 items reflect the absence of depressive 

symptoms (e.g. ―I was happy‖) and are reverse-coded before calculating a total score 
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which can range from 0 to 60. Higher total scores indicate greater amounts of depressive 

symptoms, such as sadness, hopelessness, and disturbances of sleep and appetite. 

A suggested approach for handling missing data on the CES-D is to not calculate 

a total score if more than 4 of the 20 items are missing (101). If 4 or fewer items were 

missing, the sample median value was imputed for the missing items. Thirty-two cases 

were missing data on >4 items and were not included in analyses using the CES-D. The 

sample median was imputed for 44 cases (4%) that were missing 4 or fewer items and 

total depression scores were then calculated.  

While the CES-D is not intended for use as a diagnostic tool for depression, a cut 

point of 16 or higher indicates clinically significant depressive symptoms (100, 102). 

Therefore, in Study 1, teachers with a score of 16 or higher on the CES-D were 

considered to have clinically significant depressive symptoms. The binary variable, 

1=depressed/0=not depressed, was entered as a covariate in a separate step of the logistic 

regression analyses. 

 

Teacher Characteristics: Study 2 

In addition to the primary exposure variables (workplace demands, control, and 

support) and the outcome variable (the quality of teacher-child relationships), several 

potentially confounding factors were considered in the FACES analyses. In the Fall 2006 

teacher interview, teachers provided socio-demographic information such as their age, 

race/ethnicity, their years of experience working in Head Start, their highest education 

level obtained, and whether their own children had ever attended Head Start. These 
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teacher characteristics could be hypothesized to influence how teachers experience stress 

in the workplace or the quality of their relationships with children. 

 

Depressive Symptoms: Study 2 

Teachers‘ depressive symptoms were assessed in FACES using a shortened 

version of the CES-D (100) that was included as part of the teacher interview in the fall 

of 2006 and again in the spring of 2007. As with the full version, the 12-item short-form 

CES-D asks respondents to reflect on the previous week and rate the frequency of 

symptoms on a scale of 0 (less than once a week) to 3 (5-7 days a week). None of the 

positively worded items from the original CES-D are included in this short form and 

therefore no items require reverse-scoring. The total score could from 0-36 with higher 

scores indicating more depressive symptoms. This version of the CES-D has good 

internal consistency (Cronbach‘s alpha > .80) (103). Unlike the 20-item CES-D, the short 

form does not have an established cut point for indicating clinically significant depressive 

symptoms, however a threshold of ≥10 has been suggested (85). This cut point of 10 was 

used to create the binary variable (1=depressed/0=not depressed) for determining the 

prevalence of elevated depressive symptoms in the Study 2 sample at the beginning and 

end of the 2006-2007 school year. In a final variable derivation step, the covariate for 

teachers‘ depressive symptoms was created by assigning a value of 1 to teachers with 

elevated depressive symptoms at either time point (fall 2006 or spring 2007).  

 

Analytic Plan for Study 1 and Study 2 

 Data for both studies were imported into SPSS version 19. Descriptive data and 

frequency distributions were examined for all continuous variables to determine whether 
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the data were normally distributed and where to set appropriate cut points for categorical 

variables when necessary. Next, data analyses for Study 1 were conducted in SPSS. For 

Study 2, the data were imported into STATA for analysis because of the program‘s 

capacity to account for survey weights and accurately calculate variance estimates for 

complex survey designs such as FACES. 

 

Analytic Plan: Study 1 

All analyses were conducted using SPSS version 19. First, the prevalence of the 

exposure variables, outcome variables, and covariates, were calculated for the sample. 

The workplace stress score was created by assigning a value of 1 to each type of 

workplace stress reported by the teacher and then summing those values for a total 

workplace stress score with four levels ranging from 0 (no types of workplace stress) to 3 

(high demands, low control, and low support).  

Chi-square tests were conducted to examine first the associations between 

selected sample characteristics and 1) the exposure variables of high workplace demands, 

low workplace control, low workplace support, and the four levels of the workplace 

stress score (0, 1, 2, or 3), and 2) the outcome variables of teacher-child relationship 

quality, including high conflict and low closeness. The associations between the sample 

characteristics and both the exposure and outcome variables were used to guide the 

selection of covariates for adjusted multivariate analyses. Potentially confounding 

variables were chosen based on the strength of the associations between sample 

characteristics and the exposures and outcomes. For example, if a covariate was 
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significantly associated with both workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality 

(p <.10), it was selected for adjustment in the final multivariate analyses. 

Before adjusting the exposure-outcome relationship for potential confounders, 

chi-square tests were conducted to examine the bivariate associations between each 

exposure variable (high workplace demands, low workplace control, low workplace 

support, and the 4 levels of the workplace stress score) and each outcome (high conflict 

and low closeness). Next, unadjusted logistic regression analyses (Model 1) were 

conducted to calculate odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for the likelihood of 

having high conflict or low closeness in teacher-child relationship quality given the 

presence or absence of each type of workplace stress.  

In all logistic regression models, including the unadjusted models, the reference 

category for each exposure was considered the absence of the specific type of workplace 

stress (not having high demands, low control, or low support). The reference category for 

the workplace stress score was a score of 0 (no types of workplace stress reported) and 

odds ratios were calculated for having high conflict or low closeness given each 

increasing level of the workplace stress score (1, 2, or all 3 types of workplace stress). 

This allowed us to test whether a dose-response relationship was present between the 

number of types of workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality.  

The subsequent logistic regression analyses (Models 2, 3, and 4) were adjusted for 

potentially confounding factors organized into three conceptual groups: 1) teacher 

characteristics (such as number of years of experience in early childhood education), 2) 

economic hardship (operationalized as a 3-level categorical variable: 0 categories of 

economic hardship, 1 category, or ≥2 categories), and 3) elevated depressive symptoms.  
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Teachers‘ depressive symptoms were entered only in the final stage of analyses 

because they were expected to be strongly related to both workplace stress and teacher-

child relationship quality. Therefore, it was important to examine whether including 

depressive symptoms in the regression models would lead to the full attenuation of any 

associations found between the exposures and outcomes. If the associations between 

workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality were no longer found to be present 

after adjusting for teachers‘ depressive symptoms, the relative importance of workplace 

stress on teacher-child relationships beyond the presence of elevated depressive 

symptoms would need to be reconsidered. In other words, depression could represent an 

alternative explanation for the appearance of an association between workplace stress and 

teacher-child relationship quality. Another possibility would be that depressive symptoms 

could theoretically act as a mediator, with workplace stress leading to depressive 

symptoms that in turn lead to poorer quality relationships between teachers and children. 

 

Analytic Plan: Study 2 

All analyses were conducted using STATA version 12 because FACES uses a 

complex survey design which requires implementing appropriate sample weights and 

variance estimation procedures. STATA is one of the software programs recommended 

by survey methodologists for correctly handling data analyses by taking into account the 

complex sampling design FACES (104, 105). The FACES manual provides a sample 

weight to be used in cross-sectional analyses of the 2006-2007 school year involving 

teacher-report data and classroom observations. This weight is referred to as, ―Year 1 

Class-Level Teacher Survey (Fall and Spring) & Observation Weight‖ (variable name: 
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T12OCLSWT). This weight takes into account the probability proportional to size 

sampling procedures and adjusts for the occurrence that some teachers were responsible 

for more than one class at a time (for example, a morning session with one group of 

students and an afternoon session with another group). The weight was normalized by 

dividing the weight by the number of cases in the sample and the normalized weight was 

then applied to all Study 2 analyses. The estimates obtained using this weight are 

representative of all Head Start teachers in the United States working in the FACES-

eligible programs serving children entering Head Start for the first time in the fall of 2006 

(87).  

All multivariate analyses for Study 2 were conducted using STATA‘s survey 

commands (e.g., ―svy: tab‖ and ―svy: logit‖). First, a command was used that provided 

information about the data structure, specifically that teachers were the primary sampling 

unit for the analyses and that they were nested within Head Start programs (strata). After 

executing this command, the survey commands used for multivariate analyses produce 

point estimates and variance estimates that account for the complex survey design of 

FACES as well as the multilevel data structure, with teachers nested within programs 

considered more likely to be similar to one another than teachers across different 

programs. 

Prevalence estimates for the outcome and exposure variables were first calculated 

for the sample. Among the Head Start teachers sampled in FACES, the percentage with 

poor teacher-child relationship quality (below median scores on Arnett CIS) was 

calculated, as well as the percentage of teachers with high workplace demands, low 

workplace control, low workplace support, and each level of the workplace stress score. 
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Descriptive statistics were obtained, including numbers and percentages, to provide 

sample characteristics such as gender, age, education level, and depressive symptoms.  

Chi-square tests were conducted to examine first the associations between 

selected sample characteristics and 1) the exposure variables of high workplace demands, 

low workplace control, low workplace support, and the 3 levels of the workplace stress 

score (0, 1, and ≥2), and 2) the outcome variable of poor teacher-child relationship 

quality. The associations between the sample characteristics and both the exposure and 

outcome variables were used to guide the selection of covariates for adjusted multivariate 

analyses. However, due to the relatively smaller sample size of teachers in Study 2, the 

criteria for selecting potentially confounding variables were less strict than in Study 1. 

Rather than choosing covariates that were significantly associated with the exposures and 

outcomes at the level of p < .05, covariates that were moderately related (p < .20) to a 

workplace stress variable or the teacher-child relationship variable were selected for the 

final multivariate analyses.  

To examine the unadjusted associations between workplace stress and teacher-

child relationship quality in FACES, chi-square tests were conducted examining the 

bivariate associations between each exposure variable (high workplace demands, low 

workplace control, low workplace support, and the 3 levels of the workplace stress score) 

and the outcome (poor teacher-child relationship quality). These analyses were followed 

by an unadjusted logistic regression analysis (Model 1) to calculate the odds ratios and 

95% confidence interval for the likelihood of having poor teacher-child relationship 

quality given the presence or absence of each type of workplace stress.  
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As in Study 1, in all the Study 2 logistic regression models, the reference category 

for each exposure was the absence of that particular type of workplace stress (not having 

high demands, low control, or low support). The reference category for the workplace 

stress score was a score of 0 (absence of all 3 types of workplace stress) and the odds 

ratios were calculated for having poor observed teacher-child relationship quality given 

the presence of 1 or ≥2 types of workplace stress compared to 0. This approach would 

reveal any dose-response relationship between the number of types of workplace stress 

and observed teacher-child relationship quality.  

The subsequent logistic regression models (Model 2 and Model 3) were adjusted 

for potentially confounding factors entered in two separate steps. First, as was done in 

Study 1, teacher characteristics were entered in Model 2. In the final Study 2 model 

(Model 3), teachers‘ depressive symptoms were entered to examine whether elevated 

depressive symptoms might serve as an alternative explanation or a mediator for the 

overall relationship between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality. 

Finally, all odds ratios generated from the logistic regression analyses using STATA‘s 

survey commands provided confidence intervals that accounted for the complex sampling 

design used in FACES and any shared variance in teacher-child relationship quality that 

might be present among teachers within the same Head Start program. 

