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Introduction

The incidence of stress in police officers has been clearly demonstrated in the literature.
However, a fellow criminal justice professional, the community supervision, or probation, officer
as>a subject of investigation has been widely absent in stress literature. Few studies have been
conducted on the stressful nature of the probation officer’s job and even fewer appear in
professional journals. Although both the police and probation officers’ jobs entail a great deal of
stress associated with safety issues, the job of the probation officer is unique as it requires greater
long term contact with offenders creating a unique emotional stain.

The ;cblements of the probation officer’s job can vary to some degree. In some
jurisdictions, the probation officer has the authority to carry a firearm and make arrests.
According to the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, community supervision is “...the
placement of a defendant by a court under a continuum of programs and sanctions, with
conditions imposed by the court for a specified period...”. Those most directly responsible for
the oversight of defendants placed on community supervision (hereafter referred to as probation)
are the probation officers, such as those who are employed by the Harris County Community
Supervision and Corrections Department (HCCSCD).

Statement of the Problem

Numerous factors overlap to produce potentially stressful situations for the probation
officers at HCCSCD. The 353 officers in this department are charged with rehabilitating and
protecting the public from approximately 44,000 probationers, making the ratio of officers to
probationers 1 to124. These officers’ responsibilities include enforcing the conditions of
supervision as ordered by the courts, conducting investigations for treatment recommendations

and/or punitive action for offender violations of conditions, assessing risk and need factors, and



ensuring regular contact with probationers under court supervision. However, it should be noted
that the stress experienced by probation officers can vary greatly depending on their specific
assignment in the organization. For example, officers assigned to field work as a regular part of
their job have more opportunities to experience stressful situations resulting from working in
unsafe communities. In some instances these officers’ level of stress can be even higher when
assigned special caseloads such as working with sex offenders.

The stressful nature of the probation officer’s job in Harris County can be compounded
by several external factors including public scrutiny, financial limitations, and departmental
policies and procedures. Officers’ actions are consistently performed under public and media
scrutiny and even criticism. Further, the department’s budget can be unstable resulting in
personnel shortages and limited financial resources. Additionally, the department’s policies and
procedures are determined and influenced by various government bodies. The policies under
which these officers operate create organizational disjointedness leading to role conflict. Like all
county community corrections departments in Texas, the HCCSCD operates autonomously but is
under the oversight of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice - Community Justice Assistance
Division (CJAD). Although CJAD sets the basic guidelines for the department’s operations,
local, state and county judges interpret the guidelines and set policies for the department. These
policies and procedures are further complicated by each judge exercising his or her own opinion
of how probation officers should deal with offenders that appear in their court. Finally, the
department formulates its own operational policies and procedures. The result of this “policy
triad” can create frustration and role ambiguity, particularly for the line officers responsible for

the daily implementation of the policies and procedures.



The systemic factors associated with the organization can provide significant stress for
Harris County officers. Systemic stressors can be important factors in stress reduction as officers
may not be able to mediate the effects since they often have little influence or control in
identifying solutions to the challenges they often face. As a result, the officers may become
more highly stressed as feelings of lack of control may escalate due to the realization that they
have no mechanism to influence stressful situations associated with the organizational culture
itself.

The endemic sources of stress delineated above may also result in physical and/or mental
health problems for the probation officers in the department. As a result, it is possible that the
officers may demonstrate one or more of the following negative outcomes of stress which
consistently appear in the stress literature: increased levels of absenteeism, reduced attention to
the details of the job, increased health problems, and emotional problems. Additionally, family
members/significant others of officers at HCCSCD may be negatively impacted by the officer’s
inability to effectively deal with the stressors of the job. Officers stressed by the elements of the
job may be less likely to effectively deal with family stressors and become less receptive to the
positive benefits of familial social support.

Previous Attempts to Reduce Stress at HCCSCD

Historically, probation officers at HCCSCD have been éble to utilize one of the following
department sanctioned options for reducing stress: 1) use of vacation, sick and other forms of
approved leave; 2) attendance in a voluntary stress management course offered through the
department’s Training Branch; and 3) utilization of the Employee Assistance Program (EAP)

offered through Harris County, either through self or supervisor referral.



It is difficult to accurately estimate the use of these options. For instance, measuring the
amount of sick leave used by officers as “mental health days” can be problematic. In order to
estimate the impact of “mental health days,” the number of sick days taken by all staff at the
probation department can be compared with those taken by all county employees. The average
number of sick days per probation employee, including officers and staff, is eight. This figure is
slightly higher than the six day average of sick days taken by the staff in other Harris County
departments. There were no other identifiable estimations of probation officer attempts to reduce
stress identified by the present authors.

Over the last several years, the HCCSCD Training Branch has provided training courses
focusing on stress-related issues. In April 1998, a class developed by the Training Branch
entitled Don 't Go Postal identified life stressors and techniques for combating stressful
situations. Since the inception of the class, a waiting list has been maintained for class
enrollment. However, although HCCSCD officers clearly see a need for this type of training,
funds are not currently available to expand the program.

The Employee Assistance Program (EAP) is another alternative for officers experiencing
stressful situations, but it has an estimated average utilization rate of only 4.5% for all Harris
County employees. Between January and March 1999, only 158 employees from all Harris
County departments took advantage of the services offered through the EAP. There was no data
available to estimate the utilization of EAP by HCCSD officers or staff.

The program described herein proposes to fill the gap between services currently
available to HCCSD probation officers experiencing stress and those that should be provided to

both the officers and their families. It is believed that unmediated stress is not only detrimental



to an officers’ health and their home life, but also negatively impacts their effectiveness in
serving the community.
Conclusion to Statement of the Problem

The stress experienced by a probation officer is not caused by a single factor, nor is its
alleviation likely ensured by a single method of intervention. The current program utilized a
multifaceted approach of direct intervention in an attempt to reduce stress and burnout as well as
- its effects on the officers and their significant others. The expected outcomes of the program
included: 1) officers reporting lower levels of burnout; 2) an increase in the officer’s knowledge
of stress; and 3) a decrease in family/significant others’ ratings of the officer’s level of burnout
and an increase in the significant other’s knowledge of stress.

Literature Review

A wealth of research has been conducted on the constructs of stress and burnout
especially in regard to its devastating effects. Further, research has led to a better understanding
of the causes and treatment of stress and burnout. Within the body of the research literature, the
most studied occupations are: teachers, nurses, and police officers. Law enforcement officers
experience high levels of stress that may be different from most other occupations. However, a
related group from the criminal justice system, probation officers, appears infrequently in stress
research. Overall, there appears to be a paucity of research on the stress experienced by
probation officers when compared to other occupations. However, most of the existing studies
examine the work of these officers through a stress-related concept referred to as burnout.
The Relation of Stress and Burnout

Hans Selye (1956) provided what continues to be the foundation of what we understand

about stress. Seyle’s theory, the General Adaptation Syndrome, defined stress as “a non-



specific, often global, emotional response by an organism to real or imagined demands” (Selye,
1976). For Selye, one of the central issues was the demand for modification or readjustment of
behavior in response to the severity of the stress (Lazarus, 1993). According to Selye's triphasic
theory, an individual's response to a stressor occurs in three stages: 1) an initial short-term stage
of alarm, 2) a longer period of resistance or adaptation, and 3) a final stage of exhaustion. The
pivotal period is in stage two. The individual’s ability to resist the stressor or adapt behavior
determines whether there is progression to stage three or return to a state of homeostasis (non-
threat).

According to Seyle, one cannot stay highly aroused for very long, thus the initial alarm
stage usually leads to stage 2 - resistance or adaptation. Individuals in this stage may become
irritable, impatient, and angry, and the energy wasted through these activities may lead to
chronic fatigue as well as reduce their effectiveness on the job or diminish social relations. The
ability to adapt or resist the stressful situation halts progression to Stage 3 (exhaustion). Stage 2
may persist for a few hours, several days, or even years, although eventually invulnerability to
the stressor begins to decline (Selye, 1976).

The final stage is exhaustion. In this stage, stress robs psychological energy, and
resistance is depleted. If the stress is not relieved, one can become too exhausted to adapt. At
this point, the individual becomes extremely alarmed by their inability to resolve stress and
finally gives up which leads to maladjustment or withdrawal (Selye, 1976). The effects of this
stage are closely related to the construct of burnout as proposed by Maslach (1976, 1986).

Like the exhaustion stage in Seyle’s theory, burnout is most commonly characterized by
physical fatigue, helplessness or hopelessness, emotional devitalization, and the development of

negative self-concepts and attitudes towards work, life, and others (Maslach, 1993). As a result,



these characteristics lead to a sense of distress, discontent, and failure in the quest for the ideal.
With continued exposure to stress, burnout ensues and the individual loses the ability to cope
with and enjoy his or her environment (Pines, Aronson, & Kafry, 1980). The authors note,
"Burnout is the painful realization that they no longer can help people in need, that they have
nothing left to give" (p. 15).

Farber (1991) proposes the following definition of burnout:

Burnout is a work-related syndrome [italics added in original] that stems from an

individual's perception of a significant discrepancy between effort (input) and reward

(output), this perception being influenced by individual, organizational, and social

factors. It occurs most often in those who work face to face with troubled or needy

clients and is typically marked by withdrawal from and cynicism toward clients,

emotional and physical exhaustion, and various psychological symptoms, such as

irritability, anxiety, sadness, and lowered self-esteem. (p. 24)
An important aspect of this definition is that burnout is restricted to those in the helping
professions (e.g., law enforcement, corrections, teaching and nursing) that often require a level of
emotional commitment unusual in other professions. According to Farber (1991), burnout is not
the result of stress per se, but exposure to stress in which the individual sees no way out,
experiences no buffers from the stress, or is unable to identify a support system. In other words,
the burned out individual feels isolated or alienated.

Maslach and Jackson (1981, 1984, 1986) proposed a multidimensional model of burnout
that has been widely studied in the literature. According to the authors, there are three
fundamental dimensions of burnout: 1) emotional exhaustion (associated with feelings of being

worn out, used up, or drained), 2) depersonalization (associated with a feeling of callousness or



treating others as if they were impersonal objects), and 3) lack of personal accomplishment
(associated with feelings of ineffectiveness and inadequacy). Maslach (1982) noted that the
outcome of burnout created emotional exhaustion and worker detachment or alienation from
their clients and personal relationships -- including their family. The work of Maslach and
Jackson (1981, 1986) led to a widely used burnout instrument entitled the Maslach Burnout
Inventory (MBI) which assesses burnout of the individual across the three aforementioned
domains.

Individual and Organizational Factors Related to Stress and Burnout

There are two main categories for classifying factors that characterize or mediate stress
and burnout -- individual and organizational. Individual factors include such things as:
demographics (e.g., age, gender, race, education level, etc.), attitudes (e.g., commitment to the
occupation or job satisfaction), personality traits, and life experiences/changes (e.g., employment
history) (Farber, 1991). Organizational factors are elements that exist in the organization or even
driven by a group associated with the individual and include such things as: features in the work
environment (type of assignment), quality of supervision, lack of support (from peers,
administrators, family, etc.), public criticism, low salaries, isolation from adults, and role
ambiguity (Cherniss, 1980).

