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Empirical Research

A basic premise of positive behavior interventions and sup-
ports (PBIS) is that adults are responsible for providing effec-
tive environments for youth and that systems of support are 
needed for adults to sustain implementation (Lewis & Sugai, 
1999; McIntosh, Filter, Bennett, Ryan, & Sugai, 2010; Sugai 
& Horner, 2006). Much effort in disseminating PBIS prac-
tices focuses on equipping school personnel with the skills 
and resources to implement these practices with competence. 
Unfortunately, even when schools are able to deliver school-
wide PBIS with fidelity, classroom-level implementation 
may remain low (Reinke, Herman, & Stormont, 2013).

Aside from training and competence, one factor that can 
undermine PBIS implementation in the classroom is teacher 
stress and coping. For instance, one study found that emo-
tional exhaustion was associated with low levels of positive 
behavior supports implemented in the classroom as evi-
denced by low positive-to-negative ratios and high rates of 
harsh reprimands (Reinke et al., 2013). In addition, teachers 
who experience high levels of burnout or feel emotionally 
exhausted demonstrate lower quality teaching and impaired 
relationships (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Likewise, teach-
ers with low self-efficacy, or negative beliefs about their 

ability to teach students and manage their behavior, exhibit 
less effective teaching practices, which leads to lower stu-
dent achievement (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007).

In addition to interfering with PBIS implementation, teacher 
stress also contributes to teacher turnover (Johnson et al., 2005). 
About half of teachers leave the field within their first 5 years, 
often due to the stress of the profession (Ingersoll, 2002). Aside 
from its significant personal, financial, and societal burden 
(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005; Ingersoll, 2001), high 
teacher turnover creates instability that undermines the likeli-
hood a system will be able to sustain PBIS implementation over 
time. Thus, understanding patterns of teacher stress and coping 
may help guide efforts to provide systems of support needed to 
reduce teacher burnout and attrition.
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Abstract
Understanding how teacher stress, burnout, coping, and self-efficacy are interrelated can inform preventive and intervention 
efforts to support teachers. In this study, we explored these constructs to determine their relation to student outcomes, 
including disruptive behaviors and academic achievement. Participants in this study were 121 teachers and 1,817 students in 
grades kindergarten to fourth from nine elementary schools in an urban Midwestern school district. Latent profile analysis 
was used to determine patterns of teacher adjustment in relation to stress, coping, efficacy, and burnout. These profiles 
were then linked to student behavioral and academic outcomes. Four profiles of teacher adjustment were identified. Three 
classes were characterized by high levels of stress and were distinguished by variations in coping and burnout ranging 
from (a) high coping/low burnout (60%) to (b) moderate coping and burnout (30%), to (c) low coping/high burnout (3%). 
The fourth class was distinguished by low stress, high coping, and low burnout. Only 7% of the sample fell into this Well-
Adjusted class. Teachers in the high stress, high burnout, and low coping class were associated with the poorest student 
outcomes. Implications for supporting teachers to maximize student outcomes are discussed.
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Teacher Stress, Burnout, and Coping

Teaching is a high-stress profession, and many teachers 
experience serious emotional problems related to the stress 
of their job (Eaton, Anthony, Mandel, & Garrison, 1990; 
Montgomery & Rupp, 2005). Stress interferes with personal 
well-being and can weaken performance (Folkman, Lazarus, 
Gruen, & DeLongis, 1986). When teachers are stressed and 
not coping well, the relationships they have with students are 
likely to suffer, leading to negative academic and behavioral 
outcomes for students (Wentzel, 2010).

Persistent stress can result in professional burnout. 
Burnout is the accumulation of responses to extended 
stressors caused by one’s job; characteristics of burnout are 
emotional exhaustion, cynicism (depersonalization), and 
low levels of self-efficacy (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 
2001). Emotional exhaustion is a response to an over-
whelming amount of demand from one’s job (Maslach 
et al., 2001). Inefficacy comes from excessive demands and 
not enough resources to meet those demands; it is defined 
by self-perceived ineffectiveness (Maslach et al., 2001). 
The transactional model of stress proposes that stress and 
burnout occur when an individual has a negative appraisal 
between the demands placed upon them and their abilities 
to sufficiently cope with those demands (Sapolsky, 1998). 
Thus, teacher burnout, stress, coping, and self-efficacy are 
likely interrelated and multidirectional.

Teacher burnout has been linked to teacher turnover 
intentions and job absenteeism (Belcastro & Gold, 1983) as 
well as irritability and diminished performance (Huberman, 
Grounauer, & Marti, 1993). A common conceptualization 
of burnout includes three components that are related to 
implementation of classroom practices, including emo-
tional exhaustion, depersonalization, and sense of personal 
accomplishments from the job (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 
1996). In particular, emotional exhaustion, defined as the 
“tired and fatigued feelings that develop as emotional ener-
gies are drained” (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 28), is likely to 
interfere with a teacher’s efforts to implement effective 
instructional practices and may influence the development 
of negative attitudes about and interactions with students 
(Lamude, Scudder, & Furno-Lamude, 1992).

Not surprisingly, teacher burnout and stress have been 
shown to negatively influence teacher and student well-
being (Beer & Beer, 1992; Geving, 2007). Specifically, 
Geving (2007) found that teacher behaviors elicited nega-
tive student behaviors, such as harming school property, 
criticizing other students, and talking back to the teacher. In 
addition, Kokkinos (2007) found that teacher burnout was 
significantly associated with higher levels of student antiso-
cial and oppositional/defiant behaviors (e.g., cruelty/bull-
ing, rudeness, deceiving or makes fun of schoolmates).