 

Study power 

Both studies analyzed existing data sets and, therefore, the sample sizes were 

fixed and power analyses could only be conducted to estimate the minimal detectable 

differences in teacher-child relationship quality among teachers with differing amounts of 

workplace stress given a desired α and power (1-β). Power analyses were conducted for 
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Study 1 and Study 2 using GPower, version 3.1. For all Study 2 power calculations, the 

true minimal detectable effect sizes are most likely underestimated due to the complex 

survey design in FACES which has implications for calculating variance estimates. In 

other words, the minimal detectable effect sizes in Study 2 were somewhat larger than the 

estimates calculated with GPower. 

For Study 1, the following fixed terms were used in the power calculations:  n = 

994, alpha = .05, power = 80%. The comparison groups used were low workplace 

demands, high control, and high support, with a presumed prevalence of high conflict and 

low closeness in teacher-child relationships set at 25% (by definition, the expected lowest 

and highest quartiles). The Study 1 sample size provided adequate power to detect a 

minimal detectable difference of 4% in the prevalence of the outcome for teachers with 

high levels of workplace stress. In other words, compared to teachers with low levels of 

workplace stress, a 4% absolute difference can be detected in the prevalence of high 

conflict and low closeness among teachers with high workplace stress. 

The fixed terms used in the power calculations for Study 2 were: n = 325, alpha = 

.05, power = 80%. The comparison groups were defined, as above, as low workplace 

demands, high control, and high support, with the constant proportion of poor teacher-

child relationship quality (low Arnett CIS) presumed to be 50% (by definition, score 

below the median). The Study 2 sample size provides adequate power to detect a minimal 

detectable difference of 8% in the prevalence of the outcome for teachers with high levels 

of workplace stress. Compared to teachers with lower workplace stress (or a lower 

workplace stress score), an 8% absolute difference can be detected in the prevalence of 

observed poor teacher-child relationship quality among teachers with high workplace 
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stress. Again, because of the complex sampling design used in FACES, the true minimal 

detectable differences in Study 2 are most likely higher than the GPower estimates. 

 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval 

Study 1 was approved by Temple University‘s IRB, Committee B. This IRB 

committee is responsible for regulating and monitoring all social science and behavioral 

research protocols involving human subjects that do not involve medical interventions. 

The committee determined that the SWS human subjects protocol merited expedited 

review because no personal identifiers were collected as part of the online survey. In 

addition, Study 1 was granted a waiver from obtaining signed informed consent 

documents because of its anonymous, web-based design. When participants visited the 

SWS website, they were provided detailed information about the research prior to 

entering any survey data, and they only received access to the survey by clicking on the 

following statement: ―I have read the description of the study and I agree to participate.‖ 

See Appendix B for complete approval documentation.  

Access to the FACES data set, used in Study 2, is managed by Child Care & 

Early Education RESEARCH CONNECTIONS and the Inter-University Consortium for 

Political and Social Research (ICPSR). An application was sent to these organizations to 

obtain a Restricted Data-Use Agreement for the FACES data. Once permission was 

obtained, a proposal to conduct secondary data analysis on the fully de-identified data 

was submitted to Temple University‘s IRB Committee B. The committee determined that 

the study was exempt for undergoing further review based on exemption category 4 of 

the federal regulations (45 CFR 46.101(b)): ―Research involving the collection or study 

of existing data, documents, records, pathological or diagnostic specimens, if these 



 

  46 

sources are publicly available or if the information is recorded by the investigator in such 

a manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the 

subjects.‖ See Appendix B for IRB approval and data-use agreement documentation. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 Results are presented first for Study 1, the Pennsylvania Staff Wellness Survey 

(SWS) and then for Study 2, the FACES nationally representative sample of Head Start 

teachers. Both studies addressed the overarching research question about the association 

between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality, however the exposure 

and outcome variables were operationalized differently due to the individual study 

samples and designs.  

 

Study 1 

In the SWS, the prevalence of the outcome of interest was by definition ~25% of 

the sample because the highest quartile was used as the cut point indicating high conflict 

in teacher-child relationship quality and the lowest quartile was used as the cut point for 

low closeness. The conflict scores were normally distributed and in the overall sample of 

994 teachers, 22.4% had conflict scores greater than 20 (out of a possible 40) and were 

considered to have high conflict in their relationships with children in their classrooms. 

The closeness scores were skewed toward the high end of the range and 23.3% of the 

total sample had closeness scores of less than or equal to 32 (out of a possible 35). See 

Figure 3 for the frequency distributions in the sample of the conflict and closeness scores 

from the Student Teacher Relationship Scale. 
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Figure 3. Frequency Distributions for Study 1 Outcome Variables: Conflict and 

Closeness in Teacher-Child Relationships  

 

Median splits were used to identify high and low measures of workplace stress 

that were predicted to be associated with teacher-child relationship quality (high 

demands, low control, and low support). The scores for all three workplace stress 

variables were approximately normally distributed (see Figure 4). A score greater than 

the median of 16 (out of a possible 25) on workplace demands was considered high 

demands and consisted of 54.7% of the sample. Low control was experienced by 53.1% 

of the sample and was defined as a control score above the median of 23 (out of a 

possible 45). Workplace support combined the scores on both the coworker and 

supervisor support items, with low support defined as a score above the median of 10 (out 

of a possible 25) and was reported by 47.7% of the sample. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Frequency Distributions for Study 1 Exposure Variables:  

 Workplace Demands, Control, and Support  
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 The workplace stress score, created by counting the stress categories present for 

each teacher, generated the following exposure profiles for teachers: 0 types of workplace 

stress (low demands, high control, and high support) (19.8%), any 1 type of workplace 

stress (28.2%), any 2 types (28.7), and all 3 types of workplace stress (high demands, low 

control, and low support) (23.3%). See Table 4 for a detailed description of how the key 

constructs were operationalized. 

Table 4. Study 1 Constructs, Instruments, and Operational Definitions 
 Construct Instrument Operational definition 

E
X

P
O

S
U

R
E

S
 

Workplace 

demands 

Job Content Questionnaire 

 

Demands subscale 

5 items (scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score (range: 5-25) 

High demands  (score >16) 

vs. low demands (score ≤16) 

based on median split of 

demand subscale score 

   

Workplace control Job Content Questionnaire 

 

Control subscale 

9 items (scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score (range: 9-45) 

Reverse-coded so that higher scores indicate 

lower control 

Low control (score >23) vs. 

high control (score ≤23) 

based on median split of 

reverse-coded control 

subscale score 

   

Workplace support Job Content Questionnaire 

 

Combined coworker and supervisor 

support subscales 

5 items (scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score (range: 5-25) 

Reverse-coded so that higher scores indicate 

lower support 

Low support (score >10) vs. 

high support (score ≤10) 

based on median split of 

reverse-coded support 

subscale score 

   

Workplace stress 

score 

Job Content Questionnaire:  

derived binary variables 

 

High demands=1, low demands=0;  

Low control=1, high control=0;  

Low support=1, high control=0 

Total score (range: 0-3) 

Score (number of types of 

workplace stress) = 

0  

1 

2  

3  
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 Table 4, Cont. 

O
U

T
C

O
M

E
 

Teacher-child 

relationship quality 

Student-Teacher Relationship Scale 

 

Conflict subscale 

8 items (scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score (range: 8-40) 

 

 

Closeness subscale 

7 items (scaled responses: 1-5) 

Total score (range: 7-35) 

High teacher-child conflict 

(score >20) vs. normal 

teacher-child conflict (score 

≤20) based on upper quartile 

 

Low teacher-child closeness 

(score ≤32) vs. normal 

teacher-child closeness 

(score >32) based on lowest 

quartile 

 

The characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 5. Nearly all (97.8%) 

teachers were female, 51.2% were ≥40 years old, and 87.8% were non-Hispanic, White. 

Three-fourths (75.3%) of the teachers were married and/or living with a partner and 

18.0% reported caring for an elderly or disabled family member or friend. Over half of 

the sample (52.2%) held a bachelor‘s degree or higher. Nearly one-quarter of the teachers 

(24.0%) reported clinically significant depressive symptoms and 37.3% reported at least 

one category of economic hardship, including food insufficiency, receipt of SNAP, or not 

having enough money for housing, utilities, or healthcare. 
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Table 5. Selected Sample Characteristics of Head Start Teachers in Study 1 (n=994)
a 

Characteristic N (%) 

Socio-demographics  

Gender   

Female 970 (97.8) 

Male 22 (2.2) 

Age   

< 30 years 211 (22.2) 

30-39 years 253 (26.6) 

40-49 years 219 (23.0) 

≥ 50 years 268 (28.2) 

Race/Ethnicity  

Non-Hispanic, White 861 (87.8) 

Non-Hispanic, Black/African-American 37 (3.8) 

Non-Hispanic, Other or multiracial 25 (2.5) 

Hispanic 58 (5.9) 

Primary language  

English 960 (97.0) 

Spanish 21 (2.1) 

Other 9 (0.9) 

Married or cohabitating
b
 736 (75.3) 

In committed relationship
c
 784 (80.0) 

Lives with children 466 (47.4) 

Lives alone 67 (6.8) 

Caring for elderly/disabled
d
  178 (18.0) 

Education and experience  

Highest education level  

< Bachelor‘s degree
e
 471 (47.8) 

≥ Bachelor‘s degree
f
 514 (52.2) 

Years working in ECE
g
  

0-6 years 324 (33.5) 

7-15 years 342 (35.4) 

>15 years 300 (31.1) 

Teacher type  

Assistant teacher 448 (45.1) 

Lead teacher 546 (54.9) 

Own child attended HS 281 (28.4) 

Depressive symptoms
h
 236 (24.0) 
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Table 5 Cont.  

Characteristic N (%) 

Economic hardship (past year)  

Household food insufficiency
i
  34 (3.1) 

Received SNAP 105 (9.7) 

Not enough money for housing  87 (8.0) 

Not enough money for utilities
j
 285 (26.3) 

Not enough money for healthcare
k
  230 (21.2) 

Economic hardship
l
  

0 categories 680 (62.7) 

1 category 179 (16.5) 

2-5 categories 225 (20.8) 

Abbreviations: ECE=early childhood education; HS=Head Start; SNAP=Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program, formerly the Food Stamps Program 
a
 Number of missing cases for each characteristic: gender, n=2; age, n=43; race/ethnicity, n=13; primary 

language, n=4; married or cohabitating, n=16; in a committed relationship, n=14; lives with children, n=11; 

lives alone, n=11; caring for elderly/disabled, n=6; highest education level, n=9; years working in ECE, 

n=28; teacher type, n=0; own child attended HS, n=5; household food insufficiency, n=7; not enough 

money for housing, utilities, or healthcare, n=10; depression,  n = 12 
b 
Married, in a domestic partnership, or living with a partner

  

c 
Item: Do you consider yourself in a long-term, committed relationship?

 

d 
Item: Are you currently helping to care for an elderly or disabled family member, relative, or friend?