Burisch (1993) noted individuals experiencing high levels of burnout reported a sense of
conflict between the need to help and the ability to meet the demand of the job highlighting the
connection between burnout and role conflict. According to Farber (1991), “Role ambiguity is
associated with lack of clarity regarding a worker’s responsibilities, methods, goals, or status.”
He further describes role conflict as the inconsistency or incompatibility between job demands

placed on the individual and their perceived role. Early research on burnout concluded that role



conflict and role ambiguity were important elements in predicting burnout (Schwab & Iwanicki,
1982).

More specifically, empirical research on burnout has focused on job factors perhaps more
than any other variable (Maslach, 1993). In general, the body of research in the area finds that
job factors are more highly related to burnout than are demographic or personal factors
(Maslach, 1993). Researchers have established a direct relation between burnout and many job
factors, including: caseload (Jackson, Schwab, & Schuler, 1986; Maslach & Jackson, 1984), high
levels of direct contact with clients (Lewiston, Conley, & Blessing-Moore, 1981), more difficult
client problems (Meadow, 1981), greater role conflict (Birch, Marchant, & Smith, 1986; Jackson,
Schwab, & Schuler, 1986; Schwab & Iwanicki, 1982), and low levels of peer support (Burke,
Shearer, & Denszca, 1984).

Social Support, Stress, and Burnout

One of the most studied mediating factors in stress and burnout research is social support.
It has been consistently noted in the literature that social support is a significant mediator of
stress and burnout. Pines (1988) found that workers’ scores on the Maslach Burnout Inventory
correlated negatively with certain social support functions, including: listening, emotional
support, and sharing of social reality. She concluded that individuals who have access to social
support are less likely to experience burnout. In another study, Russell, Altmaier, and Van
Velzen (1987) found that the lack of three social support factors were predictive of burnout:
support from supervisors, reassurance of their worth, and what they termed “reliable alliance”
(having someone to whom they could turn in a crisis situation). For example, many police
officers have reported that they attempt to protect their families from the horrors of their job by

not discussing the elements of the job. Such behaviors suggest that police officers may, in an
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effort to shield their families from the stressful nature of the job, inadvertently create a situation
that prevents them from receiving social support from the most effect source -- the family
(Glazier, 1996). These and many other studies have shown the importance of the relation
between social support and stress and burnout.

Burnout in Probation Officers

Whitehead (1981) published one of the largest studies of burnout in probation officers
surveying 1000 officers. The study indicated that about 20% of the officers reported feeling
burned out at least once a week. The author found that one of the implications of his study was
that simple awareness of burnout would be an excellent first course of action. Further, the author
suggests that individuals should attend workshops on how to combat burnout by developing
positive coping strategies and peer relationships.

Other research by Whitehead and Lindquist (1985) found that probation officers were
more highly stressed than police officers and institutional correctional officers. Although this
study was based on stress and not burnout, one could deduce that this is finding would not be
unlikely as there is no greater member of the criminal justice system that has more direct contact
with offenders than the probation officer. Where police officers have numerous short contacts
with citizens and offenders, probation officers in supervision have numerous contacts with
offenders that can be of a longer duration. In addition, the probation officer is more connected to
the emotional trials and tribulations of their offenders and attempt to assist them with solutions.
The type of engagement between an offender and a probation officer can make the probation

officer’s job more stressful.
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Summary of the Literature Review

The dual role of the probation officer as law enforcer and social worker means they must
become completely immersed in the daily lives of the socially challenged. They are expected to
assist offenders in overcoming drug problems, finding and maintaining steady employment,
ensuring the conditions of the court are followed, and monitoring for continued criminal conduct.
Through daily contact with offenders, probation officers often take on the problems of the
offenders. As a part of the reporting process, officers counsel offenders on all aspects of their
lives. As a result, officers may disengage emotionally or internalize the offender’s failure. In
either case, officer effectiveness is jeopardized and service to the offender is reduced.

The Present Study

To date, little research has been devoted to the treatment of stress and burnout in
probation officers. Further, resources for combating this epidemic have been limited and under
utilized (e.g., employee assistance programs and training). The main purpose of the present
study was to provide a cost-effective intefvention that did not require a significant commitment
of time.

More specifically, the study utilized a multidimensional approach toward the design of a
stress intervention program. The program was an education-based stress intervention for
probation officers and a member of their family. The program was based on many of the
principles of stress intervention that have been well established in the literature. The
components of the intervention were a collection of factors that appear in the literature as
mediating stress, including: general education on stress, individual responses to stress,
organizational sources of stress, and communicating about stress. The study was a quasi-

experimental design as the use of a control group and random selection techniques were
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eliminated. The effectiveness of the study was expected to be demonstrated by a reduction in the
level of burnout and an increased knowledge about stress by study participants.

Method
Participants

The subjects in the study were 31 probation officers. Initially, the program included 86
subjects. However, only 31 completed all four of the training courses and completed all three
assessments. Included in the sample are three officers with personnel supervision duties.
Although the original study proposed to include the participation of significant others of these
officers, only two of the five significant other participants successfully completed the program.
Due to the lack of response, no analyses could be applied to this group. The probation officers
were recruited from the Harris County Community Corrections and Supervision Department
based in Houston, Texas.

At the time of the study, the department was comprised of approximately 380 officers.
The ethnic make-up in the department is less than 1 percent Asian, 40 percent Black, 24 percent
Hispanic, and 35 percent White. Of the 380 officers, 85 percent were assigned to supervision
duties and 12 percent were assigned to court services duties. The remaining officers were
assigned to miscellaneous duties.

Of the 31 probation officers in the study, 35 percent were female and 65 percent were
male. In this study, the ethnic make-up of the subjects was: 20 percent Black, 25 percent
Hispanic, and 55 percent White. The years of experience of the officers was 3 percent with 1 to
5 years, 26 percent with 6 to 10 years, 39 percent with 11 to 15 years, 20 percent with 16 to 20

years, and 10 percent with 20 plus years experience.



Selection of subjects was through a convenience sample as the officers and
spouses/significant others participated on a voluntary basis. Although 86 subjects started the
program by completing a pretest assessment and the first of four training sessions, only 31
completed the remaining three classes and the post-test and follow-up. Subject attrition was the
result of two factors, two subjects quit the department and 12 did not complete the series of four
courses. In addition to these factors, Tropical Storm Alison resulted in the study area suffering
from extreme flooding the first week of data collection. This event resulted in wide spread
damage of homes and properties and a number of subjects missed one or more training sessions.
Although make-up sessions were available to the participants, the pervasive damage did not
allow many subjects to attend make-up sessions.

Spouses/Significant Others. A "significant other" was defined in the current study as a
person who had lived with the officer for more than one year. The study started with 23
significant others expressing an interest to participate. Only five attended the first class and only
two completed the study. It was unclear why recruitment of significant others was difficult. The
training schedule included opportunities for the significant others to attend evening and weekend
sessions
Materials

Maslach Burnout Inventory. Maslach and Jackson's (1986) Maslach Burnout Inventory
(MBI) is a self-report measufe containing three subscales: emotional exhaustion (9 items),
depersonalization (5 items), and lack of personal accomplishment (8 items) (Appendix A). The
22 items that comprise the inventory are rated based on a 0-7 Guttman scale consisting of: never,
a few times a year or less, once a month or less, a few times a month, once a week, a few times a

week, or everyday - respectively. Each item on the MBI/ is a statement about the individual's
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feelings or attitudes about their work. The emotional exhaustion subscale asks subjects to rate
his/her level of agreement with statements such as, "I feel 'used up' at the end of the workday."
Statements on the depersonalization subscale include, "I have become more callous toward
people since I took this job." The third subscale, lack of personal accomplishment, includes
statements like, "I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job."

The MBI has been used extensively in stress and burnout research. The reliability of the
MBI has been adequately demonstrated (Green & Walkey, 1988; Schaufeli, Enzmann, & Girault,
1993). There is no composite score for the MB/. Scores on the three subscales are reported
separately. Internal consistency has been estimated using Cronbach's alpha (n = 1,316) with
reliability coefficients and standard error of measurement (reported in parentheses) as .90 (3.80)
for emotional exhaustion, .79 (3.16) for depersonalization, and .71 (3.73) for personal
accomplishment (Koeske & Koeske, 1989).

Significant Other Rating Scale. The Significant Other Burnout Inventory (Glazier, 1996)
was designed for the assessment of burnout by significant others in a subject’s life using a
behavioral rating scale. The inventory was constructed by transforming the Maslach Burnout
Inventory items into behaviorally observable items (Appendix B). The behavioral rating scale
was matched on the number of items on each subscale of the MBI. The rating scale of the MBI/
was maintained for the behavioral rating scale.

Content validity of the Significant Other Burnout Inventory was established by having
ten expert raters with doctoral degrees in psychology assess the congruence of the items on the
MBI and the significant other inventory. The experts’ responses were scored as right or wrong
based on the intended match between the MBI and the behavioral items written for the peer

rating on the significant other inventory. A Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 was used to calculate



the consistency of item matching by the experts between the inventory and the MBI prior to
administration. The resulting reliability coefficient was .92 demonstrating consistency between
the two measures. Further, validity of the inventory was established through a confirmatory
factor analysis that was then compared to the factor structure of the MBI.

Knowledge of Stress Survey. The Knowledge of Stress Survey was a 25 item multiple-
choice survey intended to assess the participants’ knowledge of stress (Appendix C). The
questions on the survey were derived from the curriculum for the present study and assessed all
content areas of the curriculum.

Procedure

The program consisted of three assessments, including: a pretest, a posttest (administered
one month after intervention), and a six-month follow-up. At the beginning of the first module,
each probation officer and significant other was given an envelope containing pretest
assessments including a burnout inventory and knowledge of stress inventory. It is noted that the
burnout inventory the significant others completed was for them to assess the officer’s level of
burnout, rather than their own. Additionally, participants completed an informed consent
document outlining their rights as a research subject (Appendix D). The participants were
informed about the study verbally by the principal investigator and were directed to read the
informed consent that was also in the envelope. The informed consent notified the subjects that
participation was voluntary, participation could be withdrawn at any time, and non-participation
in the study would have no impact on their standing in the department. During pretest
assessment, the participants were asked to refrain from discussing the content of the envelope
until the material had been completed and returned to the principal investigator. Participants

were informed that only group data would be reported and possibly used for publication
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purposes. The participants were also informed that they had the opportunity to obtain a copy of
the results upon the study's completion by contacting the principal investigator. Finally, the
subjects were notified that a debriefing procedure was available upon the request of the
participants. Due to the follow-up nature of the design, subject identification was made on the
assessment instruments. The participants were informed that no one at Harris County would
have access to raw data.