Coping is a less considered aspect of teacher function-
ing, perhaps because it may be perceived as synonymous 

with stress. In fact, stress and coping are distinct constructs 
and each contributes important understanding to individual 
adaptation. Stress results from an imbalance between 
demands and resources that are available. Coping refers to 
the person’s cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage 
(reduce, minimize, master, or tolerate) the internal and 
external demands of this person–environment transaction 
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Therefore, it is possible for 
individuals to experience high levels of stress and still 
report adequate coping skills (Brenner & Bartell, 1984). 
This distinction may be especially relevant in today’s high 
pressure school settings where most, if not all adults, may 
experience stressful environments but may have great vari-
ability in individual coping responses.

Teacher Self-Efficacy

Teacher self-efficacy is also negatively associated with 
teacher stress and burnout with available evidence suggest-
ing reciprocal effects over time (Brouwers & Tomic, 1999). 
Similar to teacher burnout and stress, self-efficacy is associ-
ated with classroom management (Reinke et al., 2013). 
Conceptually, teachers who feel more confident in their 
capacity to manage classroom behaviors are more likely to 
deliver effective practices and observe positive student out-
comes. In turn, positive student responses to effective class-
room management serves as a positive feedback loop for 
increasing self-efficacy and the likelihood the teacher will 
deliver effective practices in the future (Han & Weiss, 
2005). On the contrary, lack of confidence or efficacy may 
interfere with a teacher’s ability to be effective in meeting 
the needs of students. For instance, Pas, Bradshaw, 
Hershfeldt, and Leaf (2010) found that teachers with low 
efficacy were less likely to make referrals for their students 
to student support teams.

Teacher efficacy is also related to student academic 
achievement. In a study on the academic gains made in a 
school year of primary school students, Muijs and Reynolds 
(2002) found that academic achievement and yearly gains 
were best predicted by teacher behavior. In addition, they 
found that teacher self-efficacy and subject knowledge 
affected teacher behavior, thereby creating an indirect rela-
tionship to student academic achievement. Self-efficacy 
predicts future behavior. Self-efficacy theory suggests that 
if a teacher experiences success on a task, then he/she is 
likely to believe that he/she will be successful again in that 
task (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Conversely, if a 
teacher perceives that he/she is not proficient in managing 
student behaviors or promoting the academic achievement 
of their students, then the teacher will be less likely to 
attempt to further affect these areas. Notably, self-efficacy 
is a malleable teacher characteristic that can be altered 
through cognitive restructuring and mastery experiences 
(Bandura, 1997). Thus, building self-efficacy and improved 
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confidence in effective practices can serve as a point of 
entry for reducing teacher stress and burnout while improv-
ing outcomes for students.

A Person-Centered Approach

Individual coping responses suggest the need for a person-
centered approach to understanding the relations among 
stress, burnout, coping, and self-efficacy. To date, prior 
studies have focused on variable-centered associations 
among these variables (e.g., mean scores on individual vari-
ables considered in isolation). Instead, a person-centered 
approach allows for the identification of patterns of teacher 
adjustment on a set of indicators like stress, coping, and 
efficacy, simultaneously. These patterns or profiles can then 
be linked to relevant student outcomes. Understanding how 
teacher stress, coping, burnout, and self-efficacy are inter-
related and how they affect student outcomes such as dis-
ruptive behaviors and academic achievement can inform 
prevention and implementation efforts. Knowing teacher 
profiles of stress, burnout, and efficacy could also assist in 
tailoring interventions to support teachers accordingly.

The purpose of this study was to examine the co-occur-
rence of teacher stress, burnout, coping, and self-efficacy 
and how patterns, or profiles, of their co-occurrence were 
associated with student academic and behavioral outcomes. 
We hypothesized that several profiles of teacher adjustment 
would emerge with regard to their levels of stress, coping, 
burnout, and efficacy. Given the variation in how individu-
als experience stress and coping, we anticipated at least 
three profiles: well-adjusted (low stress and burnout, high 
coping and self-efficacy), poor adjustment (high stress and 
burnout, low coping and self-efficacy), and moderate 
adjustment (moderate scores on all indicators). In relation 
to student outcomes, we expected that well-adjusted teach-
ers would report fewer behavior problems and have stu-
dents with higher academic achievement. On the contrary, 
we expected teachers characterized by high stress and burn-
out and low coping and self-efficacy to report higher rates 
of behavior problems and have students with lower aca-
demic performance.

Method

Participants

The data used for this study were collected as part of a larger 
ongoing randomized efficacy trial evaluating a teacher class-
room-management training program. Participants in this 
study were 121 general education teachers and 1,817 stu-
dents in kindergarten to fourth grade. The participants were 
from nine elementary schools in an urban Midwestern 
school district. In addition, all the schools in the study were 
implementing school-wide PBIS with high fidelity (scores 

above 90% as gathered and reported by independent state 
evaluators). District-wide implementation of PBIS added 
strength to the design because it provided uniformity of 
behavior support programs across intervention and control 
schools. Of the 121 teacher participants, 95% were female 
and 5% were male (see Table 1). The racial demographics of 
the teachers were 22% African American, 1% Asian, 76% 
Caucasian, 1% Hispanic, and 1% Other. The percentage of 
teachers that taught each grade were 23% kindergarten, 25% 
first grade, 23% second grade, 18% third grade, and 11% 
fourth grade; 1% of the sample had missing data for this 
variable. Seventy-four percent of the teachers were between 
the ages of 20 and 41 years, while 26% were older. The stu-
dent sample included slightly more males (52%) and African 
American students (76%; White = 22%, Other = 2%); 61% 
of the student sample qualified for free or reduced lunch, and 
9% of the sample received special education services.

Procedures

The University Institutional Review Board and the partici-
pating school district approved the study protocol. All 
teacher participants provided informed consent and all stu-
dent participants provided assent and parent consent. 
Teacher participants were recruited for the study across a 
period of 3 years. Some teachers were recruited to be part of 
the efficacy trial, whereas others were recruited to partici-
pate because student participants for whom 1-year follow-
up data were being gathered as part of the larger efficacy 
trial were in their classroom. Fifty-one teachers (42%) in 
the present study were randomly assigned to an intervention 
condition that consisted of a professional development pro-
gram called the Incredible Years (IY). IY Teacher Classroom 
Management (TCM) consists of six full-day workshops 
spread over the course of the year focused on promoting 
effective classroom management. Because the focus of the 
present study was on characterizing the nature of stress and 
coping profiles and not on intervention effects, we sought to 
maximize our sample size and use intervention, control, and 
follow-up teachers to allow us to conduct the latent profile 
analyses (LPA) described below. We controlled for inter-
vention status in conditional analyses.