 

e 
Includes:

 
General Education Development

 
[GED] (n=22; 2.2%), High school diploma (n=234; 23.8%), and 

 

Associate‘s degree (n=215; 21.8%) 
f 
Includes:

 
Bachelor‘s degree (n=453; 46.0%), Master‘s degree (n=59; 6.0%), and Doctoral degree (n=2; 

0.2%) 
g
 Years working in early childhood education, including Head Start 

h
 Teacher considered to have clinically significant depressive symptoms if 20-item CES-D score ≥16  

i
 Food insufficiency defined as ―sometimes or often not having enough food to eat in the past year.‖ 

j
 Item: Was there any time in the past 12 months when you did not pay the full amount of the gas, oil, or 

electricity bills? 
k
 Item: Was there any time in the past 12 months when you did not have enough money to pay for health 

care and/or medicines that you or your family needed? 
l
 Sum of five economic hardship categories, including food insufficiency, receipt of SNAP, and not enough 

money for housing, utilities, or healthcare 

 

Among the sample characteristics shown above, teacher type and depressive 

symptoms were the only two variables significantly related to all the exposures 

(workplace stress; demands, control, or support) and the outcomes (teacher-child 

relationship quality; conflict or closeness) (Table 6 and Table 7).  
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Table 6. Prevalence of Types of Workplace Stress by Selected Sample 

Characteristics, Study 1 (N=994) 

 Types of Workplace Stress 

 

High  

demands 

Low  

control 

Low  

support 

Stress score 

 = 3
a
 

Characteristic  % p
b
   % p

b
 % p

b
 % p

b
 

All 54.7 -- 53.1 -- 47.7 -- 23.3 -- 

Age          

< 30 years 49.8  48.3  46.9  22.7  

30-39 years 60.1 .14 52.6 .41 47.4 .07 23.7   .18 

40-49 years 55.7  55.7  54.8  27.9  

≥ 50 years 53.0  54.9  42.9  19.4  

Married or cohabitating 
No 57.9 .29 55.8 .33 45.0 .31 25.6 .35 

Yes 53.9  52.2  48.8  22.7    

Lives with children 
Yes 58.2 .04 54.3 .48 48.1 .83 26.2   .04 

No 51.6  52.0  47.4  20.7  

Caring for elderly/disabled 
Yes 57.3 .45 52.2 .77 43.8 .26 24.2   .79 

No 54.2  53.5  48.5  23.2  

Highest education level 
< Bachelor‘s degree 46.1 <.001 54.4 .38 41.2 <.001 20.2 .02 

≥ Bachelor‘s degree 63.1  51.6  53.5  26.3  

Years working in ECE 
0-6 years 48.8  51.5  41.7  21.3  

7-15 years 54.7 .001
c
 56.4 .33 49.7 .009

c
 24.0   .27

c
 

>15 years 62.0  51.3  52.0  25.0  

Teacher type         

Assistant teacher 40.0 <.001 60.9 <.001 40.6 <.001 19.6   .01 

Lead teacher 66.8  46.7  53.5  26.4  

Own child attended HS 
Yes 54.4 .92 52.7 .90 47.3 .94 21.4 .40 

No 54.8  53.1  47.6  23.9  

Depressed         

Yes 70.3 <.001 60.6 .009 58.5 <.001 33.5 <.001 

No 49.7  50.8  44.0  20.1  

Economic hardship (past year)
c
 

2-5 categories 60.5  55.8  50.2  27.0  

1 category 56.4 .04
d
 48.5 .35 47.3 .39 26.1   .07

d
 

0 categories 52.3  53.6  46.7  21.4  

Abbreviations: ECE=early childhood education; HS=Head Start 
a 
Stress score = 3 represents the teachers who had all 3 types of workplace stress (high demands, low 

control, low support) 
b 
Pearson χ

2
 for group differences, unless otherwise noted 

c 
Sum of five categories of economic hardship variables (food insufficiency, receipt of Supplemental 

Nutrition Assistance Program, not enough money for housing, not enough money to pay utilities, and not 

enough money for healthcare)
  

d 
Linear-by-linear χ

2
 for trend 
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Table 7. Prevalence of Poor Quality Teacher-Child Relationship by Selected Sample 

Characteristics, Study 1 (N=994) 

  

Teacher-child relationship quality 

High conflict  Low closeness 

Characteristic  % p
b
   % p

b
  

All  22.4 --  23.3 -- 

Age        

< 30 years  19.9   24.2  

30-39 years  24.1 .75  21.3   .41 

40-49 years  21.9   26.9  

≥ 50 years  22.8   21.3  

Married or cohabitating       

No  23.1 .75  27.7 .06 

Yes  22.1   21.7  

Lives with children       

Yes  22.7 .79  23.2 .93 

No  22.1   23.4  

Caring for elderly/disabled       

Yes  25.8 .22  24.2 .79 

No  21.6   23.2  

Education level       

< Bachelor‘s degree  23.4 .42  25.1 .20 

≥ Bachelor‘s degree  21.2   21.6  

Years working in ECE       

0-6 years  22.5   23.8  

7-15 years  23.7 .66  25.7 .32 

>15 years  20.7   20.7  

Teacher type       

Assistant teacher  25.4 .04  28.8 <.001 

Lead teacher  20.0   18.9  

Own child attended HS       

Yes  24.9 .22  24.9 .47 

No  21.3   22.7  

Depressed       

Yes  33.5 <.001  29.2 .01 

No  18.9   21.4  

Economic hardship (past year)
a
       

2-5 categories  22.3   20.0  

1 category  21.8 .98  27.3 .25 

0 categories  22.5   23.5  

Abbreviations: ECE=early childhood education; HS=Head Start 
a 
Sum of five categories of economic hardship variables (food insufficiency, receipt of 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, not enough money for housing, not enough money to 

pay utilities, and not enough money for healthcare)
  

b 
Pearson χ

2
 for group differences, unless otherwise noted 
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Table 8. Direction of Significant
a
 Associations between Workplace Stress Variables, 

Teacher-Child Relationship Quality, and Covariates, Study 1 

 Exposures 
 

Outcomes 

Covariate 

High 

Demands 

Low 

Control 

Low 

Support 

Stress 

score = 3  

High 

conflict 

Low 

Closeness 

Age  ns ns ns ns  ns ns 

Married or cohabitating ns ns ns ns  ns - 

Lives with children + ns ns +  ns ns 

Caring for elderly/disabled ns ns ns ns  ns ns 

Education level + ns + +  ns ns 

Years working in ECE + ns + ns  ns ns 

Assistant teacher - + - -  - - 

Depressed + + + +  + + 

Economic hardship  + ns ns +  ns ns 

Abbreviation: ECE=Early Childhood Education 
a 
ns = not significant (p value ≥.10); positive sign (+) = positive association (p value <.10);  

negative sign (-) = negative association (p value <.10) 
 

Table 8 summarizes the direction of the associations between the sample 

characteristics and the exposure and outcome variables that were presented in Table 2 

and Table 3. The information in this table guided the selection of covariates to be used in 

multivariate regression models. It highlights potentially confounding variables that could 

represent plausible alternative explanations for the association between workplace stress 

and teacher-child relationship quality. Assistant teachers were less likely than lead 

teachers to have a workplace stress score of 3 (high demands, low control, and low 

support). In addition, assistant teachers were less likely than lead teachers to report high 

conflict or low closeness in their relationships with children. Having a clinically 

significant level of depressive symptoms was positively associated with all measures of 

workplace stress and both measures of teacher-child relationship quality.  

Teacher type and depressive symptoms were controlled for in the multivariate 

logistic regression models because both of these covariates were associated with the 

exposures and the outcomes, making them potential confounders of the relationship 

between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality. Although years working 
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in ECE and the number of economic hardship categories were not associated with the 

outcome, and therefore not likely to act as significant confounders of the overall 

relationship, they were also included in the adjusted models because they were 

moderately associated with types of workplace stress and thus controlling for them could 

increase the precision of the estimate (odds ratios) of the exposure-outcome relationship. 
 

The individual types of workplace stress included in the workplace stress score 

(high demands, low control, and low support) were expected to be correlated with one 

another because they stem from an overall cumulative construct of stress in the 

workplace. The Spearman correlations between the continuous variables of demands and 

control, control and support, and demands and support were ρ = .12, ρ = .30, and ρ = .37, 

respectively (all p values < .001). Though statistically significant, these correlations were 

not sufficiently high to indicate multicollinearity and therefore were not considered to be 

measuring the same underlying construct. Even though the types of workplace stress 

were likely to co-occur, counting the number of types of stress experienced by the 

teachers allowed for the construction of a cumulative measure of workplace stress.  

In Table 9, each type of workplace stress is shown to be positively associated 

with high conflict in the teacher-child relationship and, as the number of types of 

workplace stress increased, the more likely teachers were to report high conflict in the 

teacher-child relationship. Among teachers reporting all 3 types of workplace stress, 

27.6% reported high conflict compared to 15.7% among teachers reporting none. The 

associations were somewhat less pronounced between workplace stress and low closeness 

in the teacher-child relationship; low control was significantly associated with low 

closeness whereas high demands and low support were not. The dose-response 
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relationship between the number of workplace stress categories and low closeness in 

teacher-child relationships followed an approximate trend but did not reach statistical 

significance. Among teachers reporting all 3 types of workplace stress, 26.3% reported 

low closeness in their relationships with children, compared to 19.3% among teachers 

reporting no types of workplace stress.  

Table 9. Association between Workplace Stress and Teacher-Child Relationship 

Quality, Study 1 (N=994) 
  Teacher-child relationship quality 

  High conflict  Low closeness 

Workplace stress  % p
a
  % p

a
 

Demands       

Low  18.7 .01  25.3 .18 

High  25.6   21.7  

Control       

High  19.7 .06  18.9 <.001 

Low  24.8   27.3  

Support       

High  19.8 .04  22.1 .34 

Low  25.3   24.7  

Stress score       

0  15.7   19.3  

1  20.7 .002
b
  25.0 .20

b
 

2  24.6   22.1  

3  27.6   26.3  
a
 Pearson χ

2
 for group differences

  

b
 Linear-by-linear χ

2
 for trend

  

 

In the unadjusted logistic regression analyses (Table 10), the positive associations 

between individual workplace stress categories and high conflict in teacher-child 

relationships were reflected in odds ratios ranging from 1.34 (95% CI: 0.99-1.81) for low 

control, 1.37 (95% CI: 1.02-1.85) for low support, and 1.50 (95% CI: 1.10-2.03) for high 

demands. Teachers were twice as likely to report high conflict in their relationships with 

children when they had a workplace stress score of 3 compared to those with a score of 0 

(OR=2.04, 95% CI: 1.26-3.30).  
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Table 10. Logistic Regression Models for Association between Workplace Stress and 

High Conflict in Teacher-Child Relationships, Study 1 (n=994) 
  Odds ratio (95% confidence interval) for highest quartile of teacher-child conflict 

Workplace 

stress 

Model 1 

Unadjusted  Model 2
a
  Model 3

b
  Model 4

c
 

Demands         

Low  1  1  1  1 

High  1.50 (1.10-2.03)  1.77 (1.30-2.46)  1.80 (1.29-2.50)  1.70 (1.21-2.39) 