Both the posttest and follow-up assessments were sent to the officers through internal
department mail and United States mail for the significant others. All participants returned the
completed assessments to the principal investigator via the United States Postal Service. The
proposal of this study intended a five-month follow-up. However, the fifth month fell during the
Christmas holidays and the follow-up assessment was extended by one month in order to
increase the response rate.

Numerous efforts were made to ensure subject response rates on the assessments. All
assessments were distributed with a cover letter outlining the procedure for completing and
returning the surveys (Appendix E). After two weeks, the principal investigator made phone
calls reminding participants to complete and return the surveys. Further, the program manager
emailed reminders to the participants and contacted participant’s managers to have them verify
that the officers had returned the surveys. These efforts resulted in a 36 percent response rate.

In order to maintain data confidentiality as well as create a secure environment in which
to participate, the principal investigator collected and managed all data and data analyses efforts.
All data was stored in a locked filing cabinet in the principal investigator’s office at the
University of Houston — Downtown. This office remained locked in his absence creating a

double-lock data security protocol.
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Program Design

Officers, and in some instances a member of their family, were exposed to a series of
interventions related to various aspects of stress, including: stress education, organizational
sources of stress, individual response to stress, and finally, a session on how to communicate
about stress in the home. The model of the intervention program can be found in Appendix F.
The intervention sessions for the education, organizational, and individual components were
separated for officers and their significant others as they received somewhat different training on
the same topic. The final joint session allowed not only for synthesis of the previous sessions,
but also for the officers and significant others to apply the techniques they had learned in the
program.

The first component of the intervention was an eight-hour course associated with
educating the participants on stress. This module not only provided education on stress and
burnout as constructs, but also about how to identify resources for dealing with stress. The focus
of this session was on the various ways stress and burnout impact the individual as well as the
maladaptive ways individuals reduce stressful situations.

The second component was a four-hour session associated with understanding how
organizational factors impact the individual’s level of stress. During this session, officers
learned how to identify aspects of the job that could cause significant amounts of stress.
Specifically, they learned how to identify sources of role conflict and ambiguity and healthy
ways of dealing with these discoveries. In an effort to provide alternative methods of
approaching problems on the job, low stressed or burned out peers were identified to share how
they functioned within the organization while managing their stress without sacrificing

efficiency. Conversely, the significant others participating in the program learned not only these
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issues, but were also exposed to the elements of the job which can provide stress to the officer.
A large portion of this session for the significant others was devoted to role-playing and
scenarios designed to help them understand the stress of the job (e.g., the safety issues associated
with home visits).

The third component was a four-hour session associated with the individual factors that
may contribute to high levels of stress. The principle element of this session was learning about
coping mechanisms. Through self-exploration, the officers and significant others were able to
evaluate their own coping styles and, perhaps more importantly, to understand the mechanisms
that lead to maladaptive ways of dealing with stress. Unique to the significant other’s session
was the exploration of supportive behavior they may use to assist the officer at times of
significant stress.

The fourth and final component of the intervention was a four-hour session that served to
solidify the entire program. The participants not only reviewed the elements of the three
previous sessions, but also discussed good and healthy ways of communicating in the home
about stress and burnout. Role playing exercises were utilized for the practice of communication
skills.

Curriculum Development

Upon award of the grant, the program manager and principal investigator developed a
training curriculum (Appendix G) based on the model outlined above. Although the basic
structure of the model was maintained, some of the time allocations of the components were
changed from the original proposal to accommodate the elements of the curriculum.

The purpose of this grant was to provide the officers and significant others with a multi-

faceted understanding of stress that would not likely be uncovered in a short-term EAP referral
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or a traditional training course on stress — both of which are usually the only resources available
to the officer. Due to the number of participants, complexity of the program’s design, and
varying officer schedules, multiple class sessions were offered over a one-month period.
Program Evaluation

In order to evaluate the program, two sources of data were collected. First, the officers’
level of burnout was assessed using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (1976, 1978). In addition,
the officers’ significant other completed a behavior rating scale of burnout based on the work of
Maslach (1976) and constructed and validated by Glazier (1996). Second, both the officer and
their significant other completed a knowledge of stress survey.

In order to demonstrate the effectiveness of the program, the researchers applied a pretest
—posttest design measuring the aforementioned constructs prior to and after the intervention. In
order to establish the durability of the program, a second posttest measure was administered
approximately six months from the termination of the program.

As the study was a sponsored investigation by the National Institute of Justice, a
summary of the actions taken by the grantees to administer the program can be found in
Appendix H entitled Accountability Data.

Results

The main purpose of this study was to assess the effectiveness of a training-based stress
intervention program. Two variables were utilized to assess post treatment effects — burnout and
knowledge of stress. The results of the intervention were assessed using a pretest-posttest
methodology considering both the burnout and knowledge of stress variables. The results of the

study will first report the level of burnout experienced by probation officers. Then the results of
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the evaluation of the intervention will be presented based on the 31 officers that successfully
completed all four components of the study.
Incidence of Burnout

Documenting the level of burnout in probation officers is important as no studies appear
in the literature that describe the probation officer’s burnout profile. In this regard, the results of
the study will first present the level of burnout experienced by the 85 probation officers starting
the study followed by the 31 officers completing the study.

As noted previously, the MBI is a multidimensional construct and does not contain a
composite score of burnout. The three subscales of the MBI are: emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. Table 1 outlines the MBI subscales and the
scores associated with classification into low, moderate, and high levels of burnout.

Table 2 presents a summary of the number of probation officers responding to each of
these subscales within the context of the three levels of burnout (low, moderate, and high).
Further, the percentages of officers classified within these categories are reported. Overall, the
majority of officers in the study appear to be highly burned out. Sixty-one percent of the officers
were high in emotional exhaustion while 64 percent of officers were high in depersonalization.
The personal accomplishment subscale is interpreted in reverse. Approximately half (46%) of
the officers in the study felt they lacked a feeling of personal accomplishment.

Table 3 contains descriptive statistics of the 85 officers’ initial assessment prior to
intervention. When the officers’ mean values on each subscale of the MBI were compared to the
level of burnout chart in the manual, the officers demonstrated burnout across all subscales.

Table 4 presents the incidence of burnout for the 31 officers completing the program.

The table not only presents the three subscales of the MBI across the levels of

21



low, moderate, and high, but also within the context of the three assessments associated with the
present study. The pretest of the officers completing the program suggests the majority of
officers were burned out across the three subscales of the MBI. In comparing the pretest,
posttest, and follow-up assessments, there was a reduction of burnout as represented by the
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization subscales. However, in comparing the assessments
within the personal accomplishment subscale, there was an increase in the officers’ feelings of a
lack of personal accomplishment from the pretest to the posttest. This effect reversed to the
original level of the pretest assessment at the time of the follow-up assessment. It is also
generally noted that changes in the percentage of officers classified as high in the three burnout
subscales across the assessments shows a reduction of burnout between the pretest and posttest.
However, the reduction is not maintained from the posttest to follow-up assessments.

Table 5 reports the descriptive statistics of the officers completing the program across the
three assessments. The mean values of the officers’ reported burnout suggested that the officers
were highly burned out across all three subscales on the pretest. After intervention, the mean
values on the emotional exhaustion subscale reduced to the moderate level for both the posttest
and follow-up. These reductions were not evident on the depersonalization and lack of personal
accomplishment subscales.

Program Effectiveness

This section reports the results of the statistics used to assess program effectiveness. In
an effort to demonstrate changes in the subjects from one assessment to another, t-tests were
utilized between each of the three assessments across the three subscales of the MBI and a

composite variable of burnout and knowledge of stress. The descriptive statistics of level of

burnout experienced by the 31 officers completing the program was previously reported in Table
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5. Table 6 reports the descriptive statistics of the 31 officers on the variable of knowledge of
stress. The means for the pretest, posttest, and follow-up were 14.16, 16.45, and 15.65,
respectively.

In order to establish the impact the program had on reducing burnout and increasing
knowledge of stress, numerous t-tests were performed. First, the results of the study were
subjected to a pretest-posttest comparison. Second, the results were subjected to two methods of
analysis in order to estimate the long-term effects of the program. The two methods of
demonstrating the long-term effects of the program included comparisons of the officers’ pretest
and follow-up scores as well as their posttest and follow-up scores across the burnout subscales.

Table 7 reports the comparisons of the officers’ burnout scores across the three
assessments (pretest, posttest, and follow-up) and the associated t-test results. All three of the
pretest-posttest tests for a reduction in the three dimensions of burnout demonstrated lower levels
of burnout post intervention, including: emotional exhaustion at #(30) = 4.41, p <.001,
depersonalization at #(30) = 2.54, p < .008, and personal accomplishment at #(30) = 1.69, p <.05.
In order to assess the long-term effects of the program, t-tests were performed on the posttest and
the six-month follow-up. The results of the posttest-follow-up comparisons, include: #30) = -
2.01, p <.02 for emotional exhaustion, #(30) =-1.20, p > .05 for depersonalization, and #30) = -
41, p> .05 for personal accomplishment. It is noted that the only significant test was on the
posttest-follow-up comparison on the emotional exhaustion subscale. To further clarify the long-
term impact of the program, data was subjected to a comparison between the pretest and follow-
up assessments across the three burnout subscales. These comparisons resulted in the following
statistics: #30)=2.87, p <.003 for emotional exhaustion, #30) = 1.47, p> .05 for

depersonalization, and #30) = 1.01, p > .05 for personal accomplishment. It is noted that the
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pretest-follow-up tests for depersonalization and personal accomplishment did not produce
statistically significant results.

In addition to assessing changes in the officers’ reported level of burnout as a result of the
intervention, the present study also considered whether knowledge of stress would increase as a
result of the program. Table 8 summarizes the results of the comparisons of the officers’ scores
on knowledge of stress across the three assessments. It is noted that the statistical values of the
comparisons should result in negative values as the study expected an increase in the officers’
knowledge of stress. The pretest-posttest analysis for the officers’ knowledge of stress produced
a 1(30) =-4.13, p > .00013 suggesting that there was a statistically significant change. The
pretest-follow-up analysis produced a #(30) =-2.61, p > .0069 also suggesting a statistically
significant difference. The posttest-follow-up analysis resulted in a #30) = 1.74, p < .04

suggesting there was no statistically significant difference between the assessments.

Discussion

The central element of this study was to mediate the stress and burnout experienced by
probation officers through a training program on stress. In addition, the study attempted to
document the level of burnout experienced by probation officers as no studies currently appear in
the literature.
Incidence of Burnout

As a group, the results of the probation officers’ responses on the MBI appear to match
the profile indicative of burned out individuals. As Maslach and Jackson (1986) report in the
MBI Manual, those individuals which show high levels of emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization and low levels of personal accomplishment are likely experiencing burnout.