All teachers completed a packet of measures for each 
consented student in their class. Teachers in this study also 
completed self-report measures on their levels of burnout, 
stress, efficacy, and coping. All surveys were hard copies. 
This information was collected at the end of October for 
one cohort of teachers (n = 38) and at the beginning of May 
for the remaining teachers (n = 83). Academic achieve-
ment, specifically reading and math, was assessed using 
the Woodcock–Johnson III Test of Achievement (WJ III 
ACH; Mather & Woodcock, 2001), a standardized measure 
of reading and math achievement. Student assent was 
obtained by trained assessment examiners. Undergraduate 
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and graduate students were trained in administering the WJ 
III ACH and passed a competency exam before working 
with the student participants. Administration procedures 
were monitored and verified by on-site senior researchers. 
Scoring was checked and verified in the lab and double 
entry procedures were used when entering data into the WJ 
scoring system. The academic assessment was conducted 
at the same time point as the teacher self-report measures.

LPA Indicator Measures

Teacher burnout. The Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; 
Maslach et al., 1996) was completed by all teachers to mea-
sure their levels of burnout. The authors described burnout 
as emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and reduced feelings of 
accomplishment. The MBI uses three subscales to measure 
three aspects of burnout: “emotional exhaustion, deperson-
alization, and lack of person accomplishment” (Maslach 
et al., 1996, p. 4). Scores on each scale were considered 
separately. Respondents answer on a 7-point Likert-type 
scale from 0 (never) to 6 (every day). The nine-item Emo-
tional Exhaustion subscale was utilized in this study. Cron-
bach’s alphas for the subscale were .91, .90, and .92 across 
cohorts in this study.

Teacher stress. Teachers were asked, “How stressful is your 
job?” to measure the level of stress that they were currently 
experiencing. Teachers answered on an 11-point Likert-type 

scale from 0 (not stressful) to 10 (very stressful). A recent 
report found that responses on this single-item measure 
were significantly correlated with teacher reports of emo-
tional exhaustion on the MBI (r = .42; n = 152); moreover, 
scores predicted emotional exhaustion 1-year later over-
and-above baseline demographics (e.g., years teaching, 
gender; Eddy, Herman, & Reinke, 2017). In addition, stress 
ratings on this single-item in the fall and spring were stable 
(r = .58; n = 85).

Teacher coping. Teachers were asked, “How well are you 
coping with stress of your job right now?” Participants 
answered on an 11-point Likert-type scale from 0 (not well) 
to 10 (very well). Scores on this coping scale were signifi-
cantly correlated with emotional exhaustion on the MBI (r 
= –.46; n = 152) and predicted emotional exhaustion 1-year 
later (β = –.34) after controlling for baseline demographics 
(Eddy et al., 2017). In addition, this coping item has a high 
level of stability across fall and spring administration (r = 
.70; n = 85). This single-item report is also sensitive to 
intervention effects; teachers randomly assigned to a class-
room-management intervention had significantly higher 
coping scores (adjusting for baseline scores) compared with 
those assigned to business as usual professional develop-
ment (Eddy et al., 2017).

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. The Ohio State Teacher 
Efficacy Scale (OSTES; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) 
was completed by all teachers as a measure of teacher self-
efficacy. The OSTES has a long and short form to measure 
teacher efficacy in student engagement, instructional strat-
egies, and classroom management. Given the focus in the 
overarching efficacy trial on evaluating a classroom-man-
agement intervention, only the eight items on the subscales 
of teacher self-efficacy of classroom management were 
given to teachers to answer. Teachers responded to each 
items by indicating the amount they can do on a Likert-
type scale from 0 (nothing) to 9 (a great deal). Cronbach’s 
alphas for the subscale were .95, .96, and .95 across cohorts 
in this study.

Student Outcome Measures

Teacher report of student behavior. The Teacher Observation 
of Classroom Adaptation Checklist (TOCA-C; Koth, Brad-
shaw, & Leaf, 2009) was completed by all teachers for each 
student. The 54-item TOCA-C includes seven subscales: 
Concentration Problems, Disruptive Behavior, Prosocial 
Behavior, Emotional Regulation, Internalizing Problems, 
Family Problems, and Family Involvement. For the Proso-
cial Behavioral and Family Involvement subscales, higher 
scores indicate more positive outcomes; whereas higher 
scores for the other subscales indicate more problems. 
Each item is rated on a 6-point scale from 1 (never) to 6 

Table 1. Teacher and Student Demographics.

Demographic % or M (SD)

Teacher
 Female 95
 Race 76
  White 76
  African American 22
  Other 3
 Grade
  K 23
  1 25
  2 23
  3 18
  4 11
 Age: Above 40 26
 Experience (M years) 11.1 (8.1)
Students
 Female 48
 Special education 10
 Race 22
  White 22
  African American 76
  Other 2
  Free or reduced-price lunch 61
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(almost always). For the purposes of this study, the Disrup-
tive Behavior, Prosocial Behavior, and Concentration Prob-
lems subscales were utilized given the hypothesized links 
between these student behaviors and teacher stress levels. 
Cronbach’s alphas for disruptive behavior ranged from .91 
to .92, prosocial behavior ranged from .90 to .92, concentra-
tion problems was .96, across the cohorts. Student scores on 
each measure were aggregated at the classroom level for 
each teacher.