Control         

High  1  1  1  1 

Low  1.34 (0.99-1.81)  1.25 (0.92-1.70)  1.24 (0.91-1.69)  1.19 (0.87-1.64) 

Support         

High  1  1  1  1 

Low  1.37 (1.02-1.85)  1.40 (1.03-1.91)  1.42 (1.04-1.93)  1.36 (0.99-1.86) 

Stress score 
0  1  1  1  1 

1  1.40 (0.87-2.26)  1.42 (0.87-2.31)  1.42 (0.87-2.31)  1.35 (0.82-2.23) 

2  1.74 (1.09-2.79)  1.80 (1.11-2.92)  1.81 (1.12-2.94)  1.73 (1.05-2.84) 

3  2.04 (1.26-3.30)  2.16 (1.32-3.53)  2.17 (1.32-3.56)  1.98 (1.19-3.29) 
a
 Adjusted for the following teacher characteristics: teacher type (reference group: lead teacher vs. assistant 

teacher) and number of years of working in early childhood education (reference group: >15 years 

experience vs. 7-15 years vs. 0-6 years). N=966 due to 28 cases missing data on covariates 
b
 Adjusted for Model 2 covariates plus the number of economic hardship categories experienced in the past 

year (reference group: 0 hardship categories vs. any 1 economic hardship category vs. ≥2 of 5 economic 

hardship categories (food insufficiency, receipt of SNAP, not enough money for housing, not enough 

money to pay utilities, and not enough money for healthcare). N=960 due to 34 cases missing data 

covariates 
c
 Adjusted for Model 2 and Model 3 covariates plus  depressive symptoms (reference group: not clinically 

significant depressive symptoms [CES-D score <16] vs. clinically significant depressive symptoms    

[CES-D score ≥16]. N=952 due to 42 cases missing data on covariates 

 

After adjusting for teacher characteristics (Model 2, teacher type and number of 

years working in ECE), the strength of the associations increased between high demands 

and high conflict and between low support and high conflict, but the association was 

diminished between low control and high conflict. This would be expected based on the 

fact that teacher type was negatively associated with high demands and low support but 

positively associated with low control, leading to positive confounding of the exposure-

outcome relationship for demands and support (see Table 8, above).  

Adjusting for economic hardships (Model 3) did not substantially alter the 

associations between workplace stress and conflict in teacher-child relationships. This 
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was expected owing to the fact that the economic hardship categories were not associated 

with the outcome. 

Adjusting for teacher depression, however, slightly attenuated the associations 

between individual workplace stress factors and high conflict in teacher-child 

relationships as well as the association between the workplace stress score and high 

conflict. In the final model controlling for teacher depressive symptoms, the odds ratio 

for reporting high conflict in teacher-child relationships decreased from 2.17 to 1.98 

times among teachers experiencing all 3 types of workplace stress compared to those 

experiencing 0 types of workplace stress (Table 10). Depression was considered as a 

potential alternative explanation or potentially on the causal pathway between workplace 

stress and teacher-child relationships quality. However, adjusting for depressive 

symptoms resulted in only a small attenuation of the odds ratio. 

The unadjusted odds of reporting low closeness in teacher-child relationships was 

significant only for those teachers reporting low workplace control (OR=1.61, 95% CI: 

1.19-2.18). This association remained significant after adjusting for all covariates 

(OR=1.50, 95% CI: 1.09-2.05, see Table 11). 
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Table 11. Logistic Regression Models for Association between Workplace Stress and 

Low Closeness in Teacher-Child Relationships, Study 1 (N=994) 
  Odds ratio (95% confidence interval) for lowest quartile of teacher-child closeness 

Workplace 

stress 

Model 1 

Unadjusted  Model 2
a
  Model 3

b
  Model 4

c
 

Demands        

Low  1  1  1  1 

High  0.82 (.61-1.10)  0.93 (0.68-1.28)  0.96 (0.70-1.31)  0.88 (0.64-1.22) 

Control        

High  1  1  1  1 

Low  1.61 (1.19-2.18)  1.53 (1.12-2.09)  1.53 (1.12-2.09)  1.50 (1.09-2.05) 

Support        

High  1  1  1  1 

Low  1.15 (0.86-1.55)  1.24 (0.91-1.68)  1.24 (0.91-1.68)  1.17 (0.86-1.60) 

Stress score 
0  1  1  1  1 

1  1.40 (0.89-2.18)  1.32 (0.84-2.08)  1.34 (0.85-2.12)  1.31 (0.83-2.07) 

2  1.19 (0.76-1.86)  1.25 (0.79-1.98)  1.26 (0.79-2.01)  1.14 (0.71-1.83) 

3  1.49 (0.94-2.36)  1.60 (1.00-2.56)  1.63 (1.02-2.62)  1.50 (0.93-2.43) 
a
 Adjusted for the following teacher characteristics: teacher type (reference group: lead teacher vs. assistant 

teacher) and number of years working in ECE (reference group: >15 years vs. 7-15 years vs. 0-6 years). 

N=966 due to 28 cases missing data on covariates 
b
 Adjusted for Model 2 covariates plus the number of economic hardship categories in the past year 

(reference group: 0 economic hardship categories vs. 1 economic hardship category vs. ≥2 of economic 

hardship categories (food insufficiency, receipt of SNAP, not enough money for housing, not enough 

money to pay utilities, and not enough money for healthcare). N=960 due to 34 cases missing data on 

covariates 
c
 Adjusted for Model 2 and Model 3 covariates plus depressive symptoms (reference group: not clinically 

significant depressive symptoms [CES-D score <16] vs. clinically significant depressive symptoms   

[CES-D score ≥16]). N=952 due to 42 cases missing data on covariates  

 

Study 2 

In FACES 2006, the prevalence of the outcome of interest was by definition 

~50% of the sample because a median split was used to define low teacher-child 

relationship quality. The Arnett CIS total scores were approximately normally 

distributed, however slightly skewed toward higher scores (see Figure 5). In the overall 

sample of 325 teachers, 47.0% had Arnett CIS scores below the median of 67 (out of a 

possible score of 90).  
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Figure 5. Frequency Distribution for Study 2 Outcome Variable: Observed 

Teacher-Child Relationship Quality (Arnett Caregiver Interaction Scale) 

 

For the exposure variables, 59.4% of teachers reported experiencing high 

demands (children in their classroom occasionally, frequently, or very frequently 

misbehaved), 17.0% experienced low control (someone other than the teacher made most 

of the decisions about day-to-day instructional plans), and 46.9% of teachers had low 

workplace support based on having a mean support score below the median score of 3.6 

(out of possible 5). The continuous support scores were normally distributed (Figure 6). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Frequency Distribution for Study 2 Continuous Exposure Variable: 

Workplace Support  
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The workplace stress score, created in a similar manner as for Study 1, revealed 

an uneven distribution of teachers across the number of types of workplace stress. 

Approximately 1 out of 5 teachers experienced 0 types of workplace stress (19.4%), 

42.1% of teachers experienced any 1 type of workplace stress, 34.3% experienced 2 

types, and only 4.2% experienced all three types (high demands, low control, and low 

support). Based on this distribution, workplace stress scores of 2 or 3 were combined so 

that there were three groups (0 types of workplace stress, 1 type, ≥ 2 types) each with 

approximately one-third of the sample. Table 12 illustrates the key exposure and 

outcome variables along with their operational definitions. 
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Table 12. Study 2 Constructs, Instruments, and Operational Definitions 
 Construct Instrument Operational definition 

E
X

P
O

S
U

R
E

S
 

Workplace 

demands 

Difficulty of children’s behaviors 

1 item 

―How would you rate the behavior of 

children in your class?‖ 

1=the group misbehaves very frequently and 

is almost always difficult to handle 

2=the group misbehaves frequently and is 

often difficult to handle 

3=the group occasionally misbehaves 

4=the group behaves well 

5=the group behaves exceptionally well 

High demands (responses 1-3 

vs. low demands (responses 

4-5) 

 

   

Workplace 

control 

Decision making 

1 item 

―In your center, who makes most of the 

decisions about day-to-day instructional 

plans for children, such as the calendar or 

sequence of activities?‖ 

Low control (someone other 

than the teacher, such as 

program administrator, 

makes most decisions) vs. 

high control (teacher makes 

most decisions) 

   

Workplace 

support 

Program support questions 

12 items (scaled responses: 1-5) 

Mean score of responses (range: 1-5) 

Low support (score <3.6) vs. 

high support (score ≥3.6) 

based on median split 

 

Workplace stress 

score 

Derived binary variables 

High demands = 1, low demands = 0;  

low control = 1, high control = 0;  

low support = 1, high support = 0 

 

Score (number of types of 

workplace stress) =  

0 

1 

≥2 

   

O
U

T
C

O
M

E
 Teacher-child 

relationship 

quality 

Arnett Caregiver Interaction Scale 

30 items rated by trained observers (item 

range: 0-3) 

Total score (range: 0-90) 

 

 

Low teacher-child 

relationship quality (score  

< 67) vs. high teacher-child 

relationship quality (score 

≥67) based on median split 

 

Detailed characteristics of the sample are show in Table 13. Nearly all (97.6%) 

teachers were female, 59.8% were ≥40 years old, and 39.4% were non-Hispanic, White. 

A majority of the sample (60.6%) had obtained less than a bachelor‘s degree as their 

highest education level. Nearly half of the teachers (49.7%) reported that their own 

children had attended Head Start. Teacher depression was defined as having a high score 

(≥10 on the 12-item CES-D) at either the fall 2006 data collection wave or the spring 
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2007 data collection wave. Using this categorization, 24.1% of teachers were considered 

to be experiencing clinically significant depressive symptoms at some point during the 

2006-2007 school year. 