Basically, the results appear to suggest that over 50 percent of probation officers in the study are
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burned out. One interesting finding was that the officers reported higher levels of
depersonalization than emotional exhaustion. This pattern is an uncommon observation in the
literature. Glazier (1996) found the same pattern in police officers. These results may suggest
that criminal justice professionals who work directly with offenders may attempt to alleviate
burnout by depersonalizing the individuals they serve. Future stress or burnout interventions
may wish to address this unique observation in criminal justice professionals.

Program Effectiveness

The central question of this study was whether an intervention based on training
programs would reduce the amount of stress and burnout in probation officers. This study
utilized two dependant measures to demonstrate program effectiveness — burnout and knowledge
of stress. The basic intention was that probation officers would report a reduced level of burnout
and an increased knowledge of stress as a result of the program.

Reduction in Burnout. The results support the main purpose of this research to reduce
experienced burnout through a stress training program. The probation officers’ level of burnout
across the three subscales of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal
accomplishment were all reduced post intervention. The methodology also attempted to assess
the durability of the intervention by conducting a follow-up assessment. The analysis of the
durability of program’s effectiveness produced slightly conflicting results. The analysis of the
officers’ feelings of emotional exhaustion, the central feature of burnout, produced significant
differences across all three assessments. Conversely, the analysis of durability across
depersonalization and personal accomplishment did not produce significant differences at the
follow-up assessment. It is noted that the officers’ average scores were lower at posttest and

follow-up. However, the scores did not produce statistically significant differences from the
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pretest. Although there were not completely statistically different results across the assessments,
the pattern of the officers’ responses appear to be indicative of effect decay. Therefore, it
appears that the effect of the intervention deteriorates to some degree over time. It is also noted
that none of the officers’ scores returned to the baseline established at the pretest assessment.

Increased Knowledge about Stress. The analysis of the officers’ knowledge about stress
demonstrated statistically significant differences across the three assessment periods suggesting
the officers had increased their knowledge about stress as a result of the program. However, it is
noted that the posttest-follow-up analysis, although significant, showed a slight reduction in
knowledge about stress at follow-up. As with the level of burnout, the officers’ knowledge of
stress had not returned to baseline after six months.
Limitations of the Study

Perhaps the most significant limitation of the stuciy was subject recruitment and attrition.
The administration of the program was significantly impacted by Tropical Storm Alison which
struck Houston the first week of training. The long-term effects of Alison on this project are
immeasurable. The storm closed roads and interrupted power across the entire area for many
days. Subjects in the study were informed about the importance of commitment to the program
through perfect attendance at the training sessions. This information was stressed to all subjects
during recruitment. Due to the storm, a number of subjects missed the first week of training. In
an effort to reduce subject attrition, the investigators attempted to schedule make-up classes, but
these efforts did not positively impact subject retention. Unfortunately, subjects who missed one
or more classes were removed from the final analysis as they had missed a portion of the

intervention violating the research methodology. Further, the pervasive and long-lasting
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aftermath of Alison affected a large portion of the area. In addition, the storm may have falsely
inflated the level of burnout in the subjects.

Although the original intent of the study was to include probation officers and their
significant others, the present study was unable to recruit a significant number of significant
others for participation. An effort was made to schedule their sessions at various times of the
day and on weekends to make attendance in the program more feasible. However, these efforts
did not result in substantial significant other recruitment. It is unclear as to the impact that
Tropical Storm Alison had on attendance in the program by the significant others. By the end of
the study, only two significant others had completed all training sessions and returned all three
assessments preventing the investigators from conducting an analysis that would be reliable and
valid.

During the process of curriculum design and program formulation, feedback from a focus
group suggested a greater emphasis should be placed on the organizational sources of stress in
the curriculum. These suggestions were taken into account in curriculum development.
However, if the program was administered in the future, it is suggested that much more time be
devoted to organizational stressors. Maslach & Leiter (1997) have suggested that organizational
sources of stress are the chief causes of stress and burnout in the workplace. These factors
include: work overload, lack of control over one’s work, lack of reward, and lack of fairness.
These features were all elements of discussion during both the focus groups and training. Future
interventions based on this program could be strengthened not only through an increase in

presentation time, but also through curricular enhancement in these areas.
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Future Directions for Research

Future investigations into the incidence of burnout in probation officers may want to
explore the high level of depersonalization as it appears this trend might be unique to criminal
justice professionals. Such research endeavors may wish to consider measuring the burnout of
probation officers against other occupations. These differences may be associated with the
unique type of individuals (offenders) that probation officers serve.

Based on feedback from participants in the study both through focus groups and in end of
class evaluations, more emphasis should have been placed on the sources of stress related to the
organization. Future studies should provide a greater focus on the impact of organizational
sources of stress. In addition, future interventions should address the need to bridge any possible
gaps in communication between the line personnel and upper management in order to facilitate
dialogue within the organization.

Finally, future applications of the program should consider administration across all
classifications of personnel. Such a broad application of the program would require some
modification of the current program, for example, adding sections to the organization module to
tailor the curriculum to support staff and corrections officer staff as well as upper and mid-
management personnel. Further, the communication module might be strengthened by adding a
section encouraging dialogue between line officers and department management. Such a
modification to the communication module may result in increased organizational
communication as it appears to be a central source of stress in the department.

Conclusion
The present study intended to reduce burnout and increase knowledge about stress in

probation officers. The program basically achieved this goal. Since this study was the first of its
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kind, the program largely served as a pilot study. As such, it appears the program holds promise
in reducing the stress and burnout experienced by probation officers and, perhaps, those
employed in other capacities within probation departments. Through continued modification, the
impact of the program may be greater in future administrations.

Clearly, the most disappointing aspect of the current study was the lack of significant
other participation. The reason for the difficulty in recruiting significant others is unclear, but
devising creative and unique ways of addressing this issue within the context of organizational
resources and culture may result in greater significant other participation and thus increase the

effects of the program for the probation officers.
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Appendix
Accountability Data

As the study was a sponsored investigation by the National Institute of Justice, this
appendix summarizes and documents the actions taken by the grantees to administer the
program.

Summary of Program Activities

This section chronologically outlines activities undertaken in the administration of the
program. Once the principal investigator and program manager had completed the project
design, a meeting was held with the community supervision department’s director and human
resources director. The intent of the meeting was to, first, obtain approval of the program format
and, second, to solicit administrative support for the project since it would require substantial
staff time to complete. The following is a timeline of other related activities:

In May 2000, planning began for the development of a focus group to allow for officer
input into the program. To recruit focus group members, an email was sent to department
managers soliciting names of staff they would recommend to serve on the focus group. In June
2000, the principal investigator and program manager met with 31 officers and managers to
identify obstacles to program success. The group identified and discussed the following issues:
motivation for officer participation, obstacles to participation, motivation of family members to
participate, and logistical concerns (Appendix I). In December 2000, the focus group members
were updated on the progress of the curriculum development. In March 2001, members of the
focus group were asked to serve as peer trainers to assist in the delivery of the organization

module.
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In March 2001, a number of efforts were made to publicize and raise interest in the
program. First, a variety of signs promoting the program were placed in all regional offices
(Appendix J). These signs introduced the title of the program, S.0.S. (“Stomp Out Stress”). In
addition, focus group members were asked to “talk up” the program in their respective regions
and during their programs.

In April 2001, the training calendar for June 2001 was distributed via email with the
program dates and times. To further market the program, the following items were attached:
first, a mini stress assessment that the officers could take in an effort to have them self-evaluate
how the program might benefit them (Appendix K); and second, a registration form that
provided the officer with an opportunity to designate if they had a significant other who would
be interested in participating in the program (Appendix L). The registration form listed all class
dates and times. The officers were able to designate the dates and times they wanted to attend
each of the four sections of the program. The officers were also able to indicate the times that
their significant other would likely want to attend. Invitations to participate were subsequently
mailed to the significant others at the addresses provided by the officers on their registration
form.

In April 2001, the previously identified peer trainers were invited to a meeting to discuss
the elements of the program as well as their function in delivering the organization module. The
peer trainers were recruited through recommendations from department supervisors who based
their recommendation on the officer’s positive work ethic as well as their ability to handle
stressful situations.

In order to encourage officer participation as well as seek management buy-in to the

program, the program was presented at a manager’s meeting in April 2001. The managers were
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encouraged to support their officers’ attendance at the program. Further, the managers were

specifically asked to assist officers in covering their caseloads while they were attending all four

sessions throughout the month of June. Also in April 2001, trainers from the Training Branch

personally visited each region to promote and recruit participants.

In May 2001, three instructors were recruited that had no association with the

department. The instructors all had doctorates in psychology and university teaching experience.

The instructors conducted all aspects of the training except for the organization modules that

were facilitated by department peer trainers.

Actual Courses Offered and Attendance by Officers and Significant Others

The following table summarizes officer attendance by module, date, time, and number of

attendees.

Actual Class Schedule Reporting Date, Time, and Number of Officers in Attendance

Module Date Time Number Attendees

Education 6/6/01 8:00 - 5:00 32
6/8/01 8:00 —-5:00 35

6/11/01 8:00 - 5:00 19

Individual 6/13/01 1:00 —5:00 29
6/14/01 8:00 - 12:00 36

6/19/01 1:00 —5:00 23

Organizational 6/20/01 1:00 — 5:00 21
6/21/01 8:00 - 12:00 35

6/21/01** 1:00 - 5:00 2

6/25/01 1:00 - 5:00 23

6/25/01* 8:00 —12:00 6

Communication 6/26/01 8:00 —12:00 24
6/27/01 8:00 —12:00 38

6/27/01 1:00 - 5:00 21

* for those with management duties; ** for significant others

36




Table 1

Level of Burnout Based on MBI Score

Burnout Subscale Low Moderate High
Score Ranges

Emotional Exhaustion 0-16 17-26 27+

Depersonalization 0-6 7-12 13+

Personal Accomplishment 39 + 32-38 0-31

37



Table 2

Subject’s Level of Burnout on Maslach Burnout Inventory on Pretest

Burnout Subscale Low Moderate High

# % # % # % Total #
Emotional Exhaustion 8 9% 25 29% 52 61% 85
Depersonalization 4 5% 27 33% 54 64% 85
Personal Accomplishment 39 46% 24 28% 22 26% 85

38



Table 3

Mean and Standard Deviation of the Subscales on the Maslach Burnout Inventory for the Pretest
Assessment

Burnout Subscale Pretest

M SD
Emotional Exhaustion 33.00 13.00
Depersonalization | 14.00 7.00

Lack of Personal Accomplishment 37.00 8.00




Table 4

Incidence of Burnout of Subjects Completing Program

Low Moderate High

Burnout Subscale/Assessment # % # % # % Total #

Emotional Exhaustion

Pretest 3 10% 12 39% 16  51% 31

Posttest 4 13% 18  58% 9 29% 31

Follow-up 6 19% 11 36% 14  45% 31
Depersonalization

Pretest 0 0% 10 32% 21 68% 31

Posttest 0 0% 13 42% 18  58% 31

Follow-up 1 3% 11 36% 19 61% 31

Personal Accomplishment
Pretest 14 45% 11 36% 6 19% 31

Posttest 17 55% 10% 11 35% 31

(U8}

Follow-up 14 45% 6 19% 11 36% 31
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Table 5