Student academic achievement. The WJ III ACH was used to 
evaluate student achievement. Six subtests of the WJ III 
ACH were administered to all the students in the fall and 
spring. The Broad Reading and Broad Math subscales were 
utilized for this study. The WJ III ACH has strong technical 
adequacy and validity evidence as well as test–retest reli-
ability of .80 or higher. The WJ III is a widely disseminated, 
well-researched, and validated measure of academic 
achievement. One advantage of the WJ III in the present 
study is that it was administered with high fidelity by well-
trained and supervised research staff who were blind to 
study hypotheses. Thus, our measure of achievement used 
in this study was not contaminated by poor or biased admin-
istration as can occur with teacher and school staff adminis-
tered measures. Student scores were aggregated at the 
classroom level for each teacher.

Analytic Plan

LPA was used to examine patterns of four indicators of 
teacher adjustment: emotional exhaustion index of burnout, 
stress, coping, and self-efficacy (Nylund et al., 2005). The 
basis of LPA is that within each class, the behaviors are 
locally independent. For this study, this means that teacher 
adjustment can be explained by an underlying classification 
of teachers into subclasses with similar patterns of burnout, 
stress, efficacy, and coping. Overall, the goal of LPA is to 
identify the smallest number of profiles that accurately 
describes the association between the teacher adjustment 
indicators. The results for the characteristics for identified 
latent profiles were expressed in mean levels of stress, 
burnout, coping, and self-efficacy and the prevalence or 
proportion of teachers in each class.

All analyses were conducted using MPlus 7.4 (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2010). In LPA, a combination of statistical consid-
erations and substantive theory were used to decide on the 
best fitting model. To determine the relative fit of the mod-
els, we compared models with differing numbers of profiles 
using the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1987), 
the Bayesian information criterion (BIC; Schwartz, 1978), 
and the sample-size adjusted Bayesian information criterion 
(aBIC; Sclove, 1987). In these analyses, more weight was 
given to the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC; Schwartz, 
1978) because simulation studies suggest that the BIC 

provides the most reliable indicators of true model fit 
(Nylund et al., 2005). Typically, the smaller the information 
criteria, the better the model fit to the data. Furthermore, we 
used a likelihood difference test, the Vuong-Lo–Mendall–
Rubin (VLMR; Lo, Mendall, & Rubin, 2001), which 
assesses the fit between two nested models that differ by one 
class and provides a p value that indicates which model fits 
best. In addition, we evaluated the classification precision as 
indicated by estimated posterior class probabilities, summa-
rized by the entropy measure (Ramaswamy, DeSarbo, 
Reibstein, & Robinson, 1993). Entropy values close to 1.0 
indicate higher classification precision. Last, a bootstrapped 
parametric likelihood ratio test (BLRT) procedure was used 
to confirm the best fitting model once other model fit indica-
tors, class prevalence, and interpretability were examined 
(see McLachlan, 1987).

Once the best solution was identified, profiles were exam-
ined to determine if they could be differentiated from one 
another using student behavior and academic achievement. 
This step is important, as it provides evidence that the pro-
files represent meaningful subsamples of the population as 
opposed to data patterns. To accomplish this, the Mplus 
Auxiliary function (Muthén & Muthén, 2010) was used for 
all continuous external variables while controlling for inter-
vention status. This method derives profile membership 
based on the observed risk factor scores and uses the poste-
rior probabilities to compute means for each external variable 
(disruptive behavior, prosocial behavior, reading, and math 
achievement). Some teachers (n = 51) had received the TCM 
training and others had not (n = 70). Intervention was not a 
significant predictor of the teacher profiles. In all analyses, 
standard errors were corrected to reflect the fact that children 
were clustered within classrooms (Reboussin, Song, Shrestha, 
Lohman, & Wolfson, 2006). To accommodate for missing 
data, Mplus software uses full information maximum likeli-
hood with the assumption that the data are missing at random 
(Little, 1995), a common approach employed within this 
analysis method (Schafer & Graham, 2002).

Results

Teacher reports of stress, coping, burnout, and self-efficacy 
were entered as indicators in the LPA to determine the opti-
mal number of profiles for teacher adjustment. The four-
class model emerged as the best solution. We made this 
decision because the BIC, VLMR, and BLRT indicated the 
four-class solution was significantly better than the three-
class solution. We decided against the five-class solution 
because the VLMR was not significant, the BIC was only a 
single point lower than the four class solution, and the fifth 
class that emerged was not conceptually relevant (e.g., it 
parsed the moderate adaptive class into further moderate 
subclasses). LPA fit indices for class solutions are summa-
rized in Table 2.
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Figure 1 provides the mean score and illustrates the char-
acteristics of each of the four profiles of teacher adjustment. 
We labeled Class 1 Stressed/Low Coping because mean 
scores indicated very high levels of stress and burnout and 
low levels of coping and self-efficacy. Notably, mean stress 
scores for this group exceeded 9 (on a 10-point scale), and 
burnout scores were more than twice the sample average. 
Only 3% of teachers fell into this profile. Thirty percent of 
teachers fell into Class 2, Stressed/Moderate Coping, which 
was marked by high stress levels and moderate levels of 
coping and burnout. Class 3, Stressed/High Coping, was the 
most common pattern (60%) and was characterized by high 
stress, low burnout, and high coping. Finally, 7% of teach-
ers fell into the Well-Adjusted class with low stress and 
burnout and high coping and self-efficacy scores.

Student Outcomes

Descriptive statistics for student outcome variables by 
teacher profiles are specified in Table 3. Findings indicate 
that across nearly all outcomes, the Stressed/Low Coping 
class demonstrated the highest rates of student behavior 

problems and lowest academic achievement. Statistically 
significant differences were observed between the four pro-
files of teacher adjustment in terms of teacher-reported stu-
dent prosocial behavior and behavioral problems.

The overall test of significance was considered signifi-
cant for prosocial behavior (p < .001). The Stressed/Low 
Coping class had significantly lower mean scores on proso-
cial behavior (M = 4.24) than the Well Adjusted class (M = 
5.41; p < .001), Stressed/High Coping (M = 4.76; χ² = 14.77, 
p < .001), and the Stressed/Moderate Coping class (M = 
4.58; p < .01). The Well Adjusted class also had higher 
mean scores for prosocial behavior than the Stressed/
Moderate Coping class (p < .01), suggesting that even mod-
erately lower levels of teacher coping (5 on a 10-point 
scale) may affect student prosocial development.

The overall tests of significance were significant for dis-
ruptive behavior (p < .001) and concentration problems (p < 
.001). The Stressed/Low Coping class (M = 2.35) had sig-
nificantly higher disruptive behavior mean scores than the 
Well Adjusted class (M = 1.48; p < .001), Stressed/High 
Coping (M = 1.93; p < .001), and the Stressed/Moderate 
Coping class (M = 2.30; p < .001). The mean score for the 

Table 2. Model Fit Indices for Two- Through Five-Class Solutions of Teacher Adjustment Profiles.

Latent class AIC BIC aBIC VLMR LRT Entropy

Two-class solution 1,727.72 1,764.06 1,722.96 0.00 0.83
Three-class solution 1,673.59 1,723.91 1,667.00 0.00 0.88
Four-class solution 1,653.85 1,718.15 1,645.43 0.03 0.90
Five-class solution 1,638.82 1,717.11 1,628.58 0.06 0.85

Note. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; aBIC = adjusted Bayesian information criterion; VLMR = Vuong–Lo–
Mendall–Rubin; LRT = likelihood ratio test. Bold indicates best fit: The four-class solution had the lowest BIC and the VLMR LRT and the Bootstrap 
LRT indicated the four-class solution provided a better fit than the three-class solution. Entropy summarizes the posterior probabilities. Entropy values 
close to 1.0 indicate higher classification precision. All entropy ratings indicate acceptable fit.

Figure 1. Profiles of teacher stress, coping, efficacy, and burnout.
Note. Stress and Coping scores were on a 0–10 scale; Efficacy scores were on a 0–9 scale; and Burnout scores were on a 0–6 scale.
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Well-Adjusted class was also lower than the mean score for 
the Stressed/Moderate Coping class (p < .001). For concen-
tration problems, Stressed/Not Coping class had the highest 
mean scores for concentration problems (M = 3.14) and was 
significantly different from the Well Adjusted class (M = 
2.13; p < .05), the Stressed/High Coping class (M = 2.83; p 
< .001), and the Stressed/Moderate Coping class (M = 2.68; 
p < .01).

The classes also differed in mean scores on math achieve-
ment. The students of teachers in the Stressed/Not Coping 
class had lower mean scores (M = 93.14) than the students 
in the Stressed/High Coping class (M = 98.00; p < .05); 
there was a nonsignificant trend for higher scores in the 
Well-Adjusted class as well (M = 97.97; p < .06). There 
were no significant differences between classes on reading 
achievement scores.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine the patterns of 
teacher adjustment across indicators of burnout, stress, cop-
ing, and efficacy. In addition, the associations between the 
teacher adjustment patterns and student behavior and aca-
demic outcomes were investigated. Four distinct profiles of 
teacher adjustment emerged. This finding was largely con-
sistent with our hypothesis that at least three would be 
found; the fourth profile represented a minor variation of 
moderate stress and coping. Furthermore, these profiles 
were significantly related to student behavior outcomes in 
expected ways, supporting the validity of these profiles in 
this sample of elementary teachers.

Nearly all teachers (93%) fell into classes characterized 
by high levels of stress. Only 7% of teachers were in a Well-
Adjusted class suggesting that low stress and overall well-
ness were relatively rare in this sample of teachers. The 
main factors that distinguished the remaining high stress 
profiles were teacher-reported levels of coping and burnout 
ranging from high coping/low burnout (the most common 
pattern) to low coping/high burnout (the least common).

The high stress levels reported by nearly all teachers in 
this study confirm prior evidence suggesting that teaching 
is a stressful profession. Given high levels of stress seen in 
this and prior studies, it is not surprising that teachers also 
report above average levels of physical and mental health 
problems and below average levels of job satisfaction com-
pared with individuals with other occupations (Eaton et al., 
1990; Johnson et al., 2005). Furthermore, occupational 
stress among teachers can fuel teachers’ physical or psycho-
logical absence from work (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009), 
leading to less effective instruction and behavior manage-
ment practices. Consistent with these prior studies, the 
Stressed/Low Coping teacher profile was associated with 
the worst student outcomes including lower student adap-
tive behaviors and math achievement and higher disruptive 
behaviors compared with the other classes on nearly all 
comparisons. These findings support the contention that 
teacher stress and coping may have an impact not only on 
teacher well-being but also on the students in their class-
rooms. Although we did not conduct an experimental 
manipulation in this study to allow for a causal interpreta-
tion, such an inference would be consistent with theory and 
extant literature showing the impact of adult distress on 

Table 3. Means, Standard Error, and Equality Tests Across Teacher Profiles of Stress, Coping, Efficacy, and Burnout.

Measure

Class 1: 
Stressed/Low 

Coping

Class 2: Stressed/
Moderate 
Coping

Class 3: 
Stressed/High 

Coping
Class 4:

Well-Adjusted
Overall test 

of significance
Significant class 
comparisons

Teacher report
 Concentration 3.14 (.004) 2.68 (.09) 2.82 (.11) 2.13 (.46) 40.80*** Class 1 vs. 2**

Class 1 vs. 3***
Class 1 vs. 4*

 Disruptive behavior 2.35 (.004) 2.03 (.09) 1.93 (.07) 1.48 (.23) 75.75*** Class 1 vs. 2***
Class 1 vs. 3***
Class 1 vs. 4***
Class 2 vs. 4***

 Prosocial behavior 4.24 (.004) 4.58 (.12) 4.76 (.10) 5.41 (.26) 58.51*** Class 1 vs. 2**
Class 1 vs. 3***
Class 1 vs. 4***
Class 2 vs. 4**
Class 3 vs. 4*

Student achievement
 WJ Reading 100.76 (0.03) 98.64 (1.66) 99.22 (0.90) 101.73 (2.56) 5.08 —
 WJ Math 93.14 (0.03) 95.60 (1.47) 98.00 (1.22) 97.97 (2.79) 23.19*** Class 1 vs. 3*

Note. WJ = Woodcock–Johnson; WJ scores are standardized with M = 100 and SD = 15; parentheses indicate standard errors.
Chi-square p values: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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child development and performance (Jennings & Greenberg, 
2009; McLoyd, 1990).

Notably, though, stress alone did not distinguish the 
classes. Despite their high levels of self-reported stress, 
most teachers fell into a profile characterized by corre-
sponding high levels of coping and self-efficacy and low 
levels of burnout. Teachers in this class did not have any 
adverse student outcomes associated with their classrooms. 
These findings suggest the importance of taking a holistic 
approach to examining teacher adjustment and impact on 
student learning and social-emotional development. Stress 
levels alone may not capture the full dynamic of teacher 
functioning without also considering their self-reported 
coping and self-efficacy.

Gradients of stress, coping, burnout, and efficacy, and 
their combination, may also be important for understanding 
student outcomes, rather than just extreme variations of 
these conditions. For instance, the group of teachers charac-
terized by high stress and more modest coping and self-
efficacy (30% of the sample) reported significantly lower 
levels of prosocial student behaviors and higher levels of 
disruptive student behavior compared with teachers in the 
Well-Adjusted class. Thus, interventions to support teacher 
coping and wellness may reasonably target this group in 
addition to those with the more intense needs.

Study Implications

These findings have several potential implications for sup-
porting teachers and in turn promoting successful adapta-
tion and achievement of students. Given the links between 
high stress and burnout and low PBIS implementation 
(Reinke et al., 2013), finding ways to support teacher cop-
ing and efficacy may be critical to support successful imple-
mentation. Systems of support in the PBIS framework that 
can be brought to bear to remove an implementation barrier 
such as stress include school policies, teaming structures, 
decision-making protocols, funding, and organizational 
practices (Sugai & Horner, 2006).

Several strategies may be useful. First, screening teach-
ers based on their levels of stress, coping, and burnout may 
identify those in need of support. The findings suggest that 
screening efforts should focus on both perceived stress and 
coping in identifying those most at risk for negative self and 
student outcomes. Teachers who report elevated levels of 
stress and also lower levels of coping are more likely to 
need the most assistance and in turn interventions are most 
likely to yield their biggest impact on students. Voluntary or 
self-screening could be tied to other building initiatives 
such as mental health awareness and health promotion. A 
self-screening could involve simply giving teachers a hand-
out with the two item stress and coping scales, a simple 
scoring rubric, and a menu of resources they could pursue 
should their score warrant it including books, local stress 
workshops, and contacts for health care providers.

Second, teachers with high levels of stress and low levels 
of coping should be offered supportive services. Stress 
management is a well-established intervention in helping 
adults learn new coping skills and better manage their mood 
and daily hassles (see Herman & Reinke, 2015). These 
interventions typically focus on equipping adults with strat-
egies for promoting adaptive thinking and adaptive behav-
iors, including relaxation training.

Third, given that few teachers were characterized by 
overall positive adjustment, the findings suggest that eco-
logical interventions are needed to foster wellness in teach-
ers. Teachers often bear the brunt of criticism in the modern 
era of accountability. They receive pressures from adminis-
trators, parents, and society at large to increase student out-
comes while in many cases receiving fewer resources to do 
so. If efforts only focus on promoting individual coping, we 
will neglect the broader social context that influence teacher 
adaptation and coping. Ecological manipulations include 
fostering nurturing environments at school, not only for the 
students but also for the adults who work there. Applying 
the principles of PBIS to the adult context in schools may 
help foster this climate (Lewis & Sugai, 1999). This includes 
finding ways for administrators, peers, and parents to pro-
vide high rates of positive to negative interactions, provid-
ing teachers with adequate preparation and training to 
perform their jobs, and creating social networks to mini-
mize the sense of isolation experienced by many teachers 
(Lewis & Sugai, 1999; McIntosh et al., 2010; Sugai & 
Horner, 2006).

Significantly, the findings suggest that investing 
resources in supporting teacher adaptation, both by equip-
ping them with coping skills and by providing more envi-
ronmental supports, may improve not only their well-being 
but also the well-being and functioning of students in their 
class. This is a relatively unexamined path toward promot-
ing student achievement, which is after all behind much of 
the pressure and stress that teachers’ experience. Future 
research in the area of providing teachers with professional 
development toward improving skills and coping with daily 
hassles is warranted.

Study Limitations

Given that we did not manipulate any variables in this study, 
causal inferences are not warranted. In addition, the find-
ings are cross-sectional, so further research is needed to 
confirm whether stress and coping profiles lead to changes 
in student achievement. The findings do suggest that a logi-
cal next step would be to determine the effects of stress 
management training for at-risk teachers on subsequent 
teacher and student adaptation. A randomized design with 
such a manipulation would determine the role of teacher 
stress on student performance.

In addition, as noted, teachers were involved in the study 
at different time points in this cohort design. It is possible 
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that the time of year affected teacher adjustment and could 
account for differences in teacher reports and experiences 
of stress and coping. Further research is needed to explore 
the stability of teacher stress and coping profiles over the 
course of the year. It is important to note that cohort (fall or 
spring) did not predict class membership in the present 
study. From an LPA perspective, we would expect to see the 
same types of profiles over time, whereas the prevalence of 
each profile might vary over time. Replicating these find-
ings with larger samples of teachers at different times of the 
year would address this question. It is also important to note 
that many findings were based on teacher report of their 
own circumstances and of student behavior and thus may be 
subject to source bias. Also, scales were not counterbal-
anced so any order of administration effects of these scales 
is unknown. The significant relationship between student 
performance on a math achievement measure and teacher-
reported stress and coping profiles does mitigate some of 
these concerns.

Last, stress and coping were measured using single 
items, traditionally the bane of classical test theory. 
However, a recent study supported the concurrent and pre-
dictive validity of these single items, comparable with and 
in some cases better than other longer measures of stress 
(Eddy et al., 2017). Several recent studies have also sug-
gested the promise of single-item measures, countering the 
assumptions of classical test theory regarding such mea-
sures (see Reinke & Herman, 2016; Stormont, Herman, 
Reinke, King, & Owens, 2015). Moreover, these stress and 
coping items have a high degree of face validity, they distin-
guished teacher profiles, and were associated with student 
outcomes, providing further evidence of the validity and 
usefulness of these items in this study. Therefore, these 
items may prove to be useful, efficient screens for assessing 
teacher stress and coping on a large scale. Regardless, the 
findings from this study enhance our current knowledge of 
how stress, efficacy, coping, and burnout among teachers 
interplay and may affect student outcomes.

The current research on teacher burnout and efficacy 
indicates that teachers may benefit from additional supports 
in classroom management and other areas to avoid having 
them leave the field early in their career (Ingersoll, 2001; 
Reinke et al., 2013). Although intervention status was unre-
lated to profile pattern in the present study, it is likely an 
artifact of the study design. For instance, one cohort of 
teachers in the intervention condition completed stress and 
coping measures in the fall prior to receiving the interven-
tion. In addition, we oversampled nonintervention teachers 
by including follow-up teachers in an effort to maximize 
our sample size and allow us to conduct the sophisticated 
LPA to address our primary research question.

Future research will need to determine if classroom-
management interventions move teachers into more adap-
tive stress and coping profiles. To the extent that teachers 
feel stressed by classroom behaviors of students, it is likely 

that teacher’s relationships with these students and the 
development of a positive classroom climate that fosters 
student engagement in learning will be undermined. It also 
seems likely that negative stress reactions will be exacer-
bated when teachers have relatively little training in effec-
tive classroom management (Hemmeter, Santos, & 
Ostrosky, 2008) and support with effective coping. This 
study suggests that not all teachers experience stress and 
burnout in the same fashion. Thus, determining the specific 
needs of teachers when building supports could optimize 
outcomes for both teachers and students.

Summary

Teacher stress and burnout are significant problems that 
affect our schools. Finding innovative and impactful ways 
to improve outcomes for students by supporting teachers 
may make a significant contribution to society. The present 
study suggests that single-item indicators of teacher stress 
and coping may be useful tools for identifying teachers in 
need of support and mitigating the negative effects of 
teacher stress on student development.

Authors’ Note

The opinions expressed are those of the authors and do not repre-
sent views of the Institute of Education Sciences or the U.S. 
Department of Education. The article is based in part on the  
second author’s McNair Scholar project.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with 
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this 
article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support 
for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: The 
research reported here was supported by the Institute of Education 
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, through Grant 
R305A100342 to Dr. Wendy M. Reinke and the University of 
Missouri.

References

Akaike, H. (1987). Factor analysis and AIC. Psychometrika, 52, 
317–332.

Alliance for Excellent Education. (2005). Teacher attrition: A 
costly loss to the nation and to the states. Retrieved from 
https://all4ed.org/reports-factsheets/path-to-equity/

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New 
York, NY: Macmillan.

Beer, J., & Beer, J. (1992). Burnout and stress, depression and 
self-esteem of teachers. Psychological Reports, 71(3, Pt. 2), 
1331–1336.

Belcastro, P. A., & Gold, R. S. (1983). Teacher stress and burnout: 
Implications for school health personnel. Journal of School 
Health, 53, 7404–7407.

https://all4ed.org/reports-factsheets/path-to-equity/


Herman et al. 99

Brenner, S. O., & Bartell, R. (1984). The teacher stress process: A 
cross-cultural analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 
5, 183–195.

Brouwers, A., & Tomic, W. (1999). Teacher burnout, perceived 
self-efficacy in classroom management, and student dis-
ruptive behaviour in secondary education. Curriculum and 
Teaching, 14(2), 7–26.

Eaton, W. W., Anthony, J. C., Mandel, W., & Garrison, R. (1990). 
Occupations and the prevalence of major depressive disorder. 
Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 32, 
1079–1087.

Eddy, C., Herman, K. C., & Reinke, M. W. (2017, August). 
Single-item teacher stress and coping measures. Poster pre-
sented at the American Psychological Association Conference, 
Washington, DC.

Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Gruen, R. J., & DeLongis, A. (1986). 
Appraisal, coping, health status, and psychological symptoms. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 571–579.

Geving, A. M. (2007). Identifying the types of student and teacher 
behaviours associated with teacher stress. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 23, 624–640.

Han, S. S., & Weiss, B. (2005). Sustainability of teacher imple-
mentation of school-based mental health programs. Journal 
of Abnormal Child Psychology, 33, 665–679.

Hemmeter, M. L., Santos, R. M., & Ostrosky, M. M. (2008). 
Preparing early childhood educators to address young 
children’s social-emotional development and challeng-
ing behavior. Journal of Early Intervention, 30, 321–340. 
doi:10.1177/1053815108320900

Herman, K. C., & Reinke, W. (2015). Stress management for 
teachers: A proactive guide. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Huberman, A. M., Grounauer, M. M., & Marti, J. (1993). The lives 
of teachers. London, England: Cassel.

Ingersoll, R. M. (2001). Teacher turnover and teacher shortages: 
An organizational analysis. American Educational Research 
Journal, 38, 499–534.

Ingersoll, R. M. (2002, August 15). High turnover plagues schools. 
USA Today, p. 13A.

Jennings, P. A., & Greenberg, M. (2009). The prosocial class-
room: Teacher social and emotional competence in relation 
to child and classroom outcomes. Review of Educational 
Research, 79, 491–525.

Johnson, S., Cooper, C., Cartwright, S., Donald, I., Taylor, P., 
& Millet, C. (2005). The experience of work-related stress 
across occupations. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 20, 
178–187.

Kokkinos, C. M. (2007). Job stressors, personality and burnout 
in primary school teachers. British Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 77, 229–243.

Koth, C. W., Bradshaw, C. P., & Leaf, P. J. (2009). Teacher 
Observation Classroom Adaptation–Checklist: Development 
and factor structure. Measurement and Evaluation in 
Counseling and Development, 42, 15–30.

Lamude, K. G., Scudder, J., & Furno-Lamude, D. (1992). The 
relationship of student resistance strategies in the classroom 
to teacher burnout and teacher type-A behavior. Journal of 
Social Behavior and Personality, 7, 597–610.

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and cop-
ing. New York, NY: Springer.

Lewis, T. J., & Sugai, G. (1999). Effective behavior support: A 
systems approach to proactive schoolwide management. 
Focus on Exceptional Children, 31(6), 1.

Little, R. J. (1995). Modeling the dropout mechanism in repeated-
measures studies. Journal of the American Statistical 
Association, 90, 1112–1121. doi:10.2307/2291350

Lo, Y., Mendall, N. R., & Rubin, D. B. (2001). Testing the number 
of components in a normal mixture. Biometrika, 88, 767–778. 
doi:10.1093/biomet/88.3.767

Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1981). MBI: Maslach burnout 
inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Maslach, C., Jackson, S. E., & Leiter, M. P. (1996). The Maslach 
Burnout Inventory (3rd ed.). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting 
Psychologists Press.

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burn-
out. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 397–422.

Mather, N., & Woodcock, R. W. (2001). Examiner’s manual. 
Woodcock-Johnson III Tests of Achievement. Itasca, IL: 
Riverside.

McIntosh, K., Filter, K. J., Bennett, J. L., Ryan, C., & Sugai, G. 
(2010). Principles of sustainable prevention: Designing scale-
up of school-wide positive behavior support to promote dura-
ble systems. Psychology in the Schools, 47, 5–21.

McLachlan, G. J. (1987). On bootstrapping the likelihood ratio 
test statistic for the number of components in a normal mix-
ture. Applied Statistics, 36, 318–324.

McLoyd, V. C. (1990). The impact of economic hardship on Black 
families and children: Psychological distress, parenting,  
and socioemotional development. Child Development, 612,  
311–346.

Montgomery, C., & Rupp, A. (2005). A meta-analysis for explor-
ing the diverse causes and effects of stress in teachers. 
Canadian Journal of Education, 28, 458–486.

Muijs, D., & Reynolds, D. (2002). Teachers’ beliefs and behav-
iors: What really matters? Journal of Classroom Interaction, 
37(2), 3–15.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2010). Mplus user’s guide (6th 
ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Author.

Nylund, K., Muthén, B., Bellmore, A., Nishina, A., Graham, S., 
& Juvoven, J. (2005, May). The state of victimization during 
middle school: A latent transition mixture model approach. 
Paper presented at the Annual Convention of Society for 
Prevention Research, Washington, DC.

Pas, E. T., Bradshaw, C. P., Hershfeldt, P. A., & Leaf, P. J. (2010). 
A multilevel exploration of the influence of teacher efficacy 
and burnout on response to student problem behavior and 
school-based service use. School Psychology Quarterly, 25, 
13–27.

Ramaswamy, V., DeSarbo, W. S., Reibstein, D. J., & Robinson, 
W. T. (1993). An empirical pooling approach for estimat-
ing marketing mix elasticities with PIMS data. Marketing 
Science, 12, 103–124.

Reboussin, B. A., Song, E., Shrestha, A., Lohman, K. K., & 
Wolfson, M. (2006). A latent class analysis of underage prob-
lem drinking: Evidence from a community sample of 16-20 
year olds. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 83, 199–209.

Reinke, W. M., & Herman, K. C. (2016). Using brief assessments 
of important indicators to inform school-based interventions 
and practice. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 42, 3–5.



100 Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions 20(2)

Reinke, W. M., Herman, K. C., & Stormont, M. (2013). Classroom-
level positive behavior supports in schools implementing 
SW-PBIS: Identifying areas for enhancement. Journal of 
Positive Behavior Interventions, 15, 39–50.

Sapolsky, R. M. (1998). Why zebras don’t get ulcers: An updated 
guide to stress, stress-related diseases, and coping. New 
York, NY: W.H. Freeman.

Schafer, J. L., & Graham, J. W. (2002). Missing data: Our view 
of the state of the art. Psychological Methods, 7, 147–177. 
doi:10.1037/1082-989X.7.2.147

Schwartz, G. (1978). Estimating the dimensions of a model. The 
Annals of Statistics, 6, 461–464.

Sclove, S. L. (1987). Application of model-selection criteria to 
some problems in multivariate analysis. Psychometrika, 52, 
333–343. doi:10.1007/BF02294360

Skaalvik, E. M., & Skaalvik, S. (2007). Dimensions of teacher 
self-efficacy and relations with strain factors, perceived 
collective teacher efficacy, and teacher burnout. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 99, 611–625.

Stormont, M., Herman, K. C., Reinke, W. M., King, K., & 
Owens, S. (2015). The Kindergarten Academic and Behavior 
Readiness Screener: The utility of single-item teacher ratings 
of kindergarten readiness. School Psychology Quarterly, 30, 
212–228.

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. R. (2006). A promising approach for 
expanding and sustaining school-wide positive behavior sup-
port. School Psychology Review, 35, 245–259.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: 
Capturing an elusive construct. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 17, 783–805.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2007). The differential 
antecedents of self-efficacy beliefs of novice and experi-
enced teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23, 944–
956.

Wentzel, K. R. (2010). Students’ relationships with teachers. In 
J. L. Meece & J. S. Eccles (Eds.), Handbook of research on 
schools, schooling, and human development (pp. 75–91). 
New York, NY: Routledge.