Table 13. Selected Sample Characteristics of Head Start Teachers in Study 2 

(N=325) 
Characteristic N (%)

a
 

Socio-demographics  

Gender   

Female 319 (97.6) 

Male 6 (2.4) 

Age   

< 30 years 47 (15.3) 

30-39 years 83 (24.9) 

40-49 years 107 (33.9) 

≥ 50 years 87 (25.9) 

Race/Ethnicity  

Non-Hispanic, White 126 (39.4) 

Non-Hispanic, Black/African-American or other race
b
 128 (40.1) 

Hispanic 66 (20.5) 

Education and experience  

Highest education level  

< Bachelor‘s degree
c
 197 (60.6) 

≥ Bachelor‘s degree
d
 128 (39.4) 

Years working in HS  

0-6 years 131 (38.6) 

7-15 years 135 (46.4) 

>15 years 59 (14.9) 

Own child attended HS 164 (49.7) 

Depressive symptoms
e
 71 (24.1) 

Abbreviation: HS=Head Start 
a
 All sample sizes are unweighted. All prevalence estimates are weighted using the following cross-

sectional weight provided in FACES 2006 documentation: ―Year 1 Class-Level Teacher Survey (Fall and 

Spring) & Observation Weight‖ (variable name: T12OCLSWT) to represent all Head Start teachers with 

children in their classrooms entering the program for the first time in 2006; number of missing cases for 

each characteristic: gender, n=0; age, n=1; race/ethnicity, n=6; highest education level, n=0; years working 

in HS, n=0; own child attended HS, n=0; depressive symptoms, n=0 
b
 n = 118 (92.2%) Black/African-American 

c
 Includes:

 
High school (9

th
-12

th
 grade, or diploma, or equivalent) (n=11; 3.5%), Vocational or technical 

diploma, or some college but no degree (n=47; 14.6%), and 
 
Associate‘s degree (n=138; 42.5%) 

d
 Includes:

 
Bachelor‘s degree (n=100; 30.8%), graduate/professional school but no degree (n=15; 4.5%), 

and Master‘s degree (n=13; 4.0%) 
e
 Teacher considered to have clinically significant depressive symptoms if 12-item CES-D score ≥10 in 

either the fall or the spring data collection wave; percentage of teachers with CES-D score ≥10 in Fall 

2006=14.3%, and percentage of teachers with CES-D score ≥10 in Spring 2007 = 14.9% 
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Among the sample characteristics shown above, race/ethnicity, years working in 

Head Start, own child attended Head Start, and depressive symptoms were significantly 

related to at least one of the exposure variables (high demands, low control, or low 

support) (Table 14). However, none of the sample characteristics were significantly 

related to the outcome (teacher-child relationship quality) (Table 15). 

Table 14. Prevalence
a
 of Types of Workplace Stress by Selected Sample 

Characteristics, Study 2 (N=325) 

  Workplace Stress 

  

High  

demands 

Low  

control 

Low  

support 

Stress score  

≥ 2
b
  

Characteristic   % p
c
 % p

c
 % p

c
 % p

c
 

All  59.4 -- 17.0 -- 46.9  38.5 -- 

Age           

< 30 years  55.3  14.6  48.2  34.9  

30-39 years  58.2 .73 20.7 .83 49.6 .96 40.8 .26 

40-49 years  57.1  15.0  45.2  31.2  

≥ 50 years  65.7  17.6  45.5  47.7  

Race/ethnicity          

Non-Hispanic, White  56.6  4.7  49.9  36.5  

Non-Hispanic, Black or other 57.5 .46 29.1 <.001 42.7 .59 35.4 .40 

Hispanic  67.6  16.7  50.6  47.4  

Education level          

< Bachelor‘s degree  55.9 .22 18.7 .44 46.7 .94 38.1 .88 

≥ Bachelor‘s degree  64.8  14.5  47.2  39.2  

Years working in HS          

0-6 years  67.7  15.0  49.1  43.7  

7-15 years  48.8 .009 17.8 .79 44.1 .75 31.1 .12 

>15 years  70.6  19.7  49.8  48.3  

Own child attended HS          

Yes  59.8 .91 23.7 .009 53.4 .06 42.5 .24 

No  59.0  10.4  40.4  34.5  

Depressed          

Yes  66.6 .25 15.8 .80 53.3 .31 40.2 .78 

No  57.1  17.4  44.9  38.0  

Abbreviations: HS=Head Start 
a
 All prevalence estimates are weighted using the following cross-sectional weight provided in FACES 

2006 documentation: ―Year 1 Class-Level Teacher Survey (Fall and Spring) & Observation Weight‖ 

(variable name: T12OCLSWT) to represent all Head Start teachers with children in their classrooms 

entering the program for the first time in 2006
 

b 
Stress score ≥ 2 represents the teachers who had 2 or more types of workplace stress (high demands, low 

control, low support) 
c 
Pearson χ

2
 for group differences  
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Table 15. Prevalence
a
 of Poor Quality Teacher-Child Relationships by Sample 

Characteristics, Study 2 (N=325) 

 

Poor teacher-child  

relationship quality 

Characteristic % p
b
 

All 47.0 -- 

Age    

< 30 years 48.1  

30-39 years 51.0 .86 

40-49 years 43.2  

≥ 50 years 47.7  

Race/ethnicity   

Non-Hispanic, White 44.3  

Non-Hispanic, Black or other 44.4 .61 

Hispanic 53.1  

Education level   

< Bachelor‘s degree 46.0 .71 

≥ Bachelor‘s degree 48.5  

Years working in HS   

0-6 years 41.6  

7-15 years 49.3 .42 

>15 years 53.5  

Own child attended HS   

Yes 46.1 .81 

No 47.8  

Depressed   

Yes 47.3 .88 

No 46.0  

Abbreviations: HS=Head Start 
a
 All prevalence estimates are weighted using the following cross-sectional weight provided in 

FACES 2006 documentation: ―Year 1 Class-Level Teacher Survey (Fall and Spring) & 

Observation Weight‖ (variable name: T12OCLSWT) to represent all Head Start teachers with 

children in their classrooms entering the program for the first time in 2006
 

b 
Pearson χ

2
 for group differences  
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Table 16. Direction of Significant
a
 Associations between Workplace Stress 

Variables, Teacher-Child Relationship Quality, and Covariates, Study 2  
 Exposures  Outcome 

Covariate 

High 

Demands 

Low 

Control 

Low 

Support 

Stress score  

≥ 2  

Poor Teacher-Child 

Relationship Quality 

Age  ns ns ns ns  ns 

Race/ethnicity ns +
b
 -

c
 ns  ns 

Education level ns ns ns ns  ns 

Years working in HS U
d
 ns ns U

d
  ns 

Own child attended HS ns + + +
e
  ns 

Depressed +
e
 ns +

e
 ns  ns 

a
 ns = not significant (p value ≥.10); positive sign (+) = significant positive association (p value <.10);  

 negative sign (-) = significant negative association (p value <.10); non-linear U-shaped trend 
b
 A higher proportion of teachers of non-Hispanic, Black/other race and Hispanic ethnicity had low control 

compared to non-Hispanic, White teachers 
c
 A higher proportion of non-Hispanic, White teachers had low support compared to teachers of non-

Hispanic, Black/other race  
d
 U-shaped relationship: the teachers with the least number of years working in HS (0-6 years) and highest 

number of years (>15 years) were more likely to report high demands than teachers with 7-15 years of 

experience in HS
  

e
 Trend, but not statistically significant 

 

The direction of the associations between the sample characteristics and the 

exposure variables are summarized in Table 16. In the multivariate logistic regression 

models, covariates were chosen for adjustment based on theoretically plausible 

alternative explanations for the association between workplace stress and teacher-child 

relationship quality. These covariates included race/ethnicity, years working in Head 

Start, own child attended Head Start, and depressive symptoms. The association between 

the number of years working in Head Start and poor quality teacher-child relationships 

appeared to indicate a linear trend, but did not approach significance (p = .42). While no 

covariates were expected to act as true confounders of the exposure-outcome relationship 

because they were not significantly associated with the outcome, controlling for them 

could potentially increase the precision of the estimate (odds ratio) because they were 

moderately associated with some types of workplace stress.  

As reported in Study 1, the individual types of workplace stress included in the 

workplace stress score (high demands, low control, and low support) were expected to be 
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associated with one another because they are part of an overall cumulative construct of 

stress in the workplace. Because the workplace demands and workplace control variables 

in Study 2 were categorical and not derived from underlying continuous measures, 

correlation coefficients for inter-relationships between the workplace stress variables 

cannot be provided. However, the categorical exposure variables were not strongly 

associated with one another when analyzed in crosstabs. For example, among the teachers 

experiencing high demands (n=193), 13.0% also reported low control and 52.8% also 

reported low support. As in Study 1, the types of workplace stress in Study 2 overlapped 

but represented distinct types of workplace stress that could be combined into a 

cumulative score.   

Summing the number of the types of workplace stress experienced by the teachers 

to create a score ranging from 0 to 3 allowed us to examine the cumulative impact of 

workplace stress on teacher-child relationship quality. Based on the distribution of the 

workplace stress score in Study 2, with less than 5% of the sample reporting all 3 types of 

work place stress, teachers experiencing 2 or more types of workplace stress were 

combined into a single category, therefore the final derived workplace stress score had 

three levels: 0, 1, and ≥2. 

Among teachers with high demands, 51.4% were observed to have poor teacher-

child relationship quality compared to 40.6% among teachers with low demands. The 

proportion of teachers observed to have poor quality teacher-child relationships differed 

by the levels of the workplace stress score (Pearson‘s χ
2
, p=.08). Table 17 shows that no 

other associations between types of workplace stress and teacher-child relationship 

quality approached statistical significance in Study 2.   
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Table 17. Association between Workplace Stress and Teacher-Child Relationship 

Quality, Study 2 (N=325) 

  

Poor teacher-child 

relationship quality 

Workplace stress  %
a
 p

b
 

Demands    

Low  (n=132)  40.6 .13 

High (n=193)  51.4  

Control    

High (n=270)  48.2 .43 

Low  (n=56)  40.8  

Support    

High (n=173)  43.2 .27 

Low  (n=152)  51.2  

Score    

0     (n=63)  31.4 .08 

1     (n=137)  50.6  

 ≥ 2 (n=126)  50.8  
a
 All prevalence estimates are weighted using the following cross-sectional weight provided in 

FACES 2006 documentation: ―Year 1 Class-Level Teacher Survey (Fall and Spring) & 

Observation Weight‖ (variable name: T12OCLSWT) to represent all Head Start teachers with 

children in their classrooms entering the program for the first time in 2006 
 

b
 Pearson χ

2
 for group differences 

In the unadjusted logistic regression analyses (Table 18), the odds of having poor 

observed teacher-child relationship quality were more than double among teachers 

reporting 1 or ≥2 types of workplace stress compared to teachers with a stress score of 0.  

After adjusting for teacher characteristics (Model 2), the association between the 

workplace stress score and teacher-child relationship quality was strengthened and the 

association between workplace demands and teacher-child relationship quality increased, 

although it did not reach statistical significance. This increase in the strength of the 

association was expected based on the different directions of the relationships between 

years teaching in HS and the exposures (teachers with 7-15 years of experience in Head 

Start were the most likely to report high demands and to have a higher workplace stress 

score) and the outcome (teachers with more than 15 years experience were the most 

likely to be observed to have poor quality teacher-child relationships). This would lead to 
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circumstance of positive confounding in which the strength of the association between 

the exposures and the outcome increases after adjustment for covariates.   

Finally, after adjusting for teacher depressive symptoms (Model 3), no further 

meaningful change was found in the strength of the association between the workplace 

stress score and observed poor-quality teacher-child relationships. Teachers experiencing 

1 type or ≥2 types of workplace stress were more than twice as likely to have their 

teacher-child relationships rated as poor quality compared to teachers experiencing 0 

types of workplace stress. 