Mean and Standard Deviation of the Subscales on the Maslach Burnout Inventory for the

Subjects Completing Program

Burnout Subscale

Pretest Follow-up 1

Follow-up 2

M SD M SD

Emotional Exhaustion

Depersonalization

Lack of Personal Accomplishment

31.00 13.00 2490 992

14.00 570 12.23 4.75

39.00 6.80 37.00 10.03
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' Table 6

Descriptive Statistics of Knowledge of Stress across the Three Assessments in the Program

Pretest Posttest Follow-up

M SD M SD M SD

Knowledge of Stress 1416 3.16 1645 277 1565 2.67
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Table 7

t-test Comparisons Between Assessments Across Maslach Burnout Inventory Subscales

Burnout Subscale/Assessment Comparison t p
Emotional Exhaustion
Pretest — Posttest 4.41 <.001
Posttest — Follow-up -2.01 <.02
Pretest — Follow-up 2.87 <.003
Depersonalization
Pretest — Posttest 2.54 <.008
Posttest — Follow-up -1.20 > .05
Pretest — Follow-up 1.47 > .05
Personal Accomplishment
Pretest — Posttest 1.69 <.05
Posttest — Follow-up - 41 > .05
Pretest — Follow-up 1.01 > .05
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Table 8

t-test Comparisons Between Assessments on Knowledge of Stress

Knowledge of Stress t p
Pretest — Posttest -4.13 <.00013
Posttest — Follow-up 1.74 <.04
Pretest — Follow-up -2.61 <.0069
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The incidence of stress in policé officers has been clearly demonstrated in the
literature. However, a fellow criminal justice professional, the community supervision,
or probation, officer has been widely absent in the stress research. Although both the
police and probation officers’ jobs entail a great deal of stress associated with safety
issues, the job of the probation officer requires greater extended contact with offenders.

Statement of the Problem

. Numerous factors overlap to produce potentially stressful situations for the
probation officers employed with the Harris County Community Supervision and
Corrections Department. The 353 officers in this department are charged with
rehabilitating and protecting the public from approximately 44,000 probationers, making
the ratio of officers to probationers 1:124. An officer’s responsibilities include enforcing
the conditions of supervision as ordered by the courts, conducting investigations for
treatment recommendations and/or punitive action for offender violations of conditions,
assessing risk and need factors, and ensuring regular contact with probationers under
court supervision. These conflicting roles are consistently performed under public and
media scrutiny and even criticism. In addition, probation departments often have
unstable budgets resulting in personnel shortages and limited financial resources.

The stressful nature of the probation officer’s job is compounded by the practice
of policies being determined by numerous government bodies. Additionally, systemic
factors in the organization provide stress for officers. These types of stressors are
important because they are often ones that the officer cannot mediate, having little

influence or control in identifying solutions.



Conclusion

The stress a probation officer experiences is not caused by a single factor, nor is
its alleviation ensured by a single method of intervention. This program utilized a multi-
faceted approach of direct intervention to impact the reduction of stress and its effects on
officers and their significant others. The outcomes were expected to include: 1) officers
reporting lower levels of burnout, using a validated burnout measure; 2) an increase in
the officer’s knowledge of stress, including: the stressful elements of the job and methods
of reducing stress; and 3) a decrease in family/significant others’ ratings of the officer’s
level of burnout and an increase in the significant other’s knowledge of stress.

Literature Review

A wealth of research has been conducted on the construct of stress and burnout.
Law enforcement officers experience high levels of stress that are different from most
other occupaﬁons, but a group very similar in job function often goes unnoticed within
the field of criminal justice -- probation officers. Very little research has been conducted
on probation officers when compared to other occupations. However, most of the
existing studies look at these officers through a related concept referred to as burnout, as
opposed to stress, as a variable of interest.

The Relation of Stress and Burnout

Hans Selye (1956) provided what continues to be the foundation of what we
understand about stress. Seyle’s theory, the General Adaptation Syndrome, defined stress
as “a non-specific, often global, emotional response by an organism to real or imagined
demands” (Selye, 1976). According to Selye's triphasic theory, an individual's response

to a stressor occurs in three stages: 1) an initial short-term stage of alarm, 2) a longer



period of resistance or adaptation, and 3) a final stage of exhaustion. The pivotal period
is in stage two. The organism's ability to resist the stressor or adapt behavior determines
whether there is progression to stage three or return to a state of homeostasis (non-threat).

Farber (1991) proposes the following definition of burnout:

Burnout is a work-related syndrome [italics added in original] that stems from an

individual's perception of a significant discrepancy between effort (input) and

_reward (output), this perception being influenced by individual, organizational,
and social factors. It occurs most often in those who work face to face with
troubled or needy clients and is typically marked by withdrawal from and
cynicism toward clients, emotional and physical exhaustion, and various
psychological symptoms, such as irritability, anxiety, sadness, and lowered self-

esteem. (p. 24)

Maslach and Jackson (1981, 1984, 1986) proposed a multidimensional model of
burnout that has been widely accepted. According to the authors, there are three
fundamental dimensions of burnout: 1) emotional exhaustion (associated with feelings of
being worn out, used up, or drained), 2) depersonalization (associated with a feeling of
callousness or treating others as if they were impersonal objects), and 3) lack of personal
accomplishment (associated with feelings of ineffectiveness and inadequacy). The work
of Maslach and Jackson (1981, 1986) led to a widely used burnout instrument entitled the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) which assesses burnout of the individual across the

three aforementioned domains.



Individual and Organizational Factors Related to Stress and Burnout

There are two main categories for classifying factors that characterize or mediate
stress and burnout -- individual and organizational. Individual factors include such things
as: demographics, attitudes, personality traits, and life experiences/changes (Farber,
1991). Organizational factors are elements existent in the organization or even driven by
a group associated with the individual. Burisch (1993) noted individuals experiencing
high levels of burnout reported a sense of conflict between the need to help and the
ability to meet the demand. In 1982, Schwab and Iwanicki concluded that role conflict
and role ambiguity were important elements in predicting burnout.

Empirical research on burnout has focused on job factors perhaps more than any
other variable (Maslach, 1993). In general, the body of research in the area finds that job
factors are more highly related to burnout than are demographic or personal factors
(Maslach, 1993). Researchers have established a direct relation between burnout and
many job factors, including: caseload (Jackson, Schwab, & Schuler, 1986; Maslach &
Jackson, 1984), high levels of direct contact with clients (Lewiston, Conley, & Blessing-
Moore, 1981), more difficult client problems (Meadow, 1981), greater role conflict
(Birch, Marchant, & Smith, 1986; Jackson, Schwab, & Schuler, 1986; Schwab &
Iwanicki, 1982), and low levels of peer support (Burke, Shearer, & Denszca, 1984).

Social Support, Stress, and Burnout

One of the most studied mediating factors in stress and burnout research is social
support. Pines (1988) concluded that individuals who have access to social support are
less likely to experience burnout. In another study, Russell, Altmaier, and Van Velzen

(1987) found that the lack of three social support factors were predictive of burnout:



support from supervisors, reassurance of their worth, and what they termed “reliable
alliance” (having someone to whom they could turn in a crisis situation.) These and
many other studies have demonstrated the positive role of social support in mediating
stress and burnout.

Burnout in Probation Officers

Whitehead (1981) published one of the largest studies of burnout in probation
officers, surveying 1000 officers. The study indicated that about 20% of the officers
reported feeling burned out at least once a week. Other research by Whitehead and
Lindquist (1985) found that probation officers were more highly stressed than police
officers and institutional correctional officers.

Summa

To date, little research has been devoted to the treatment of stress and burnout in
probation officers. Further, resources for combating this epidemic have been limited and
under utilized (e.g., employee assistance programs and training). The purpose of the
present study was to provide a cost-effective intervention that did not require a significant
commitment of time.

METHOD

This study utilized a multidimensional approach toward the design of a stress
intervention program. The program was an education-based stress intervention for
probation officers and a member of their family, looking at: education on stress,
individual response to stress, organizational sources of stress, and communicating about
stress. The study was a quasi-experimental design as the use of a control group and

random selection techniques were eliminated. The effectiveness of the study was



demonstrated by a reduction in the level of burnout and increased knowledge about
stress.
Participants

Initially, the program included 86 probation officers who were recruited from the
Harris County Community Supervision and Corrections Department based in Houston,
Texas. However, only 31 completed all four of the training courses and all three
assessments. Included in the sample are three officers with personnel supervision duties.
Although the original study proposed to include the participation of significant others of
these officers, only two of the five significant other participants successfully completed
the program. Due to the lack of response, no analyses could be applied to this group.

At the time of the study, the department was comprised of approximately 350
officers from a variety of ethnic groups and possessing a range of experience between
one and more than twenty years. Selection of subjects was through a convenience sample
as the officers and spouses/significant others participated on a voluntary basis.

Spouses/Significant Others. A "significant other" was defined as a person who

had lived with the officer for more than one year. The study started with 23 significant
others expressing an interest to participate. Only five attended the first class and only
two completed the study.

Materials

Maslach Bumnout Inventory. Maslach and Jackson's (1986) Maslach Burnout
Inventory (MBI) is a self-report measure containing three subscales: emotional exhaustion
(9 items), depersonalization (5 items), and lack of personal accomplishment (8 items).

Each item on the MBI is a statement about the individual's feelings or attitudes about their



work. The MBI has been used extensively in stress and burnout research, and its
reliability has been adequately demonstrated (Green & Walkey, 1988; Schaufeli,

Enzmann, & Girault, 1993).

Significant Other Rating Scale. The Significant Other Burnout Inventory
(Glazier, 1996) was designed for the assessment of burnout by significant others in a
subject’s life using a behavioral rating scale. The inventory was constructed by
transforming the Maslach Burnout Inventory items into behaviorally observable items.

Knowledge of Stress Survey. The Knowledge of Stress Survey was a 25 item

multiple-choice survey intended to assess the participants’ knowledge of stress. The
questions on the survey were derived from the curriculum for the present study and
assessed all content areas of the curriculum.

Procedure

The program consisted of three assessments, including a pretest, a posttest
(administered one month after intervention), and a six-month follow-up. It is noted that
the burnout inventory the significant others completed was for them to assess the
officer’s level of burnout, rather than their own.

Numerous efforts were made to ensure subject response rates on the assessments
including: mail-outs with cover letters, email correspondence, personal visits, and
telephone calls. Additionally, in order to maintain data confidentiality as well as create a
secure environment in which officers could participate, the principal investigator

collected and managed all data and data analyses efforts.



Program Design

Using experts in the field of stress and burnout, officers, and in some instances a
member of their family, were exposed to a series of interventions related to various
aspects of stress, including: stress education, organizational sources of stress, individual
response to stress, and finally, a session on how to communicate about stress in the home.
The intervention sessions for the education, organizational, and individual components
were separated for officers and their significant others as they received somewhat
different training on the same topic. The final, joint session allowed not only for
synthesis of the previous sessions, but also for the officers and significant others to apply
the techniques they had leared in the program.

The first component of the intervention was an eight-hour course associated with
educating the participants on stress. The second was a four-hour session that dealt with
understanding how organizational factors impact the individual’s level of stress. Third
was a four-hour module associated with the individual factors that may contribute to high
levels of stress. Finally, the fourth component of the intervention was a four-hour session
that served to solidify the entire program by discussing good and healthy ways of
communicating in the home about stress and burnout.

Program Evaluation

In order to evaluate the program, two sources of data were collected. First, the
officers’ level of burnout was assessed using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (1976,
1978). In addition, the officers’ significant other completed a behavior rating scale of

burnout based on the work of Maslach (1976) and constructed and validated by Glazier



(1996). Second, both the officer and their significant other completed a knowledge of
stress survey.

In order to demonstrate the effectiveness of the program, the researchers applied a
pretest —posttest design measuring the aforementioned constructs prior to and after the
intervention. In order to establish the durability of the program, a second posttest
measure was administered approximately six months from the termination of the
program.

RESULTS

The main purpose of this study was to assess the effectiveness of a training-based
intervention program in an attempt to reduce stress and burnout in probation officers.
Two variables were utilized for demonstrating post treatment effects — burnout and
knowledge of stress.

Incidence of Burnout

The pretest of the officers completing the program suggests the majority of
officers were burned out across the three subscales of the MBI. In comparing the pretest,
posttest, and follow-up assessments, there was a reduction of burnout as represented by
the emotional exhaustion and depersonalization subscales. However, in comparing the
assessments within the personal accomplishment subscale, there was an increase in the
officers’ feelings of a lack of personal accomplishment from the pretest to the posttest.
This effect reversed to the original level of the pretest assessment at the time of the
follow-up assessment. It is also generally noted that changes in the percentage of officers

classified as high in the three burnout subscales across the assessments shows a reduction
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of burnout between the pretest and posttest. However, the reduction is not maintained
from the posttest to follow-up assessments.

Program Effectiveness

The methodology utilized in this study was a pre-test/post-test design. Statistical
analyses were conducted using t-tests to establish statistically significant differences
between assessments. All three of the pretest-posttest tests for a reduction in burnout
demonstrated lower levels of burnout after assessment. To assess the long-term effects of
the program, t-tests were performed on the posttest and the six-month follow-up. The
only significant test was on the posttest-follow-up comparison on the emotional
exhaustion subscale. To further clarify the long-term impact of the program, data was
subjected to a comparison between the pretest and follow-up assessments across the
burnout subscales. The pretest-follow-up tests for depersonalization and personal
accomplishment did not produce statistically significant results.

In addition to the assessment of program effectiveness in relation to the officers’
level of burnout, the present study considered whether knowledge of stress would
increase as a result of the program. The pretest—postteét analysis for the officers’
knowledge of stress suggested that there was a statistically significant change. The
pretest-follow-up analysis also suggested a statistically significant difference. However,
the posttest-follow-up analysis suggested there was no statistically significant difference
between the assessments.

DISCUSSION
The central element of this study was to mediate the stress and burnout

experienced by probation officers through a training program on stress. In addition, the
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study attempted to document the level of burnout experienced by probation officers as no
studies currently appear in the literature.

Incidence of Burnout

As a group, the results of the probation officers’ responses on the MBI appear to
match the profile indicative of burned out individuals, with over 50 percent of probation
officers in the study being burned out. One interesting finding was that the officers
reported higher levels of depersonalization than emotional exhaustion. This pattern is an
uncommon observation in the literature. Glazier (1996) found the same pattern in police
officers. These results may suggest that criminal justice professionals who work directly
with offenders may attempt to alleviate burnout by depersonalizing the individuals they
serve. Future stress or burnout interventions may wish to address this unique observation
in criminal justice professionals.

Program Effectiveness

The central question of this study was whether an intervention based on training
programs would reduce the amount of stress and burnout in probation officers.

Reduction of Burnout. The results of this study support the purpose of this

research to reduce experienced burnout through a stress training program. The probation
officers’ level of burnout across the three subscales of emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and personal accomplishment were all reduced post intervention. The
methodology also attempted to assess the durability of the intervention by conducting a
follow-up assessment. It is noted that the officers’ average scores were lower at posttest
and follow-up. Although there were not entirely statistically different results across the

assessments, the pattern of the officers’ responses appear to be indicative of effect decay.
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Therefore, it appears that the effect of the intervention deteriorates to some degree over
time. It is noted that none of the results demonstrated that the officers’ scores returned to
the baseline established at the pretest assessment.

Increased Knowledge About Stress. The analysis of the officers’ knowledge

about stress demonstrated statistically significant differences across assessments
indicating the officers had increased their knowledge about stress. However, it is noted
that the posttest-follow-up analysis, although significant, showed a slight reduction in
knowledge about stress at follow-up. As with the level of burnout, the officers’
knowledge of stress had not returned to baseline after six months.

Limitations of the Study

Perhaps the most significant limitation of the study was subject recruitment and
attrition. The administration of the program was significantly impacted by Tropical
Storm Alison that arrived the first week of training. In an effort to reduce subject
attrition, the investigators attempted to schedule make-up classes, but these efforts did not
positively impact subject retention. Unfortunately, subjects who missed one or more
classes were removed from the final analysis as they had missed a portion of the
intervention and violated the research methodology. This event may have falsely inflated
the level of burnout in the subjects.

Although the original intent of the study was to include probation officers and
their significant others, the present study was unable to recruit a significant number of
significant others for participation. An effort was made to schedule their sessions at
various times of the day and on weekends to make attendance in the program more

feasible. However, these efforts did not result in significant other recruitment. By the
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end of the study, only two significant others had completed all training sessions and
returned all three assessments.

If the program was administered in the future, it is suggested that much more
time be devoted to organizational stressors. The future interventions based on this
program could be strengthened not only through an increase in presentation time, but also
through curricular enhancement in this area.

Future Directions for Research

Future investigations into the incidence of burnout in probation officers may want
to explore the high level of depersonalization, as it appears this trend might be unique to
criminal justice professionals. Such research endeavors may wish to consider measuring
the burnout of probation officers against other occupations. These differences may be
due to the individuals that are served by probation officers.

Future studies should provide a greater focus on the impact of organizational
sources of stress. In addition, future interventions should address the need to bridge any
possible gaps in communication between the line personnel and upper management in
order to facilitate dialogue within the organization.

Future applications of the program should consider administration across all
classifications of personnel. Such an application would require some modification of the
current program, for example, adding sections to the organization module to tailor the
curriculum to support staff and correction officer staff, as well as upper and mid-
management personnel. Further, adding a section encouraging dialogue between line and

management personnel with the expectation that organizational communication on the
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sources of workplace stress will be increased might strengthen the communication
module of this study.
Conclusion

The present study intended to reduce burnout and increase knowledge about stress
in probation officers. The program essentially achieved this goal. Since this study was
the first of its kind, the program served as a pilot study. As such, it appears the program
holds promise in reducing the stress and burnout experienced by probation officers and,
perhaps, those employed in other capacities within probation departments. Through
continued modification, the impact of the program may be greater in future

administrations.
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Appendix A

Maslach Burnout Inventory
(entitled Officer Survey)
Utilized with:
- Pretest
- Posttest

- Follow-up



Name:

Please print neatly

Officer Survey

he first five questions of this survey ask questions about you. The next set of questions (6 - 27) contains
tatements of job-related feelings. Please read each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this
ray about your job. You can respond to questions 6 through 27 by using the response key located just
efore question 6.

or questions 1 -5, please record the number in the blank that corresponds to the option that describes
ou.

1. Your gender
1 =male

2 = female

2. Your years of experience in community corrections

1=1-5 years

2=6-10 years

3=11-15 years

4 =16 - 20 years

5=21+ years
3. Yourage

1 =18 - 25 years
2 =26 - 30 years
3 =31-35 years
4 =36 — 40 years
5=41-45 years
6 =46 — 50 years
7=151-155 years
8 =56 — 60 years
9 =61 + years

4. Your ethnicity (please chose only one category)

1 = Asian
2 = Black
3 = Hispanic
4 = White
5 = Other

5. Your position
1 = Officer
2 = Supervisor/Manager



Using the following scale, please respond to questions 6 — 27:

% = o

AARRRRRRRRERRRRRANANY

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.

1 = Never _
2 = A few times a year or less
3 = Once a month or less

4 = A few times a month

5 = Once a week

6 = A few times a week

7 = Every day

I feel emotionally drained from my work.

I feel “used up” at the end of the workday.

I feel fatigued when I get up for work and have to face another day on the job.
I can easily understand how clients can blame me for some of their problems.
I feel I treat some clients as if they were impersonal “objects.”
Working with people is really a strain for me.

I deal very effectively with the problems of my clients.

I feel burned out from my job.

I feel I'm positively influencing other people’s lives.

I’ve become more callous toward people since I took this job.
I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally.

I feel very energetic.

[ feel frustrated by my job.

I feel I am working too hard on my job.

I don’t really care what happens to some citizens.

Working with people directly puts too much stress on me.

I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my clients.

I feel exhilarated after working closely with clients.

I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job.

[ feel like I’'m at the end of my rope.

In my work, I deal with emotional problems very calmly.

I feel some clients blame me for some of their problems.

Thank you for completing the survey.

In order to match your post-test scores, please record your social security number here:




Appendix B

Maslach Burnout Inventory

(entitled Spouse/Significant Other Survey)
Utilized with:
- Pretest
- Posttest

- Follow-up



Name:

Please print neatly

Spouse/Significant Other Survey

1e first five questions of this survey ask questions about you. The next set of questions (6 - 27) contains
itements of job-related behaviors you have observed in your spouse/significant other. You should not
iswer these questions in relation to yourself. Please read each statement carefully and decide if you

we ever observed these behaviors in your spouse/significant other in relation to their job. You can
spond to questions 6 through 27 by using the response key located just before question 6.

»r questions 1 -5, please record the number in the blank that corresponds to the option that describes
u.