Table 18. Logistic Regression Models for Association between Workplace Stress and 

Poor Quality Teacher-Child Relationships, Study 2 (n=325) 

  Odds ratio (95% confidence interval)
a
 for scoring below the median 

on Arnett Caregiver Interaction Scale 

Workplace stress 

 Model 1 

Unadjusted 

 Model 2
b
  Model 3

c
 

Demands       

Low  1  1  1 

High  1.55 (0.87-2.74)  1.66 (0.93-2.96)  1.67 (0.93-3.00) 

Control       

High  1  1  1 

Low  0.74 (0.35-1.57)  0.67 (0.31-1.47)  0.67 (0.31-1.47) 

Support       

High  1  1  1 

Low  1.38 (0.78-2.45)  1.49 (0.85-2.62)  1.49 (0.85-2.62) 

Stress score     

0  1  1  1 

1  2.24 (1.05-4.78)  2.56 (1.17-5.59)  2.62 (1.18-5.80) 

≥2  2.26 (1.05-4.89)  2.63 (1.21-5.69)  2.68 (1.22-5.90) 
a
 All prevalence estimates are weighted using the following cross-sectional weight provided in FACES 

2006 documentation: ―Year 1 Class-Level Teacher Survey (Fall and Spring) & Observation Weight‖ 

(variable name: T12OCLSWT) to represent all Head Start teachers with children in their classrooms 

entering the program for the first time in 2006
 

b 
Adjusted for the following teacher characteristics: race/ethnicity (reference group: non-Hispanic, White 

vs. non-Hispanic, Black or other race vs. Hispanic), own child attended HS (reference group: own child 

did not attend HS), and years working  in HS (reference group: 7-15 years vs. >15 years experiences vs. 0-

6 years) 
c 
Adjusted for Model 2 covariates in addition to  teacher depressive symptoms (reference group: not 

clinically significant depressive symptoms [12 item CES-D score <10 in fall 2006 or spring 2007] vs. 

clinically significant depressive symptoms [12-item CES-D score ≥10 in fall 2006 or spring 2007])   
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Key Finding 

The primary purpose of this research was to examine the associations between 

workplace stress and the emotional quality of preschool teachers‘ relationships with the 

children in their classrooms. The goal in collecting data on the presence of specific 

stressors in the work environment, such as high demands, low control, and low support, 

was to investigate how these stressors might independently and cumulatively be 

associated with a teacher‘s ability to engage in warm, trusting, and supportive 

relationships with children.  

The key finding from these two complementary studies was that Head Start 

teachers who reported higher amounts of workplace stress were more likely to have 

poorer quality relationships with the children in their classrooms. This association 

remained statistically significant even after adjusting for several potentially confounding 

factors, including teachers‘ depressive symptoms.  

 

Study Strengths 

The major strength of this research was the use of two Head Start samples—one 

sample of nearly 1000 teachers and assistant teachers in Pennsylvania and one nationally 

representative sample of over 300 teachers. The same research questions were explored 

in the two samples using different but analogous variables. The fact that similar key 

findings arose from both samples allows for more robust interpretation of these findings 

than if only one data set had been used. 
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 The manner in which the exposure and outcome variables of interest were 

operationalized in both studies was also an important strength of this research. In Study 1, 

validated self-report measures of workplace stress and teacher-child relationships were 

used, including the theoretically-grounded Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ) (53), which 

arose from the demands-control-support model by Karasek, Theorell, and Johnson. This 

measure is considered a gold standard self-report measure of stress in the workplace (50, 

51, 89, 90). In Study 2, the Arnett Caregiver Interaction Scale, a widely-used and well-

validated observational measure of teacher-child relationship quality (96), was used to 

assess the outcome of interest. Because trained observers rated the quality of teacher-

child interactions in Study 2, this addressed the concern that teachers with higher stress 

might be negatively biased in their assessments of the quality of their own teacher-child 

relationships.  

Calculating a score by counting the number of types of workplace stress 

experienced by teachers provided an approach that acknowledged the likely co-

occurrence of high demands, low control, and low support, while generating a measure of 

the cumulative burden of workplace stress. In both Study 1 and Study 2, this score was 

used to demonstrate a dose-response relationship between the number of types of 

workplace stress and the quality of teacher-child relationships, adding some strength to a 

causal inference for the primary association under study. In addition, the method of 

calculating a workplace stress score addressed the fact that different types of workplace 

stress were expected to be distinct yet related. 

Finally, several potentially confounding variables were accounted for  in the 

multivariate logistic regression models, such as economic hardship, number of years of 
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teaching experience, and teachers‘ depressive symptoms. After adjustment, the 

association between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality remained 

significant, indicating that the potential confounding variables did not represent 

alternative explanations for the main association between workplace stress and 

relationship quality. 

 

Comparisons to Other Studies 

Despite its wide use and validation in a variety of populations (89, 90, 106), the 

demands-control-support model of workplace stress has rarely been implemented in 

education research to examine the presence of workplace demands, control, and support 

among teachers. When this theoretical model of workplace stress has been included in 

education research, the populations under study have most often been secondary school 

teachers in countries outside the United States, such as the Netherlands or Sweden (107, 

108).  

In two prior cross-sectional studies, researchers addressed a similar research 

question as this dissertation, using comparable measures and approaches in samples of 

early childhood educators to examine the possible association between workplace stress 

and teacher-child relationship quality. In a study by Li-Grinning et al., workplace stress 

was examined as a predictor of observed teacher-child relationship quality in 90 Head 

Start teachers in Chicago (60). In this study, however, no significant associations were 

found between workplace stress and the quality of teacher-child relationships. Due to the 

relatively small sample size, this study may have had insufficient statistical power, 

leading to a type II error in which a meaningful association exists but does not reach 

statistical significance. 
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In an earlier study by Torquati and colleagues, a telephone survey was conducted 

in a large random sample of early childhood educators and childcare providers in 4 

Midwestern states (61). Respondents were asked about their perceived workplace stress 

(n = 964), and a subset of the sample (n = 223) was observed in their classrooms to 

measure teacher-child relationship quality. As was the case in the study by Li-Grinning et 

al., no significant associations were found between workplace stress and observed 

teacher-child relationship quality.  

The same research questions were addressed in this dissertation and in both the 

Li-Grinning et al. and Torquati et al. studies cited above; however, Study 1 and Study 2 

in this dissertation found evidence of an association between workplace stress and 

teacher-child relationship quality whereas the two prior studies did not. The most 

plausible explanation for this discrepancy is that different instruments were used across 

the studies to operationalize the concepts of workplace stress and teacher-child 

relationship quality. These differences in instruments and variable definitions are 

described below. 

In the study by Li-Grinning et al., workplace stress was measured by the Child 

Care Worker Job Stress Inventory (CCW-JSI) (109). The development of the CCW-JSI 

was informed by the demands-control-support model but was intended to be specific to 

the early childhood care and education workforce. The CCW-JSI includes items in 3 

categories, including workplace demands and control, but instead of including a 

workplace support domain, it includes a ―resources‖ scale to address job rewards and 

satisfaction (e.g., ―I know that I am appreciated by the parents‖ and ―I know that the 

work I am doing is important‖). In the Li-Grinning et al. study, teachers were categorized 
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as having low resources if they scored at or below the lowest quartile on the resources 

scale (scores representing ―rarely to sometimes having resources at work‖).  

The workplace demands and control items in the CCW-JSI were not closely 

aligned with the items from the Job Content Questionnaire employed in Study 1 of the 

present dissertation research. In the Li-Grinning et al. study, high workplace demands 

were operationalized as at or above the 75
th

 percentile on the demands scale (specifically, 

scores representing ―sometimes or often lacking confidence in child behavior 

management‖ and ―sometimes or most of the time experiencing job demands‖) and low 

workplace control was defined as the upper quartile on the reverse-scored control scale 

(scores representing, ―rarely to sometimes having control in the classroom‖). These 

concepts—lacking confidence in managing children‘s behavior and rarely feeling a sense 

of control in the classroom—appear to assess internal notions of self-confidence and self-

efficacy rather than sources of external demands or restrictions on autonomy placed on 

the teacher, which is how demands and control are conceptualized in the traditional 

demands-control-support model (50). An interesting similarity, however, between the Li-

Grinning et al. study and the present dissertation research was the use of a cumulative 

workplace stress score created by counting the number of types of workplace stress 

present for each teacher. 

In addition to using a different instrument to assess workplace stress, the Li-

Grinning et al. study also assessed teacher-child relationship quality differently than in 

either Study 1 or Study 2 of this dissertation. Their study used the Classroom Assessment 

Scoring System (CLASS), which is an observational measure  that includes an 
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assessment of teacher-child relationship quality with ratings of positive emotional 

climate, negative emotional climate, and teacher sensitivity (80).  

While there are similarities between the Arnett CIS measure (the measure used in 

Study 2 of this dissertation) and the CLASS, it is important to note that the CLASS is 

now formally included as a performance measure in all Head Start programs to evaluate 

the quality of teacher-child relationships (81). At the time of the FACES data collection 

in 2006, used in Study 2 of this dissertation, the Arnett CIS was still the preferred 

instrument for assessing the quality of teacher-child relationships, but in the next wave of 

FACES data that will be released (collected in 2009), the CLASS replaced the Arnett CIS 

(110). 

In the Torquati et al. study, however, teacher-child relationship quality was 

measured by the Arnett CIS, as was used in Study 2 of this dissertation. Workplace stress 

factors, by contrast, were measured using three domains that differed substantially from 

how workplace stress was operationalized in this dissertation: 1) workplace climate, 

assessed by 12 items about supportive elements of the work environment, 2) material 

supports, assessed by teacher reports about the availability of indoor and outdoor spaces 

as well as toys and materials, and 3) work overload, assessed by teachers‘ agreement with 

the item, ―At least twice a week, you are left alone with too many children.‖ The lack of 

evidence linking workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality in the Torquati et 

al. study may have been due to limitations in the assessment of workplace stress 

variables, which were mainly focused on workplace support and material resources, and 

did not utilize a set of validated measures on demands or control. 
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In Study 1 and Study 2 of the current research, workplace stress was 

conceptualized using the demands-control-support model, a well-established, non-job-

specific measure of occupational stress that may provide a more accurate measure of 

workplace stress than assessment tools that have not undergone thorough validity testing. 

This provides one possible explanation for why associations were found in the present 

research between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality whereas no 

associations were found in the Li-Grinning et al. and Torquati et al. studies.  

Additional prior studies on workplace stress among early childhood educators 

have tended to focus on outcomes other than teacher-child relationship quality, such as 

burnout (111-113), job turnover (114), and teachers‘ physical health and well-being 

(115), or they have examined the experiences of stress among preschool teachers in a 

purely descriptive manner (116, 117). While these studies all contribute to a better 

understanding of the early childhood care and education workforce, future research 

should continue to examine specifically how workplace stress influences the quality of 

teacher-child relationships because of the importance of those relationships for children‘s 

social-emotional development and school readiness (34, 35, 38, 118).  