1. Your gender
1 =male
2 = female

2. How long have you known your spouse/significant other?
=1-5 years
2=6-10 years
3=11-15 years
4 =16 —20 years
5=21+ years

3. Your age
1 =18 — 25 years
2 =26 — 30 years
3=31-35 years
4 =36 — 40 years
5 =41 -45 years
6 = 46— 50 years
7=151-55 years
8 =56 — 60 years

9 =061 + years
4. Your ethnicity (please chose only one category)
1 = Asian
2 = Black
3 = Hispanic
4 = White
5 = Other

5. To what degree do you feel your spouse’s/significant other’s job has negatively impacted
your home life?
1 =Not at all
2 = Slightly
3 = Significantly



Using the following scale, please respond to questions 6 — 27 while reflecting on the observations you
have made about your spouse/significant others job:

® vt

© N

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.

1 = Never

2 = A few times a year or less
3 = Once a month or less

4 = A few times a month

5 = Once a week

6 = A few times a week

7 = Every day

My partner appears emotionally drained from work as evidenced by not wanting to
discuss the events of the work day.

My partner appears “used up” at the end of the day (e.g., tired, lethargic, or listless).

My partner appears fatigued after getting up from sleep and has to face another day on the
job.

My partner makes comments that may suggest they can easily recognize how clients feel
about things. ‘

In conversations, I have heard my partner make comments about clients in
impersonal/unfeeling ways.

My partner makes comments that may suggest that working with people places a great or
excessive demand on their emotions.

My partner appears to be effective in dealing with the problems of clients (e.g., recounts
stories where their actions were influential in solving problems).

My partner makes comments that may suggest they are burned out from their work.

My partner makes comments that may suggest they see themselves as positive role
models in the community.

My partner appears callous or jaded toward clients.

My partner appears to be hardened emotionally by others’ plights.

My partner appears very energetic (e.g., displays enthusiasm toward social and household
activities).

My partner makes comments that may suggest they are frustrated or feel defeated by their
work.

My partner makes comments that may suggest they are working too hard on the job.

My partner makes comments that may indicate they don’t care about what happens to
some clients.

My partner makes comments that may suggest that direct contact with people often results
in high stress.

My partner makes comments that lead me to believe they are able to create a relaxed
atmosphere while dealing with clients.

My partner returns home “pumped up” or exhilarated after working closely with clients.
My partner makes comments that may suggest they have accomplished things that were
important enough to repay the time or effort spent on the job.

My partner appears to be at the end of their rope (e.g., makes comments that suggest they
can no longer continue at the same pace).

My partner appears to deal with emotional problems associated with work very calmly
(e.g., when emotional problems related to work present themselves, they are able to
handle them in a quiet and settling manner).

My partner makes comments that may suggest some clients blame the criminal justice
system for their problems.



Appendix C

Knowledge of Stress Survey
Utilized with:
- Pretest
- Posttest

- Follow-up

Knowledge of Stress Survey — Answer Key



Name:

Please print neatly

Knowledge of Stress Survey

Which of the following statements is not true about stress?

Experiencing stress is a normal part of life.

If you have no symptoms of stress, then stress is not taking a toll
on you.

If you are taking medications or have developed defense
mechanisms to mask the symptoms of stress, then you are unable
to reduce the strain on your body.

When you are highly stressed, it is more difficult to plan and
prioritize your activities.

Our schedules and physical limitations can limit our choices of
how to manage the stress in our lives.

Which of the following is the definition of self-esteem?

a.
b.

c.
d.

the feelings a person has of high or low self worth

a judgment that one can master and perform needed behaviors
when needed

all our thoughts and feelings about ourselves

our personality plus our character traits

According to which theory about stress are there three stages of reaction
to stress: reaction, resistance, and exhaustion?

®ao oW

Appraisal and Caring

Flight or Fight

General Adaptation Syndrome
Eustress Syndrome

none of the above

Which of the following statements is true regarding organizational stress?

a.

ao

organizations have a finite amount of resources such as time and
money

having support from co-workers has not been found to be
particularly helpful in reducing stress at work

you have control over all of the elements of your job functions

the organization is responsible for resolving your stress issues
when your job is really “stressing you out” it is not possible to learn
new techniques on how to manage that stress; you have to wait
until a period of time when the stress has passed



10.

Which of the following is not a benefit of a cooperative style of
communication?

©Pao0oTp

a healthier lifestyle

more respect

greater comfort with conflict
better coordination of life activities
none of the above

“Stress Reaction” means:

d.
e.

an individual response to a given stressor

the prolonged impact of a stressor on the system that results in
overload and fatigue

a specific problem or personal conflict that can be either an
external or internal threat to the individual

positive experiences of success followed by higher expectations
disappointment, failure, threat or other negative experiences

Which of the following is not a commonly recognized and accepted
method of stress reduction?

a.

®ao0o

training oneself to exclude an anxiety producing event from the
conscious awareness

assertiveness training

conflict resolution training

progressive muscle relaxation

resistance training

Listening responsively involves a person

apow

acknowledging what another has said
agreeing with what another has said
advising another on what to do in a situation
persuading others to your point of view

An example of a secondary stressor is:

d.

a student has three final exams in a 2 day period
a teenager has been denied by her parents the opportunity to go

“to an overnight party with a group of friends

the loss of a job leads to a shortage of money which leads to hand
me down clothes which leads to an embarrassed child which
leads to more stress for the adult

a boss is mad and yells at a co-worker

Which type of people take on additional tasks that allow them to remain
challenged but then become inefficient and anxious when under stress?

cooow

strivers

inner con artists
worriers

pleasers

internal time keepers



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The practice of bringing together people in order to demonstrate the
power of the group as well as ways of appreciating individual differences
is known as:

social support networking
stress mediation

team building

peer backing

apop

Which of the following responses work well for a person in the long run?

a. distracting

b. denying

C. generalizing

d. a & conly

e. none of the above

Which of the following are indications of “burnout”?

physical fatigue

development of negative self-concepts and attitudes toward work
a sense of helplessness or hopelessness

all of the above

a and c only

coo oD

Examples of coping mechanisms used during times of high levels of
anxiety include:

aggressive anger or hostility

assertive problem solving

withdrawal, physically and/or emotionally
all of the above

a and c only

®ooow

All but which of the following are reasons that learning new
communication skills takes effort?

a. we are surrounded by good examples of communication

b. "cooperation between people is more demanding than coercing or
threatening to get what we want

C. our ways of communicating are woven into our personalities

d. we must participate in and observe conversations at the same
time

Indicate which of the following is an example of nonproductive or
unfulfilling conversational intent.

telling you about my experiences/feelings
negotiating or bargaining with you about a project
hearing what is happening with you

hiding what is important to me from you

resolving a conflict that | have with you

copoTw



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Which of the following is an example of denial, a defense mechanism
used as a means of coping with stress?

a. a woman criticizes her neighbor for being a terrible gossip when in
fact the woman gossips herself

b. an officer has stacks of case files on his desk with volumes of
work to be done, but informs co-workers and supervisors he is
keeping up

C. an officer expresses anger toward another officer because she

just had a disagreement with her supervisor

an officer forgets the due date of an important report

e. an officer is not skilled at making written notations in case files but
does excellent casework

Qe

In which personality type is a person likely to be time oriented, tending to
watch the clock and make sure that something is not taking too much

a Type B
b. Type A
C. Type C
d Type D
e a combination of two or more of the above

In which of the following systems in humans can signs of stress be
noted?

a. cognitive-perceptual
b. behavioral

C. psychological

d. physical

e. all of the above

Choose the item below that is not one of the techniques for practicing
good communication.

a. inviting consent to pursue the intent of your conversation

b. translating your complaints into specific requests and explaining
them

C. expressing more appreciation to your listener

d. " expressing yourself more clearly and completely

e. none of the above

What type of communication moves people toward cooperation?

a justified complaint

asking “why?”

stating that something “should” be done
making a generalization about a situation
explaining a request

®oo oo



22.

23.

24.

25.

Which behavior are men likely to not demonstrate as a reaction to stress?

apoo

providing greater nurturing to their children
initiating a confrontation

retreating

isolating themselves

Which of the following is not a true statement about our predisposition to

stress?

a.

b.

C.

d.

those who have experienced a great deal of stress over their lives
tend to react more positively to stress than others

sensitization occurs because we have “learned” over the years to
react in a certain manner

the amount of stress we have experienced throughout our lives
makes us respond more quickly to stressful situations

future stressful events are likely to be dealt with in the same
manner as previously handled

Which of the following are methods people use to cope with difficult
situations when they don’t know how to negotiate and work through

them?

a.
b.

C.

d.
e.

breaking things, hitting people or running away

acting out feelings one doesn’t have in order to avoid ones they do
have

going “crazy” to get oneself out of a seemingly impossible
situation

all of the above

a and c only

The situation where the body that has experienced stress never returns to
a state of balance is known as:

cooow

residual stress
forecasting
role ambiguity
role overload
resistance



ISWER KEY

Name:

Please print neatly

Knowledge of Stress Survey

B 1 Which of the following statements is not true about stress?

a. Experiencing stress is a normal part of life.

b. If you have no symptoms of stress, then stress is not taking a toll
on you.

C. If you are taking medicaticns or have developed defense
mechanisms to mask the symptoms of stress, then you are unable
to reduce the strain on your body.

d. When you are highly stressed, it is more difficult to plan and
prioritize your activities.

e. Our schedules and physical limitations can limit our choices of
how to manage the stress in our lives.

A 2. Which of the following is the definition of self-esteem?

a. the feelings a person has of high or low self worth

b. a judgment that one can master and perform needed behaviors
when needed

C. all our thoughts and feelings about curselves

d. our personality plus our character traits

c 3. According to which theory about stress are here three stages of reaction
to stress: reaction, resistance, and exhausticn?

a. Appraisal and Caring

b. Flight or Fight

C. General Adaptation Syndrome

d. Eustress Syndrome

e. none of the above

A 4 Which of the following statements is true regarding organizational stress?

a. organizations have a finite amount of resources such as time and
money

b. having support from co-workers has not been found to be
particularly helpful in reducing stress at work

C. you have control over all of the elements of your job functions

d. the organization is responsible for resolving your stress issues

e.

when your job is really “stressing you out” it is not possible to learn
new techniques on how to manage that stress; you have to wait
until a period of time when the stress has passed
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Which of the following is not a benefit of a cooperative style of
communication?

®Q0ob

a healthier lifestyle -

maore respect

greater comfort with conflict

better coardination of life activities
none of the above

“Stress Reaction” means:

d.
e.

an individual response to a given stressor

the prolonged impact of a stressor on the system that results in
overioad and fatigue

a specific problem ar personal canflict that can be either an
external or internal threat to the individual

positive experiences of success followed by higher expectations
disappointment, failure, threat or other negative experiences

Which of the following is not a commonly recognized and accepted
method of stress reduction?

a.