 

Limitations 

Because the analyses were cross-sectional, with measures of workplace stress and 

teacher-child relationship quality collected at one point in time, it is not possible to make 

causal inferences about the associations between workplace stress and teacher-child 

relationship quality. In addition, the data collected in Study 1 were all from self-report 

survey measures, which could be subject to social desirability bias. For the measurement 
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of workplace stress, having a self-report measure was less of a concern because the 

perception of stress in the workplace was precisely the exposure of interest. Study 1 also 

used a self-report measure of teacher-child relationship quality which might have been 

subject to some distortion bias that could have produced a false association. Specifically, 

teachers perceiving themselves to be under more stress (or reporting more depressive 

symptoms) may have inaccurately perceived more conflict in their relationships with the 

children in their classrooms than might have been directly observed. However, studies of 

depressed mothers and their reports about their children‘s behavior problems suggest that 

this type of distortion bias may not pose a strong threat to validity, particularly when data 

is gathered from multiple informants (119, 120). While data about teacher-child 

relationships were not available from any sources other than the teachers in Study 1, this 

potential limitation is diminished by the use of observed teacher-child relationship quality 

in Study 2.    

Despite the potential risk of distortion bias in Study 1 teachers reports of the 

quality of their relationships with children, the conflict scores from the Student-Teacher 

Relationship Scale (STRS) were normally distributed, which suggests that teachers, as a 

group, were reporting openly on the full range of conflict in their relationships with the 

children in their classrooms. This may have been due, in part, to the fact that the online 

survey used in Study 1 was completely anonymous and respondents were assured that all 

survey answers would remain confidential.  

While the response rate in Study 1 (52.0%) was in the range expected for this type 

of survey design, there could be systematic differences between teachers who responded 

to the survey and those who did not, which could have led to an incorrect conclusion 
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about the association between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality. 

This potential non-response bias could have been explored more thoroughly by 

comparing characteristics of teachers who responded to the survey to the entire 

population of teachers in participating programs. However, even if survey respondents 

were shown to be different than non-respondents on a certain characteristic--for example, 

if teachers with lower education levels were less likely to take the survey--meaningful 

non-response bias would not be present unless the association between workplace stress 

and teacher-child relationship quality was different among teachers with lower education 

levels compared to teachers with higher education levels. Additionally, although the Staff 

Wellness Survey (Study 1) was implemented across the state of Pennsylvania, several 

large urban Head Start programs, including Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, did not 

participate in the survey. Therefore, even if all the teachers in all 37 of the participating 

programs had completed surveys, the data would still not be generalizable to all Head 

Start teachers in the state. A specific limitation in Study 2 was that the sample size of 

teachers participating in FACES was relatively small which, combined with the complex 

sampling design, decreased the study power to detect statistically significant associations 

between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality that may be of practical 

or clinical significance. 

Finally, although analyses were adjusted for several potentially confounding 

variables, there were other variables that were not measured, such as burnout (121) and 

hardiness or resilience characteristics of teachers (122, 123). These unmeasured factors 

may represent an alternative explanation for our findings if they were associated both 

with teacher-child relationship quality and workplace stress. However, these could also 
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represent variables on the causal pathway and therefore would mediate the association 

between workplace stress and teacher-child relationships. For example, workplace stress 

is known to precede symptoms of burnout (124), which could then negatively affect 

teachers‘ willingness or ability to engage in positive relationships with children. More 

resilient teachers, by contrast, might be less likely to be negatively affected by workplace 

stress and more likely to develop positive relationships with children. Or, resiliency could 

also lead to lower levels of perceived stress which in turn could lead to the ability to 

develop positive relationships with children. These potential confounders or mediating 

factors will need to be explored in future research. 

 

Future directions and policy implications 

 The two studies presented here, one at the state level and one at the national level, 

together provide evidence that workplace stress may be an important factor influencing 

the quality of teacher-child relationships in early childhood education settings. The long-

term goal of this research is to improve child outcomes by examining the ways in which 

teachers‘ workplace stress might be associated with their capacity to engage in healthy, 

positive relationships with children, and, to inform interventions that reduce stress among 

preschool teachers so that they may support children‘s optimal social and emotional 

development.  

Although this is the first population-based study to establish the link between 

workplace stress among early childhood educators and the emotional quality of their 

relationships with children, intervention research is already underway to improve teacher-

child relationship quality in this population. It would be reasonable for early childhood 

education programs, such as Head Start, to explore the techniques used in existing stress-
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reduction and wellness-promoting interventions to help teachers manage workplace stress 

and potentially improve the quality of teacher-child relationships.  

These interventions could be implemented in the context of professional 

development, such as during pre-service and in-service training sessions. For example, 

mindfulness-based stress reduction (MBSR) focuses on developing the capacity to 

observe one‘s thoughts and emotions without reaction or judgment (125). Mindfulness 

meditation facilitates self-regulation, including attention-regulation and emotion-

regulation (126), and could be helpful for preschool teachers who serve as models for 

young children as they develop self-regulation skills and social-emotional competence 

(127, 128).  

The Cultivating Awareness and Resilience (CARE) program, developed by 

researchers at the Garrison Institute and Pennsylvania State University, is an example of a 

mindfulness training program that was specifically designed for educators and builds on 

mindfulness-based principles to help teachers practice self-awareness and self-

compassion in their work (43, 82). This research team developed a logic model for the 

proposed mechanisms by which mindfulness training for teachers would lead to 

improved child outcomes (129). The model posits a pathway in which teachers are 

trained to develop more mindful habits that will lead to improved occupational health and 

well-being that, in turn, will lead to improved teacher-child relationships and to a range 

of improved outcomes for children (see Figure 7). As suggested by the authors, further 

experimental research is needed to test whether teachers using mindfulness practices have 

improved teacher-child relationships and better child outcomes (129). 
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Figure 7. Logic Model of Hypothesized Effects of Mindfulness Training on Teachers 

and Students 
 

Source:  Roeser RW, Skinner E, Beers J, & Jennings, PA. Mindfulness training and teachers' professional 

development: an emerging area of research and practice. Child Development Perspectives. 2012; 6:167-73, 

p. 171. Reprinted with permission from the author and publisher (see Appendix C). 

 

Findings from the two studies presented in this dissertation also indicate a need to 

experimentally test interventions aimed at modifiable aspects of workplace stress among 

early childhood educators. Many of the demands placed on Head Start teachers will not 

be easily reduced, and in the current climate of teacher accountability (130), it is more 

likely that teachers will face increasing expectations in their work. Therefore, one 

approach to workplace stress interventions for early childhood educators would be to 

focus on increasing teachers‘ internal resources for responding to and coping with the 

inevitable demands of the job.  

For example, after collecting baseline data on teachers‘ levels of perceived 

workplace demands, control, and support, as well as the quality of their relationships with 

children, groups of teachers could be randomly assigned to participate in a series of 

typical professional development sessions or to a series of mindfulness-based training 
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sessions, followed by post-intervention assessments of perceived workplace stress and 

teacher-child relationship quality. Such a study design would help to clarify the potential 

causal relationship between workplace stress and teacher-child relationship quality and 

illuminate the extent to which effective stress-reduction for teachers might benefit 

children‘s learning and development. 

Another approach to workplace stress interventions for preschool teachers would 

be to increase attention on structural changes in the workplace that might promote 

feelings of social support among teachers and supervisors. This particular approach 

would aim to modify the workplace environment rather than to target how teachers 

perceive or respond to stress. Recent developments in the design of mentor-coaching 

models of support (131-133), as well as consistent access to mental health consultants for 

teachers (28, 134), represent excellent opportunities in Head Start to craft a more 

purposively supportive environment for its employees, knowing that doing so could 

ultimately benefit teacher-child relationships and child outcomes.  

 The recent report by the IOM Committee on the Early Childhood Care and 

Education Workforce acknowledged the stress placed on early child educators working 

with children in poverty and the need for improved staff wellness (74). At the same time, 

current federal policy changes to address accountability in Head Start appear to have had 

the unintended negative consequence of increasing stress among Head Start employees. 

Over the past five years, Head Start has experienced a dramatic change in its policies for 

how existing grants to programs are renewed. In April of 2012, the Obama administration 

enacted a new accountability system—a designation renewal system—that flags 

programs for ―recompetition‖ in the event that a federal monitoring review determines 



 

  84 

that specific requirements for high-quality services have not been met (135). Being 

flagged for recompetition means that, regardless of how long a Head Start program has 

been in operation, its funding will be discontinued and its administrators must address the 

concerns from the review process and enter a competitive application process for a new 

grant to fund their program (81).  

Public comments from the Head Start community about the designation renewal 

system at the time it was proposed indicated that, for Head Start teachers, the 

competition-based system introduced stress from the potential for stigmatization if their 

program was flagged for poor-quality services as well as from the uncertainty about their 

future employment and benefits (81). In Head Start, as in elementary and secondary 

school education, there is an increasing call for teachers‘ accountability for the outcomes 

of students growing up in poverty (130). Yet, the demands on Head Start teachers, 

relative to their available resources, are already extremely high, particularly for achieving 

goals of improving children‘s social-emotional competence.  
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Conclusion 

The key finding supported by both studies reported in this dissertation was that 

Head Start teachers who reported higher amounts of workplace stress were more likely to 

have poorer quality relationships with the children in their classrooms, even after 

adjusting for several potentially confounding factors, including teachers‘ depressive 

symptoms. The major strength of this research was the use of two studies with different 

populations and complementary measures of workplace stress and teacher-child 

relationship quality.  

These are the first population-level research findings among early childhood 

educators to show a significant association between workplace stress and the quality of 

teacher-child relationships. Despite the cross-sectional nature of this research, the 

findings provide support for existing efforts to address workplace stress experienced by 

early childhood educators, with the goal of improving teacher-child relationships. Given 

that the demands placed on teachers are unlikely to diminish, interventions targeting 

stress management and workplace support in Head Start may promote positive teacher-

child relationships and improve child outcomes.  
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY ITEMS 

Exhibit 1 

 

STUDY 1 

WORKPLACE DEMANDS
1
 

Please indicate how often each of the following is true of your work in Head Start 

Never Rarely Some of  

the time 

Most of  

the time 

All of  

the time 

How often at work: 

are you very busy trying to get everything done? 

do people at work demand different things from you that you think are hard to 

combine? 

do you have too many demands made on you? 

do you have enough time to get everything done? 

do you have a lot of interruption? 

 

  

                                                 
1
Job Characteristics Questionnaire from: Ryff C, et al. National Survey of Midlife Development in the 

United States (MIDUS II), 2004-2006. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social 

Research; 2011. Based on: Karasek RA, Jr. Job Demands, Job Decision Latitude, and Mental Strain: 

Implications for Job Redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly. 1979; 24:285-308. 
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Exhibit 2 

 

STUDY 1 

WORKPLACE CONTROL
2
 

Please indicate how often each of the following is true of your work in Head Start. 

Never Rarely 
Some of 

the time 

Most of 

the time 

All of 

the time 

How often at work: 

do you learn new things? 

does your work demand a high level of skill or expertise? 

does your job provide you with a variety of things that interest you? 

do you have to come up with your own ideas or figure out what needs to be done? 

do you have a choice in deciding how you do your tasks? 

do you have a choice in deciding what tasks you do? 

do you have a say in decisions about your work? 

do you have a say in how your workplace is arranged or how things are 

organized? 

do you control the amount of time you spend on tasks? 

 

  

                                                 
2
Ibid. 
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Exhibit 3 

 

STUDY 1 

WORKPLACE SUPPORT
3
 

 

COWORKER SUPPORT 

Please indicate how often each of the following is true of your work in Head Start. 

Never Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time 

How often at work: 

do you get help and support from your coworkers? 

are your coworkers willing to listen to your work-related problems? 

 

SUPERVISOR SUPPORT 

Please indicate how often each of the following is true of your work in Head Start. 

Never Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time 

How often at work: 

do you get the information you need from your supervisor or superiors? 

do you get help and support from your immediate supervisor? 

is your immediate supervisor willing to listen to your work-related problems?  

 

  

                                                 
3
Ibid. 
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Exhibit 4 

 

STUDY 2 

WORKPLACE DEMANDS
4
 

At this point in the Head Start year, how would you rate the behavior of children 

in your class?  

Would you say: 

The group misbehaves very frequently and is almost always difficult to handle 

The group misbehaves frequently and is often difficult to handle 

The group misbehaves occasionally 

The group behaves well 

The group behaves exceptionally well 

 

Exhibit 5 

 

STUDY 2 

WORKPLACE CONTROL
5
 

In your center, who makes most of the decisions about the day-to-day 

instructional plans for children, such as the calendar or sequence of 

activities? 
Head Start program administrators 

Individual center directors/managers 

Content area specialists/coordinators 

Individual teachers 

Parents 

Someone else 

 

  

                                                 
4
 West J, Aikens N, Carlson BL, et al. Head Start Family and Child Experiences Survey: 2006. Users' 

Manual. Teacher Interview and Classroom Observation. Washington, DC: US Department of Health and 

Human Services. Administration for Children and Families. Mathematica Policy Research; 2010. 
5
 Ibid. 
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Exhibit 6 

 

STUDY 2 

WORKPLACE SUPPORT
6
 

 

PROGRAM SUPPORT 

The next questions are about the policies and procedures in your program. Remember, 

all your responses are confidential. Now, please tell me the extent to which you agree 

with each of the following statements. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neither agree nor 

disagree 

Agree Strongly agree 

Your Head Start program: 

Helps teachers feel good about their jobs 

Promotes teamwork among teachers 

Helps teachers feel that they are part of a team 

Ensures that teachers do not feel isolated 

Provides enough assistance to teachers in the classroom 

Provides orientation to new teachers 

Helps new teachers adjust to the classroom 

Knows what teachers deal with in the classroom 

Has timely delivery of materials for use in classrooms 

Provides opportunities for teachers to identify their strengths and weakness 

Provides an atmosphere that is free from destructive gossip 

Provides freedom for teachers to create their own unique classrooms 

 

  

                                                 
6
 Ibid. 

 

108



 

 

Exhibit 7 

 

STUDY 1 

QUALITY OF TEACHER-CHILD RELATIONSHIPS:  

STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONSHIP SCALE
7
 

Please reflect on how much each of the statements below currently applies to your 

relationship with the children in your classroom. All relationships are individual, but 

in responding, please think about your relationships with the children in your 

classroom in general. Use the scale below to choose the appropriate response for 

each item. 

Definitely does 

not apply 

Not 

really 

Neutral, 

not sure 

Applies 

somewhat 

Definitely 

applies 

I share an affectionate, warm relationship with the children. 

The children and I always seem to be struggling with each other. 

If upset, the children will seek comfort from me. 

The children are uncomfortable with physical affection or touch from me. 

The children value their relationship with me. 

When I praise the children, they beam with pride. 

The children share information with me about themselves even if I don’t ask. 

The children easily become angry with me. 

It is easy to be in tune with what the children are feeling. 

The children remain angry or are resistant after being disciplined. 

Dealing with the children drains my energy. 

When the children are in a bad mood, I know we’re in for a long and difficult day. 

The children’s feelings toward me can be hard to predict or can change suddenly. 

The children are sneaky or manipulative with me. 

The children openly share their feelings and experiences with me. 

 

  

                                                 
7
 Modification of the Student-Teacher Relationship Scale – Short Form. Pianta RC, Steinberg M. Teacher-

child relationships and the process of adjusting to school. New Directions for Child and Adolescent 

Development;1992(57):61-80. 
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Exhibit 8 

 

STUDY 2 

QUALITY OF TEACHER-CHILD RELATIONSHIPS:  

ARNETT CAREGIVER INTERACTION SCALE
8
 

Trained observers rate the following teacher behaviors on a scale of 1 to 4 

0 

Not at all like the 

teacher 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

Very much like the 

teacher 

Speaks warmly to the children 

Seems critical of the children 

Is attentive when children speak 

Places high value on obedience 

Seems distant, detached from child 

Seems to enjoy the children 

Child misbehaves, explains reason 

Encourages child to try new experiences 

Exercises control over children 

Speaks with irritation, hostility 

Enthusiastic regarding child's activity 

Threatens the children 

Time in activity not with child 

Pays positive attention to child 

Reprimands the children 

Talks to child on level child can understand 

Punishes children without explanation 

Exercises firmness when necessary 

Encourages prosocial behavior 

Finds fault easily with children 

No interest in child's activities 

 

                                                 
8
Arnett J. Caregivers in day-care centers: Does training matter? Journal of Applied Developmental 

Psychology. 1989; 10:541-52. doi:10.1016/0193-3973(89)90026-9 
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Arnett Caregiver Interaction Scale, cont. 

0 

Not at all like the 

teacher 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

Very much like the 

teacher 

Prohibits things child wants to do 

Fails to supervise the child 

Expects child to have self-control 

Kneels, bends to child's level 

Unnecessarily harsh when scolding 

Does self-help tasks for children 

Routine maintenance w/out child 

Promotes leadership skills 

Assists children in making choice 
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e-mail: irb@temple.edu

Research Review Committee B 

Certification of Approval for a Project Involving Human Subjects

Protocol Number: 20357

PI: WHITAKER, ROBERT CARROLL

Approved On: 26-Jan-2012 

Review Date: 26-Jan-2012

Committee: B BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Department: CORE (0477)

Project Title: Health and Well-Being of Head Start Staff: Web-Based Questionnaire

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

In accordance with the policy of the Department of Health and Human Services on protection of human subjects in research, it is hereby 
certified that protocol number 20357, having received preliminary review and approval by the department of CORE (0477) was subsequently 
reviewed by the Institutional Review Board in its present form and approved on 26-Jan-2012 with respect to the rights and welfare of the 
subjects involved; appropriateness and adequacy of the methods used to obtain informed consent; and risks to the individual and potential 
benefits of the project. 
 
In conforming with the criteria set forth in the DHHS regulations for the protection of human research subjects, and in exercise of the power 
granted to the Committee, and subject to execution of the consent form(s), if required, and such other requirements as the Committee may 
have ordered, such orders, if any, being stated hereon or appended hereto. 
 
It is understood that it is the investigator's responsibility to notify the Committee immediately of any untoward 
results of this study to permit review of the matter. In such case, the investigator should call IRB at (215) 707-
3390.

ZEBULON KENDRICK, Ph.D. 
CHAIRMAN, IRB
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Student Faculty Conference Center
3340 N Broad Street - Suite 304
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19140
Phone:215.707.3390 Fax:215.707.9100
e-mail: irb@temple.edu

         

    MEMORANDUM    

 

To: WHITAKER, ROBERT CARROLL 
CORE (0477)

From: Institutional Review Board 

Date: 02-Feb-2012

Re: Expedited Request Status for IRB Protocol:  
20357: Health and Well-Being of Head Start Staff: Web-Based Questionnaire

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

This addendum is to be affixed to the IRB Approval Certificate 
 
45 CFR 46 Protection of Human Subjects. 
 
Expedited review is a type of review that can be conducted by the IRB Chair, other IRB members designated by the Chair, or a subcommittee of 
the IRB. A major criterion for research that can initially (initial review) reviewed through expedited process is that it must involve no more that 
minimal risk. The DHHS regulations and FDA regulations define minimal risk to mean that “the probability and magnitude of harm or 
discomfort anticipated in the research are not greater in and of themselves than those ordinarily encountered in the daily life or during 
performance of routine physical or psychological examinations or tests.” 
 
This research protocol was reviewed under the following Expedited Review Category: 
 
Expedited Category #7: Research on group characteristics or behavior (including, but not limited to, research on perception, cognition, 
motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural beliefs or practices, and social behavior) or research employing survey, interview, oral 
history, focus group, program evaluation, human factors evaluation, or quality assurance methodologies.
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Office for Human Subjects Protections
Institutional Review Board

Medical Intervention Committees A1 & A2
Social and Behavioral Committee B

Student Faculty Conference Center
3340 N Broad Street - Suite 304
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19140
Phone:215.707.3390 Fax:215.707.8387
e-mail: irb@temple.edu

MEMORANDUM

To: WHITAKER, ROBERT CARROLL 
CHP:Public Health (09100)

From: Institutional Review Board Coordinator 

Date: 05-Jan-2012

Re: Exempt Request Status for IRB Protocol:  
20315: Head Start Teacher Depression and Observed Quality of Social-Emotional Engagement with Children

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
It has been determined by Expedited Review that this study qualifies for exemption status as follows: 
 
45 CFR 46 Protection of Human Subjects 
 
Section 101 (b): Unless otherwise required by department or agency heads, research activities in which the only 
involvement of human subjects will be in one or more of the following categories are exempt from this policy: 
 
Exemption 4: Collection or Study of Existing Data. Research involving the collection or study of existing data, 
documents, records, pathological specimens, or diagnostic specimens, if these sources are publicly available or if the 
information is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly or through identifiers 
linked to the subject. 
 
Nothing further is required from you at this time; however, if anything in your research design should change, you must 
notify the Institutional Review Board immediately. 
 
If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact IRB at 215-707-3390. 
 
Thank you for keeping the IRB informed of your clinical research.
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Rachel A. Gooze, M.P.H  3223 North Broad Street, Suite 175  phone (215) 200-2589          

Doctoral Candidate in Public Health  Philadelphia, PA 19140   email  rachel.gooze@temple.edu   

 

October 31, 2012 

 

 

Robert W. Roeser, PhD 

Portland State University 

Department of Psychology 

P.O. Box 751 

Portland, OR 97207-0751 

Email: rroeser@pdx.edu 

  

Dear Dr. Roeser: 

I am completing a doctoral dissertation at Temple University entitled "Workplace Stress and the 

Quality of Teacher-Child Relationships in Head Start." I would like your permission to reprint in 

Chapter 5 (Discussion) of my dissertation an excerpt from the following article:  

 

Roeser RW, Skinner E, Beers J, & Jennings PA. Mindfulness training and teachers' professional 

development: an emerging area of research and practice. Child Development Perspectives. 2012; 

6(2):167-73.  

 

The excerpt to be reproduced is the following logic model on page 171 of the manuscript:  
 

Logic Model of Hypothesized Effects of Mindfulness Training on Teachers and Students 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Roeser RW, Skinner E, Beers J, & Jennings, PA. Mindfulness training and teachers' 

professional development: an emerging area of research and practice. Child Development 

Perspectives. 2012; 6:167-73, p. 171. 
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