®aoo

training oneself to exclude an anxiety producing event from the
conscious awareness

assertiveness training
conflict resolution training

progressive muscle relaxation
resistance training

Listening responsively involves a person

aoow

acknowledging what another has said
agreeing with what another has said
advising another on what to do in a situation
persuading others to your point of view

An example of a secondary stressor is:

a.
b.

d.

a stucent has three final exams in a 2 day period

a teenager has been denied by her parents the opportunity to go
to an overnight party with a group of friends

the loss of a job leads to a shortage of money which leads to hand

me dcwn clothes which leads to an embarrassed child which
leads to more stress for the adult

a boss is mad and yells at a co-worker

Which type of people take on additional tasks that allow them to remain
challenged but then become inefficient and anxious when under stress?

®aoom

strivers

inner con artists
warriers

pleasers

internal time keepers
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The practice of bringing together people in order to demonstrate the

power of the group as well as ways of appreciating individual differences
is known as: :

aooo

social support networking
stress mediation

team building

peer backing

Which of the following responses work well for a person in the long run?

®ao oD

distracting
denying
generalizing
a&conly

none of the abave

Which of the following are indications of “burnout”?

®Pooop

physical fatigue -

development of negative self-concepts and attitudes toward work
a sense of helplessness or hopelessness
all of the above

a and c only

Examples of coping mechanisms used during times of high levels of
anxiety include:

® Q0 o

aggressive anger or hostility

assertive problem solving

withcdrawal, physically and/or emotionally
all of the above

a and conly

All but which of the following are reasons that learning new
communication skills takes effort?

we are surrounded by gcod examples of communication
coogeration between people is more demanding than coercing or
threatening to get what we want

our ways of communicating are woven into our personalities

we must participate in and observe conversations at the same
time

Indicate which of the following is an example of nonproductive or
unfulfilling conversational intent.

caoow

telling you about my experiences/feelings
negotiating or bargaining with you about a project
hearing what is happening with you

hiding what is important to me from you

resolving a conflict that | have with you



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Which of the following is an example of denial, a defense mechanism
used as a means of coping with stress?

a. a woman criticizes her neighbor for being a terrible gossip when in
fact the woman gossips herself

b. an officer has stacks of case files on his desk with volumes of
wark to be done, but informs co-workers and supervisors he is
keeping up

c. an officer expresses anger toward another officer because she
just had a disagreement with her supervisor

d. an officer forgets the due date of an important report

e.

an officer is not skilled at making written notations in case files but
does excellent casework

In which personality type is a person likely to be time oriented, tending to

watch the clock and make sure that something is not taking toc much
time?

a. Type B
b. Type A
C. Type C
d. Type D
e.

a combination of two or more of the above

In which of the following systems in humans can signs of stress be
noted”?

cognitive-perceptual
behavioral
psychological
physical

all of the above

® a0 on

Choose the item below that is not one of the techniques for practicing
good communication.

a. inviting consent to pursue the intent of your conversation

b. translating your complaints into specific requests and explaining
them

C. expressing more appreciation to your listener

d.

expressing yourself more clearly and completely
e. none of the above

What type of communication moves people toward cooperation?

a justified complaint

asking “why?"

stating that something "should” be done
making a generalization about a situation
explaining a request

®a0 o



22.

23.

24.

25.

Which behavior are men likely to not demonstrate as a reaction to stress?

a
b
c.
d

providing greater nurturing to their children
initiating a confrontation
retreating

isolating themselves

Which of the following is not a true statement about our predisposition to

stress”?

those who have experienced a great deal of stress over their lives
tend to react more positively to stress than others

sensitization occurs because we have “learned” over the years to
react in a certain manner

the amount of stress we have experienced throughout our lives
makes us respond more quickly to stressful situations

future stressful events are likely to be dealt with in the same
manner as previously handled

Which of the following are methods people use to cope with difficult
situations when they don't know how to negotiate and work through

them?

d.
e.

breaking things, hitting people or running away

acting out feelings one doesn't have in order to avoid ones they do
have

going “crazy” to get oneself out of a seemingly impossible
situation

all of the above

a and c only

The situaticn where the body that has experienced stress never returns tc
a state of balance is known as:

Pao o

residual stress
forecasting
role ambiguity
role overload
resistance
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Harris County Community Supervision and Corrections Department
Request for Participation in a Research Project - Officers

Dear Potential Participant:

We are requesting your participation in a research project on stress in community corrections
officers. The Harris County Community Supervision and Corrections Department (HCCSCD)
applied for grant funds through the Corrections and Law Enforcement Family Support (CLEFS)
program sponsored by the U. S. Department of Justice to develop a program to address the stress
of the community supervision officers in Harris County. The HCCSCD invited the University of
Houston — Downtown to participate in the grant to act as the principal research investigator.

This project is being supported by Grant No. 2000-FS-VX-K002 awarded by the National
Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U. S. Department of Justice. The points of view
in this program are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent the official position or
policies of the U. S. Department of Justice.

The purpose of this research is to educate you and possibly your spouse/significant other about
stress as it relates to your work. As part of this research you will complete a number of surveys
related to stress and some of your job-related attitudes as well as attend four training classes on
stress. This project also allows for a spouse or significant other to participate as well — although
not all participating officers will have a spouse or significant other participating. This project
has two follow-ups. After all the training sessions have terminated, you will be asked to take the
two surveys you were given today again. The first follow-up will be one month after the
completion of the training. The second follow-up will be five months after completion of the
tramning.

Although subject identity will be linked with subject responses on the two surveys, HCCSCD
will NOT know how you responded as the University of Houston - Downtown will be the only
party with access to subject identity. At no time will the University of Houston — Downtown
release data that would identify either subjects or their responses by name; thus, you will remain
anonymous to HCCSCD. The data collected from this study will be used for education and
publication purposes; however, when the data is used in this manner it will never identify you
personally.

There are two questionnaires in this packet. The first questionnaire asks general questions about
what you know about stress. The second questionnaire asks questions about your attitudes and
feelings about your work as well as some brief personal information. We estimate that
completion of these questionnaires will take approximately 20 minutes.

We do not foresee that you should experience any risks as a result of your participation in this
project. We do hope that by participating in this project that you will be more aware of how
stress impacts you and your family as well as how you might better deal with stressful situations
both at work and at home. Your participation will also allow social scientists to better
understand work attitudes in stressful occupations. Such information can contribute to a better



understanding of a complex issue and the development of more efficient interventions for others
in your occupation. :

You have several choices regarding your level of participation in this project: 1) you may decide
not to participate at all; 2) you may decide not to answer some of the questions; 3) you may
decide to terminate your participation even after you have begun. Any of these choices is an
option and you will not suffer any penalty; nor will it negatively impact your employment status.

WE ASK THAT YOU NOT DISCUSS THE QUESTIONNAIRES WITH YOUR
SPOUSE/SIGNIFICANT OTHER UNTIL BOTH QUESTIONNAIRES HAVE BEEN
RETURNED AFTER THE FINAL FOLLOW-UP.

After all data has been collected, a debriefing session may be requested by contacting Dr. Bob
Glazier with the University of Houston — Downtown at the numbers and address below. If you
have any questions, or problems arise in connection with you or your significant other's
participation in this study, during or after completion, contact Dr. Glazier.

Dr. Bob Glazier

University of Houston — Downtown
Department of Criminal Justice
One Main Street

Houston, Texas 77002

(713) 221-8425

THIS PROJECT IS BEING CONDUCTED UNDER THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS
OF HUMAN SUBJECT RESEARCH AS OUTLINED BY THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT.

Please complete the following information and sign below indicating you have read and
understand the content of this document.

Name:

Address:

City, State, Zip Code:

Phone Number:

Signature:




Harris County Community Supervision and Corrections Department
Request for Participation in a Research Project — Spouse/Significant Others

Dear Potential Participant:

We are requesting your participation in a research project on stress in community corrections
officers. The Harris County Community Supervision and Corrections Department (HCCSCD)
applied for grant funds through the Corrections and Law Enforcement Family Support (CLEFS)
program sponsored by the U. S. Department of Justice to develop a program to address the stress
of the community supervision officers in Harris County. The HCCSCD invited the University of
Houston — Downtown to participate in the grant to act as the principal research investigator.

This project is being supported by Grant No. 2000-FS-VX-K002 awarded by the National
Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U. S. Department of Justice. The points of view

in this program are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent the official position or
policies of the U. S. Department of Justice.

The purpose of this research is to educate you and your spouse/significant other about stress as it
relates to your work. As part of this research you will complete a number of surveys related to
stress and some of your spouse’s/significant other’s job-related attitudes as well as attend four
training classes on stress. This project has two follow-ups. After all the training sessions have
terminated, you will be asked to take the two surveys you were given today again. The first
follow-up will be one month after the completion of the training. The second follow-up will be
five months after completion of the training. As a spouse/significant other, your follow-ups will
be administered via U. S. mail.

Although subject identity will be linked with subject responses on the two surveys, HCCSCD
will NOT know how you responded as the University of Houston - Downtown will be the only
party with access to subject identity. At no time will the University of Houston — Downtown
release data that would identify either subjects or their responses by name; thus, you will remain
anonymous to HCCSCD. The data collected from this study will be used for education and
publication purposes; however, when the data is used in this manner it will never identify you
personally.

There are two questionnaires in this packet. The first questionnaire asks general questions about
what you know about stress. The second questionnaire asks questions about your observations
of your spouse’s/significant other’s attitudes and feelings about their work as well as some brief
personal information. We estimate that completion of these questionnaires will take
approximately 20 minutes.

We do not foresee that you or your spouse/significant other should experience any risks as a
result of your participation in this project. We do hope that by participating in this project that
you will be more aware of how stress impacts you and your family as well as how you might
better deal with stressful situations as they arise from your spouse’s/significant other’s work.
Your participation will also allow social scientists to better understand work attitudes in stressful
occupations. Such information can contribute to a better understanding of a complex issue and



the development of more efficient interventions for others in your spouse’s/significant other’s
occupation. :

You have several choices regarding your level of participation in this project: 1) you may decide
not to participate at all; 2) you may decide not to answer some of the questions; 3) you may
decide to terminate your participation even after you have begun. Any of these choices is an
option and you and your spouse/significant other will not suffer any penalty; nor will it
negatively impact your spouse’s/significant other’s employment status.

WE ASK THAT YOU NOT DISCUSS THE QUESTIONNAIRES WITH YOUR
SPOUSE/SIGNIFICANT OTHER UNTIL BOTH QUESTIONNAIRES HAVE BEEN
RETURNED AFTER THE FINAL FOLLOW-UP.

After all data has been collected, a debriefing session may be requested by contacting Dr. Bob
Glazier with the University of Houston — Downtown at the numbers and address below. If you
have any questions, or problems arise in connection with you or your significant other's
participation in this study, during or after completion, contact Dr. Glazier.

Dr. Bob Glazier

University of Houston — Downtown
Department of Criminal Justice
One Main Street

Houston, Texas 77002

(713) 221-8425

THIS PROJECT IS BEING CONDUCTED UNDER THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS
OF HUMAN SUBJECT RESEARCH AS OUTLINED BY THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT.

Please complete the following information and sign below indicating you have read and
understand the content of this document.

Name: