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ABSTRACT 

 Job stress in criminal justice occupations has been the subject of research since 

the mid-1970s.  Employees who perceive their jobs as stressful may experience potential 

negative outcomes related to job stress: higher rates of turnover intent, higher rates of 

burnout, lower levels of job satisfaction, and lower levels of organizational commitment.  

These potential negative outcomes can be costly to organizations in terms of budget 

(salaries and training), productivity, the morale of other employees, and a reduction in 

terms of the quality of services provided to criminal justice clientele.  While all jobs have 

the potential to be stressful, at least at times, there may be individual characteristics that 

moderate the relationships between experiencing job stress and the potential negative 

outcomes that may result from job stress.   

 There is considerable job stress research conducted with police officer and 

institutional corrections officer populations.  Few studies focus on community 

corrections, particularly juvenile probation officers.  This research addresses the lack of 

job stress research on juvenile probation officers by surveying a population of juvenile 

probation officers in the state of Texas  

 In general, juvenile probation officers in this sample identified their organizations 

as being fair, reported high or very high levels of job satisfaction, have a balance between 

job demands and job control, and only 33.9% reported high levels of stress.  

Organizational commitment levels were high and turnover intent was low for this sample.   



 

 xiv 

 Most of the hypothesized moderating relationships were not supported by the data 

in this study, with two exceptions: race and ethnicity.  Non-white officers reported lower 

levels of turnover intent when experiencing job stress than white officers.  Non-Hispanic 

officers reported higher levels of job satisfaction when experiencing job stress than 

Hispanic officers.
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

 The common perception of the job of a probation officer is that it is a people-

oriented, intense, and stressful job (Slate, Wells, & Johnson, 2003).  Despite this common 

perception, few studies have focused on job stress experienced by probation officers 

(O’Donnell & Stephens, 2001; Pitts, 2007).  Most studies of job stress in criminal justice 

occupations have focused on police officers and institutional corrections officers 

(O’Donnell & Stephens, 2001; Pitts, 2007; Wells, Colbert, & Slate, 2006).   

 The limited number of job stress studies focusing on probation and parole officers 

indicate that, although police officers and corrections officers may encounter the same 

offenders as probation and parole officers, their roles are different enough to make 

comparison between these occupations inappropriate (O’Donnell & Stephens, 2001; 

Patterson, 1992; Pitts, 2007; Simmons, Cochran, & Blount, 1997; Slate, Johnson, & 

Wells, 2000; Slate, Wells, & Johnson, 2003; Whisler, 1994).  Juvenile probation officers 

work with very young offenders (in Texas, ages range from 10 to 16) and officers have 

specialized roles in both the justice system and the communities in which they work.  

Probation officers have more substantive, qualitative, and long-term contact with 

offenders than police officers (Slate et al., 2003).  The goals of police officers, 

corrections officers, and probation officers (adult and juvenile) are also significantly 

different, which can add to the inappropriateness of making comparisons between these 

occupations.  Probation officers must achieve competing goals (punishment, 

rehabilitation, deterrence, and public safety) with shrinking budgets (Pitts, 2007; 

Schwalbe & Maschi, 2009; Steiner, Purkiss, Kifer, Roberts, & Hemmens, 2004).  They 

are exposed to physical danger, often without the reinforcements available to police 
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officers and corrections officers (Pitts, 2007).   Given the differences between the 

different criminal justice occupations, the existing literature on work-related stress should 

not be generalized to the population of juvenile probation officers without first directly 

studying these officers.  

 This first chapter introduces the general topic of job stress, including a brief 

preview of existing measures.  In Chapter 2, a more detailed literature review is offered, 

covering sections including: definitions of stress, theoretical frameworks used to 

understand job stress, work environment stressors, measurements of job stress, 

consequences of job stress, and moderating factors between job stress and stress-related 

outcomes.  Chapter 3 offers research questions and hypotheses, the sampling plan, the 

research methodology, and the analytic strategy for this study.  Chapter 4 includes details 

about the findings from the data analysis.  Chapter 5 provides a discussion of significant 

findings, limitations of the study, implications of findings, and directions for future 

research. 

 The current study sought to accomplish three goals.  The first goal was to identify 

the work environment stressors and the extent of job stress experienced by juvenile 

probation officers.  The second goal was to identify the relationships between perceived 

levels of job stress and outcomes of experiencing job stress.  Third, the role of 

moderating factors such as age, race, and social support were explored.  This study adds 

to the extant literature regarding job stress for correctional and other criminal justice 

professionals by studying the previously ignored population of juvenile probation 

officers.  The specific population of interest for this study was juvenile probation officers 

in the state of Texas. 
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Juvenile Probation Officers 

 Juvenile probation officers in the state of Texas are employed by individual 

counties or judicial districts made up of multiple small counties.  The state agency that 

provides oversight for juvenile probation in Texas is the Texas Juvenile Justice 

Department (TJJD) formerly the Texas Juvenile Probation Commission (TJPC).  This 

agency also provides oversight for juvenile parole, juvenile detention centers, juvenile 

correctional facilities, and contract residential/treatment facilities. There are 254 counties 

in the state of Texas served by 165 juvenile probation departments1 (Texas Juvenile 

Probation Commission, 2011). The Texas Juvenile Justice Department has divided the 

state into seven regions, primarily for the purpose of providing regional training, support, 

and oversight. 

 County juvenile probation departments are considered the “backbone” of the 

juvenile justice system (Texas Juvenile Justice Department, 2013).  Most juvenile 

delinquents and status offenders are processed, supervised, and provided programs (either 

directly or indirectly) through local county juvenile probation departments.  Most 

referrals to juvenile probation departments result in community-based supervision.  In 

2012, out of 51,400 cases referred to juvenile probation authorities, 25% resulted in 

court-ordered probation and 25% resulted in informal probation (deferred prosecution), 

                                                        
1 Sparsely populated counties in the state of Texas are often combined into judicial districts.  
Districts are formed for the purpose of equalizing caseloads of district courts (Texas Legislative 
Council, 2013), and resources within a judicial district are often shared between the counties in the 
district, including juvenile and adult probation services.  This may result in a single juvenile 
probation department serving multiple counties. 
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21% of cases were diverted2, and 2% of cases were dismissed or otherwise removed from 

the juvenile justice system (Texas Juvenile Probation Commission, 2014).  Less than 2% 

of cases were committed to the Texas Youth Commission or certified as adults (Texas 

Juvenile Probation Commission, 2014).  Juveniles on both court-ordered and informal 

probation are supervised in the community by juvenile probation officers.  In addition, 

many juveniles who are diverted from supervision participate in programs that are 

directly or indirectly provided by county juvenile probation departments. 

Theoretical Background 

 Job stress is defined as “the emotional, psychologically, behavioral, and 

physiological consequences that result from exposure (especially prolonged exposure) to 

stressors” (Lambert, Hogan, Paoline, & Clarke, 2005, p. 34).  The Job Demands-Control 

(JDC) model, developed by Karasek (1979), indicates that job stress comes from the joint 

effects of the work situation demands and the range of discretion available to the worker.  

According to Karasek, when job demands are high and discretion is low, job stress is 

more likely to occur. 

 Johnson and Hall (1988) revised Karasek’s JDC model to include a support aspect, 

specifically, work-related social support.  Johnson and Hall (1988) indicated that the 

amount of social support, especially work-related social support, could moderate the 

relationship between high demand and low discretion, which Karasek (1979) indicated 

was the most likely cause of job stress. This revised model is referred to as the Job 

Demands-Control-Support (JDCS) model and can be used to examine the interaction of 
                                                        
2 Diversion refers to minor juvenile offenders that are sent to community-based prevention or early 
intervention programs instead of being formally or informally supervised by a juvenile probation 
officer.     
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social support and job strain (Johnson & Hall, 1988).     

Scope of the Issue 

 Stressors are “the conditions which place excessive or unusual demands on a person 

and are capable of engendering psychological discomfort (that is, stress), psychological 

pathology, and/or social disability” (Cullen, Link, Wolfe, & Frank, 1985, p. 507).  While 

stressors can come from many aspects of life, the stressors that will be the focus in this 

study will be those coming from the work environment. Job stress is the “psychological 

discomfort or tension, which results from exposure to stressors,” (Cullen, Link, Wolfe, & 

Frank, 1985, p. 507).  There is a substantial amount of literature indicating that an 

individual perceiving their job as stressful may experience negative outcomes associated 

with job stress.  This is especially true when the person lacks social supports or other 

types of coping mechanisms to help alleviate stress.     

Importance of Research 

 There are many possible negative consequences to job stress, both for the 

individual experiencing the stress and for the employing organization. The focus of the 

present study was on four consequences that can be costly to individuals and 

organizations: job dissatisfaction, lack of organizational commitment, turnover intent and 

burnout.    
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 Job satisfaction “reflects employee judgments about how fulfilled and rewarded 

they feel in their current work situation” (Burke & Paton, 2006, p. 192).  Put more 

simply, job satisfaction can be defined as “the extent to which people like their jobs 

(Spector, 1996, p. 214). Organizational commitment “refers to the bond formed between 

the worker and the employing organization” (Griffin, Hogan, Lambert, Tucker-Gail, & 

Baker, 2010, p. 243) and generally includes elements of “loyalty to the organization, 

identification with the organization…and involvement in the organization” (Lambert, 

2006; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982).  Organizational commitment refers to the 

relationship between the employee and the organization, which goes beyond the 

employee’s relationship with his work.   

 Job stress is often linked to employee turnover.  Turnover can be voluntary (e.g., 

quitting a job) or involuntary (e.g., getting fired).  In this study, voluntary turnover will 

be measured in the form of turnover intent.  Turnover is costly to organizations in terms 

of recruiting and training.  Juvenile probation officers (JPOs) must go through training to 

become certified juvenile probation officers before they can independently supervise 

juvenile probationers.  Once certified, JPOs must attend continued training to maintain 

their certifications.  Initial and ongoing training involves money and time on the part of 

the employing agency.  When a person leaves a position, this same process must be 

followed for anyone hired as a replacement.  Matteson and Ivanovich (1987) refer to this 

as an investment expense that is lost; not only are time and money lost, but the skills, 

knowledge, experience, and abilities of the employee are also lost. 

 Community corrections officers work with offenders very differently than police or 

corrections officers.  Community corrections officers, including juvenile probation 
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officers (JPOs), work with individual caseloads.  A JPO is assigned specific offenders to 

work with, and the officer is responsible for the supervision of those offenders.  They 

become very knowledgeable about the individuals on their caseloads, and develop 

relationships with these individuals and significant others in these individuals’ lives (e.g., 

families, employers, teachers) in order to better supervise them. Many offenders have 

issues trusting others, especially authority figures, and it may take a significant amount of 

time for offenders to develop a relationship with their probation officer.  In addition, 

many offenders have mental health issues that make supervision more challenging and 

individualized.  When a probation officer leaves his or her position, the supervision of the 

offender is disrupted, and the replacement officer may have significant challenges in 

establishing a relationship with the offenders he or she inherits.   

 Burnout is “a syndrome of emotional exhaustion and cynicism that occurs 

frequently among individuals who do ‘people work’ of some kind” (Maslach & Jackson, 

1981, p. 99).  Burnout can include elements of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, 

and reduced personal accomplishment (Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Griffin, Hogan, 

Lambert, Tucker-Gail, & Baker, 2010).  Some employees who experience burnout will 

leave their jobs (e.g., voluntary turnover).  For other employees, however, especially 

those who have tenure in their job, who may be close to retirement, or who feel they do 

not have any other employment options, burnout may lead to employees “checking out” 

and disengaging from their clients and their fellow employees.   

 In the juvenile justice system, there is considerable discretion regarding informal or 

adjudicated outcomes.  Rehabilitation is still the primary focus of the juvenile justice 

system.  Juvenile probation officer recommendations for sentencing are most often 
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followed by juvenile court judges; the JPO is seen as the expert who has supervised the 

juveniles, has completed the presentence investigations, and knows the resources 

available.  When a probation officer experiences burnout, individualized justice may be 

compromised.  If a JPO does not do the investigation necessary to provide an adequate 

individualized sentencing recommendation to the judge, the juvenile is at risk of not 

receiving the appropriate sentence, especially if the juvenile has rehabilitation needs.  

 Individuals react to stressors in different ways.  Individual differences (Matteson & 

Ivancevich, 1987) or personal characteristics (the term in the present study) may act as 

moderators between work environment stressors and the level of job stress experienced 

by officers.  In the job stress literature, there are mixed results regarding whether aspects 

of the work environment or personal characteristics are more powerful influences on 

whether job stress leads to negative outcomes, such as job dissatisfaction.  Five personal 

characteristics that are commonly examined in job stress studies are age, tenure, race, 

marital status, and gender. 

 In general, jurisdiction size is rarely factored into studies of criminal justice 

occupations. There are no studies regarding stress and juvenile probation officers that 

have considered jurisdiction size and the possible job experience differences between 

urban, suburban, and rural jurisdictions.  In Texas, the geographic area of interest in this 

study, over half of the counties in the state are categorized as rural (population size less 

than 25,000).  
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Statement of the Problem 

 There is a considerable literature on the potential negative impacts of job stress on 

both individuals and organizations in many different occupations.  In the discipline of 

criminal justice, most of this literature has focused on police officers and institutional 

corrections officers.  The present study adds a missing component to the existing 

literature and provides important insight into the phenomenon of job stress experienced 

by juvenile probation officers.  Findings provide useful information for administrators 

and supervisors that seek to reduce the potential negative effects of job stress on their 

employees and their organizations. 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 Due to the lack of research on juvenile probation officers, this chapter reviewing 

the job stress literature will primarily focus on other criminal justice occupations: police, 

institutional corrections (juvenile and adult), and adult community corrections 

(probation/parole).  

Defining Stress 

 A difficulty in any study regarding job stress is defining the concept of stress.  The 

word stress has many different meanings. Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) stated that it is 

one of the most imprecise words in scientific studies.  The concept of stress in the 

physical sciences and engineering is “the physical pressure, pull, or other force exerted 

on one thing by another; strain” (Dictionary.com).  From a medical standpoint, “stress is 

essentially the rate of wear and tear in the body” (Selye, 1984, p. 1).  The study of the 

potential negative consequences of stress in the social sciences comes from multiple 

disciplines, including biology, medicine, psychology, sociology, endocrinology, and 

anthropology (Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).     

 Stress has been defined as both a stimulus and a response, depending on the study 

(Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).  Stress, from a scientific viewpoint, is defined as the “the 

nonspecific response of the body to any demand” (Selye, 1984, p. 55).  Dowden and 

Tellier (2004, p. 32) define stress as a neutral concept, as “an interaction between an 

individual and his or her environment.”  Stress is an adaptive response to a stressor that is 

neither inherently good nor bad (Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).  Pearlin and Schooler 

(1978) and Triplett, Mullings, and Scarborough (1996) also define stress neutrally, as the 
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individual response to strain. Triplett and colleagues measured this as a perception of 

stress on the job.  Stress can result in positive outcomes as well as negative ones 

(Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).  Selye (1984) refers to stress that results in positive 

outcomes as eustress.  For example, completing a challenging task at work involves 

stress, but the end result is satisfaction in a job well done.  

 In the social science literature, stress is most often viewed as a negative or 

problematic concept, what Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) term "dysfunctional" stress.  

Selye (1984) acknowledges that both positive and negative situations can create stress, 

but long-term and intense stress can have negative effects.  Cohen, Kessler, and Gordon 

(1997) state that most approaches to defining stress have some commonalities: they 

“share an interest in a process in which environmental demands tax or exceed the 

adaptive capacity of an organism, resulting in psychological and biological changes that 

may place persons at risk for disease” (p. 3).  Palmer, Cooper, and Thomas (2003) state 

that “stress occurs when the perceived pressure exceeds your perceived ability to cope” 

(p. 2).  A number of studies on police officers and stress have defined stress as an 

external or personal factor that is experienced by a person resulting in physical or 

psychological discomfort to some degree (Brown & Campbell, 1994; Oliver & Meier, 

2004; Zhao, He, & Lovrich, 2002).   

 Job stress studies in criminal justice generally focus on "how the work environment 

impacts attitudes of job stress, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment" 

(Lambert, 2006, p. 59).  Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) define stress as “an adaptive 

response, moderated by individual differences, that is a consequence of any action, 

situation, or event that places special demands on a person” (p. 10).  The key to this 
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definition is the phrase "special demands.”  There are many potential stressors that occur 

on a daily basis, but that do not necessarily result in job stress.  For a potential stressor to 

cause a person to experience stress, it generally has one of three factors: importance, 

uncertainty, and duration (Beehr & Bhagat, 1985; Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).  The 

more significant an event is to an individual, the more uncertain the event outcome is, 

and the longer a special demand is placed on an individual, the more likely the event will 

cause an individual to experience stress.  

Theoretical Framework 

 A longstanding model used in the job stress literature is the Job Demands-Control 

(JDC) model developed by Karasek (1979).  Karasek states, "psychological strain results 

not from a single aspect of the work environment, but from the joint effects of the 

demands of a work situation and the range of decision-making freedom (discretion) 

available to the worker facing those demands" (p. 287).  Karasek (1979) predicted that 

when job demands are high and discretion is low, job strain would occur.  The level of 

the job demand is perceptual.  Workers perceiving that their job demands are high and 

that they have low levels of control over their work will likely experience negative job-

related outcomes (Brough & Williams, 2007).  Workers with perceptions of high demand 

and high levels of control will be less likely to experience negative job-related outcomes 

(Brough & Williams, 2007).    

 Criticism of Karasek's theory included arguments that it is too simplistic, and that 

social support is important in moderating the effects of the demands-strain relationship 

(Brough & Williams, 2007; Rodriguez, Bravo, Peiro, & Schaufeli, 2001).  Some studies 



 

13 
 

regarding stress and health outcomes indicate that inadequate social support and social 

isolation increase the number and severity of negative health outcomes (Johnson & Hall, 

1988).  Johnson and Hall (1988) revised Karasek's JDC model to include a support 

aspect; specifically, work-related social support.  This revised model is referred to as the 

Job Demands-Control-Support (JDCS) model and can be used to examine the interaction 

of social support and job strain.  This interaction variable can be used to see if a lack of 

social support further increases the likelihood of negative consequences that result from 

job strain (Johnson & Hall, 1988).  According to this revised theory, perceived social 

support may moderate the relationship between job demands and control and job strain 

(Brough & Williams, 2007).  While Johnson and Hall (1988) indicated that workplace 

social support was a key moderator between job stressors and job strain, others have 

included social support external to the workplace as a moderating variable.   

 Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) developed an organizational stress theory 

proposing that stressors within and external to the organization could lead to stress, which 

they defined as a cognitive appraisal perception by the individual.  If an individual is 

exposed to work-related stressors, they may experience job stress (which can be 

measured by physiological, psychological, and behavioral markers).  Experiencing job 

stress can, in turn, lead to negative consequences, including health/family or performance 

issues.  In addition, Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) indicate that there may be individual 

differences and coping mechanisms that act as moderators between each of these 

elements in the theory (stressors, job stress, and outcomes).  Individual differences and 

coping mechanisms may also affect whether or not a person initially perceives a potential 

stressor as being an actual stressor (Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).   
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Work Environment Stressors 

 Employees in a wide range of organizations, including policing and corrections, 

identify many of the same work environment stressors.  These include safety concerns 

(such as the dangerousness of the job), role overload, role ambiguity, family-work 

conflict, and lack of career development (Triplett, Mullings, & Scarborough, 1996).  

 Wells, Colbert, and Slate (2006) identified sources of stress in criminal justice 

organizations as coming from characteristics within the organization (e.g., lack of 

participation in workplace decision-making, high caseloads, large amounts of paperwork) 

and sources external to the organization (e.g., decisions made by lenient judges, lack of 

appreciation by the general public).  Cheek and Miller (1983) found that situational stress 

(stress that comes from daily job duties) for correctional officers was related to inmate 

violence, and occupational stress was related to organizational factors. Finn and Kuck 

(2005) found that for community corrections officers, the primary stressors were found to 

be high caseloads, excessive paperwork, and unexpected or uncontrolled deadlines.  

Other sources of stress for probation officers have been identified, including competing 

goals, small budgets, high-risk offenders, public scrutiny, lack of organizational support, 

disagreement with court decisions, and lack of programs (Pitts, 2007).  Two primary 

sources of job stress were explored in the present study: job demands and control and 

perceived lack of organizational justice. 

 Job demands and control.  A scale developed by Jackson, Wall, Martin, and 

Davids (1993) measures general dimensions of the workplace environment that may be 

stressors for employees.  This scale includes five areas of job demands and control: 
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timing control, method control, monitoring demand, problem-solving demand, and 

production responsibility.  This scale is commonly used in studies in a variety of 

occupations, including high-stress public service occupations (Brough & Williams, 

2007).  Timing control and method control refer to the individual’s control over the 

scheduling and method by which work is completed (Jackson et al., 1993).  Monitoring 

demand refers to passive monitoring of employees. Problem-solving demand refers to 

how much “active, cognitive processing” an employee needs to do to complete job tasks 

(Jackson et al., 1993, p. 754).  The final dimension of the scale is production 

responsibility, which is “the cost of errors in terms of both lost output and damage to 

expensive equipment” (Jackson et al., 1993, p. 754).    

 Organizational justice.  There are a number of studies in the job stress literature 

that overlap with research in organizational justice.  Organizational justice, according to 

Lambert (2003), refers to the perceptions of justice and fairness that help shape employee 

attitudes and behaviors, including the impact on organizational commitment and job 

satisfaction of workers.  Perceptions of unfairness in the workplace can lead to job 

dissatisfaction, low organizational commitment, and ultimately burnout and turnover 

intent, among other negative outcomes.  These are also negative outcomes that are 

commonly measured in the job stress literature.   

 Organizational justice can be subdivided into two types of justice: procedural 

justice and distributive justice (Lambert, 2003).  Distributive justice refers to employee 

outcomes, such as pay, promotion, benefits, and work schedules (Lambert, 2003).  

Procedural justice refers to the perceptions of fairness of the procedures used to 

determine employee outcomes (Lambert & Paoline, 2008).   
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 Early research regarding organizational justice focused on the effects of perceptions 

of distributive and procedural fairness on satisfaction with citizen-police encounters 

(Tyler & Folger, 1980) on the endorsement of and satisfaction with formal and political 

leaders (Tyler & Caine, 1981; Tyler, Rasinski, & McGraw, 1985), on the perceptions of 

fairness of courtroom experiences (Tyler, 1984a), on citizen satisfaction with police 

(Tyler, 1984b), on citizens’ compliance with the law (Tyler, 1990), and on citizens’ 

assessment of fairness of legal procedures (Casper, Tyler, & Fisher, 1988; Tyler, 1988). 

 In his early work, Tyler (1990) discovered that individuals will be more likely to 

obey a law when they felt the law was just, and that individuals’ satisfaction with case 

outcomes in felony and civil cases were strongly impacted by their perceptions of the 

fairness of the court process, regardless of whether the outcomes were in their favor 

(Casper, Tyler, & Fisher, 1988; Tyler, 1988).  Stemming from his early works on formal 

and political leadership, Tyler and his colleagues applied the same concepts (e.g., 

procedural justice, legitimacy of authority) to organizational settings (Blader & Tyler, 

2003; De Cremer & Tyler, 2007; Greenberg & Tyler, 1987; Tyler, 1986; Tyler, 1991; 

Tyler, 2001; Tyler, 2002; Tyler & Blader, 2000; Tyler & De Cremer, 2005; Tyler & 

Degoey, 1995; Tyler & Degoey, 1996; Tyler & Lind, 1992).  

 If employees perceive that they are being treated fairly by their organization, this 

will increase organizational commitment (Lambert, 2003).   Rather than a bond to a job 

or a belief in the importance of work, organizational commitment is a bond to the 

organization as a whole (Lambert, 2003; Lambert, Barton, & Hogan, 1999). 
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 Lambert (2003) found that perceptions of both distributive and procedural justice 

had positive effects on job satisfaction of correctional staff, and perceptions of procedural 

justice had the greatest effect on level of organizational commitment.  Employee 

perceptions of performance evaluations as fair and accurate served as a measure for 

distributive justice.  Employee perceptions of promotional procedures as being just and 

fair served as a measure for procedural justice.  Perceptions of procedural justice had the 

greatest effect on levels of organizational commitment (Lambert, 2003).  Employees who 

perceive their organization as fair are also more likely to trust their organization and 

perceive that they are supported by the organization (Reynolds, 2015).   

 In a study of turnover intention of jail employees and generational differences, 

Stinchcomb and Leip (2013) found that, regardless of age, fairness and respect were 

important to all employees in keeping them on the job.  The questions in the study 

included “being treated fairly, seeing grievances resolved fairly, and being respected by 

those higher in the chain of command” (Stinchcomb & Leip, 2013, p. 77).  Distributive 

justice, regarding opportunities and benefits, was also found to be important to jail 

employees, particularly job security, competitive salary and benefits, and being vested in 

the retirement system (Stinchcomb & Leip, 2013).   

 Perceptions of procedural and distributive justice can increase the perceived 

legitimacy of an organization. By increasing the legitimacy of an organization, desired 

compliance and obedience can be achieved more easily and cost-effectively than trying to 

gain influence over others based solely on power.  Employees have been shown to be 

more willing to follow the rules and authorities of an organization when they believe they 

are legitimate (Tyler, 2006).  In a study of police officers, Reynolds (2015) found that 
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positive perceptions of organizational fairness led to better job performance and reduced 

counterproductive work behaviors (those that harm the organization).  Increased 

organizational fairness was also associated with increased trust and support of the 

organization by officers (Reynolds, 2015).  Low levels of organizational commitment can 

be a negative outcome of job stress.  Theoretically, by increasing the perceived 

legitimacy of an organization, levels of organizational commitment will increase. 

 Related to organizational legitimacy is the concept of participatory management.  

Research shows that participating in decision-making decreases stress and increases 

levels of morale and job satisfaction (Slate & Vogel, 1997). By increasing the amount of 

participatory management in an organization, employees’ perceptions of procedural 

justice may also increase, thus increasing the legitimacy of the organization and 

organizational commitment of employees.           

Measuring Stress 

 The phrase job stressors refers to work-related conditions or exposures; strains 

refer to the responses, either psychological or physiological, to these conditions or 

exposures; and health outcomes refer to long-term negative health effects resulting from 

work-related conditions or exposures (Hurrell, Nelson, & Simmons, 1998). 

 Stress can be assessed objectively (the environmental approach) through self-

reporting and computing the cumulative effects of objective stressful life events, such as 

being unemployed or having a recent death in the family (Andreou, Alexopoulos, Lionis, 

Varvogli, Gnardellis, Chrousos, & Varviri, 2011; Cohen, Kamark, & Mermelstein, 1983).  

The second approach to measuring stress is subjective in nature (the psychological 
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approach) and uses self-reports to assess perceived stress (Andreou et al., 2011; Cohen et 

al., 1983).  The third approach is a biological one. Biological markers (Andreou et al., 

2011), such as self-reported physical symptoms and illnesses (Cheek & Miller, 1982), are 

used to measure the level of stress of individuals.   

 Environmental approach.  With the objective environmental approach to 

measuring stress, it is assumed that the cumulative effect of stressful life events can have 

a negative impact on a person’s physical or emotional health (Cohen, Kamark, & 

Mermelstein, 1983). “The environmental perspective holds that certain events and 

situational factors are inherently stressful and that exposure to these events or situational 

factors result in dysfunction” (De Bruin, 2006, p. 68).  Cohen, Kessler, and Gordon 

(1997) refer to these events and situational factors as “environmental demands, stressors, 

or events” (p. 4).  To measure stress, surveys are conducted asking individuals about 

stressful life-events experienced within a certain period of time, and these events are 

usually weighted to determine the magnitude of the amount of stress an individual is 

experiencing based on the clustering of these events (Holms & Rahe, 1967). 

 The Job Stress Index (JSI), developed by Sandman (1992), is a general stress 

measure and has been used in a number of occupational stress studies, including stress 

experienced by juvenile correctional officers (Auberbach, Quick & Pegg, 2003; Wells, 

Minor, Angel, Matz, & Amato, 2009).  The JSI (Sandman, 1992) includes eleven scales 

in three areas: 
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• Job satisfaction 

o Lack of feedback 

o Lack of participation 

o Lack of achievement 

o Lack of competence of supervisor 

o Lack of interpersonal skills of supervisor 

o Lack of competence of others 

o Lack of interpersonal skills of others   

• Stress  

o Red tape 

o Time pressure 

o Job insecurity 

• Physical demands and danger  

Because the JSI is a general stress measure and is not job or organization-specific, it 

provides a point of comparison with other stress studies in a variety of fields.  

 Psychological approach.  The psychological approach to measuring stress uses 

self-report surveys to measure people’s perceptions of the levels and sources of stress 

they may be experiencing.  Cohen, Kamark, and Mermelstein (1983) state that objective 

measures of stress do not take into account that people interact differently with their 

environments and possess differing amounts of coping skills.  Cohen, Kessler, and 

Gordon (1997) refer to subjective evaluations of stress as “appraisals or perceptions of 

stress” (p. 4) and state that individuals label themselves as stressed when “their 

environmental demands are perceived to exceed their abilities to cope” (p. 6).  The point 
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at which this happens is different for everyone; an event only affects someone who 

perceives it as being stressful. 

 Cohen, Kamark, and Mermelstein (1983) developed the Perceived Stress Scale 

(PSS) to address what they considered was the lack of a global measure of perceived 

stress.  This 14-point scale “measures the degree to which situations in one’s life are 

appraised as stressful” (p. 385).  The instrument is used to assess correlations of stress 

measures with physical symptomology, health center utilization, depressive 

symptomology, and social anxiety.  The PSS has achieved widespread use in psychology 

and other behavioral sciences in the United States and has been translated into a number 

of other languages.  The PSS was found by Cohen et al. (1983) to better predict health 

and health-related outcomes than life-event scores and has been found to have adequate 

test-retest and internal reliability.  Cohen et al. (1983) also developed a 4-point PSS scale 

for telephone interviews, which make large-scale surveys more feasible.   

 Another subjective self-report stress scale commonly used is the General Work 

Stress Scale (GWSS; De Bruin, 2006).  This scale measures “an individual’s overall level 

of subjectively experienced or ‘felt’ work related stress” (De Bruin, 2006, p. 68), and is 

similar to the Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, Karmack, & Mermelstein, 1983).  The 

GWSS is a nine-item scale that considers the relationship between an individual and his 

or her perceived demands of his workplace, and the emotional, cognitive, motivational, 

and social outcomes of that relationship. 

 The Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM), developed by Peacock and Wong (1990), is 

a multidimensional approach to measuring perceived stress and has respondents answer 
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questions in six appraisal dimensions.  Three primary appraisal dimensions focus on 

anticipatory stress: (1) threat: the potential for harm or loss; (2) challenge: potential for 

gain or growth; and (3) centrality: how an individual perceives an event relative to their 

well-being (Peacock and Wong, 1990).  Perceptions of control are the focus of the three 

secondary appraisal dimensions: (1) controllable-by-self; (2) controllable-by-others; and 

(3) uncontrollable-by-anyone (Peacock and Wong, 1990).  The perceptions of control are 

associated with coping patterns, which may be different based on perceived situational 

control.  The SAM also measures overall perceived stressfulness, so that the relationship 

between the specific appraisal dimensions and overall stress perceptions can be 

investigated (Peacock & Wong, 1990). 

 Biological approach.  Biological measures of stress generally measure responses 

to stressors – these responses could be affective, behavioral, or biological (Cohen, 

Kessler, & Gordon, 1997).  Biological stress studies in the psychiatry literature focus on 

changes in the sympathetic-adrenal medullary system and the hypothalamic-pituitary-

adrenocortical axis.  These systems have been found to be involved in stress responses 

regarding the pituitary gland, endorphin release, and immune-mediated and psychiatric 

diseases (Cohen et al., 1997).  Changes in the sympathetic-adrenal medullary system are 

measured by changes in norephinephrine and ephinephrine secretions, and changes in the 

hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenocortical axis are measured by levels of corticosteroids 

(cortisol). 

 In the social science literature, approaches to biological stress measurement focus 

on identifying health issues experienced by respondents.  The most common method of 

measuring these is through a self-report inventory of physical symptoms and illnesses.  
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Selye (1976) developed a 54-item scale (Selye Health Scale) to measure the severity of 

physical symptoms and illnesses experienced by respondents.  This scale has been 

adopted for use in a number of physical stress studies in criminal justice occupations 

(Cheek & Miller, 1983; Slate & Vogel, 1997; Wells, Colbert, & Slate, 2006).  

Respondents are asked to identify illnesses by frequency during the past six months, such 

as colds, hay fever, problems with seeing or hearing, diabetes, and asthma.   

 Integrated measures.  It is important to note that these three approaches to 

measuring stress are not necessarily used in isolation.  Cohen, Kessler, and Gordon 

(1997) provide a model of the stress process integrating these three perspectives, stating 

that each of these three perspectives may not be sufficient by themselves to accurately 

assess negative stress responses.  For example, environmental approaches focus on life 

events and their influence on disease risk, but ignore any psychological or biological 

pathways that may affect this influence (Cohen et al., 1997).  The psychological approach 

may miss the environmental causes of emotional responses or the biological pathways 

that link psychological states and disease (Cohen et al., 1997).  Finally, the biological 

approach focuses on links between stressors and biological responses (e.g., 

cardiovascular and hormonal), but generally ignore the psychological pathways through 

which stressors might affect biological responses (Cohen et al., 1997).   

 One integrated scale used to measure the major dimensions of stress is the PMI 

(Pressure Management Indicator), developed by Williams and Cooper (1998).  The PMI 

includes measures of organizational security, organizational commitment, job 

satisfaction, organizational satisfaction, state of mind, resilience, confidence level, 

physical symptoms, behavioral symptoms, workload, relationships, recognition, 
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organizational climate, personal responsibility, managerial role, home-work balance, 

daily hassles, drive, patience-impatience, personal influence, control, problem focus, life-

work balance, and social support (Williams & Cooper, 1998).  The scale has been used in 

studies to measure why people leave organizations, gender differences in the stress 

process, organizational stability, and differences in stress related to level of seniority 

(Williams & Cooper, 1998).  The PMI scale is not used in the criminal justice 

occupational literature, but it has been used in a number of other studies.  One study 

using the PMI investigated negative behaviors and bullying at work and their effects on 

the health and well-being of employees (Cooper, Hoel, & Faragher, 2004).   Those who 

experienced bullying had worse health outcomes than those who were not bullied, but 

negative behaviors (other than bullying) had much stronger associated adverse health 

effects (Cooper et al., 2004). 

Consequences of Job Stress 

 The possible consequences of job stress included in this study were organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intent.  Following is a review of 

these four concepts as they relate to criminal justice occupations.  

 Organizational commitment.  Organizational commitment is an idea that goes 

beyond an individual’s specific job or direct workgroup; “it is a commitment to the whole 

employing organization” (Hogan, Lambert, Jenkins, & Wambold, 2006, p. 46).  

Organizational commitment “refers to the bond formed between the worker and the 

employing organization” (Griffin, Hogan, Lambert, Tucker-Gail, & Baker, 2010, p. 243).  

Camp (1994) defined organizational commitment as “congruence between the goals of 
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the individual and the organization whereby the individual identifies with and extends 

effort on behalf of the general goals of the organization” (p. 284).  Organizational 

commitment is often measured using the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire 

(OCQ: Mowday, Porter, and Steers, 1982), which measures an individual’s commitment 

to their employing organization. 

 Positive employee behaviors (e.g., higher levels of job performance) are associated 

with increased organizational commitment, and negative employee behaviors (e.g., 

turnover) are associated with decreased organizational commitment.  Hogan, Lambert, 

Jenkins, and Wambold (2006) administered a survey to 272 employees at a high security 

correctional institution in the Midwest.  Nine measures of organizational commitment 

were adapted from the OCQ.  They found (in order of magnitude, from strongest to 

weakest effect on organizational commitment) that role conflict, role ambiguity, work-

family conflict, and supervisory status affected a correctional employee’s level of 

organizational commitment.   

 In a study of correctional staff, Lambert and Paoline (2008) examined the impact of 

demographic, organizational, and job characteristics on job stress, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment.  The authors found that there is a strong positive association 

between job satisfaction and organizational commitment, and that high levels of job 

stress are negatively associated with job satisfaction.  

 Another study of correctional officers and organizational commitment found that 

some of the same predictors of stress were also related to organizational commitment, 

including position within an agency, supervisory status, tenure, role ambiguity, and role 
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conflict.  As tenure increased, organizational commitment decreased.  Those who 

supervised others and non-custody staff reported higher levels of organizational 

commitment.  Role ambiguity and role conflict were negatively associated with 

organizational commitment (Hogan, Lambert, Jenkins, & Wambold, 2006).  In a study of 

correctional officers and turnover intent, officers with less organizational commitment 

indicated a greater desire and intent to leave (Griffin, Hogan, & Lambert, 2013).      

 Job satisfaction.  Every job has its joys and hassles; job satisfaction is an overall 

judgment about how rewarded and fulfilled people feel in their current jobs (Burke & 

Paton, 2006).  In other words, job satisfaction is “the extent to which people like their 

jobs” (Spector, 1996, p. 214).  A common measure of job satisfaction is the Job 

Satisfaction Inventory (JSI; Brayfield & Rothe, 1984), which is an attitude scale.  

According to Brayfield and Rothe (1951), job satisfaction can “be inferred from the 

individual’s attitude toward his work” (p. 307). 

 Lambert, Hogan, Paoline, and Clarke (2005) studied job stress, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment among private prison staff.  Job satisfaction was measured 

using the JSI developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951).  They found that age and job 

satisfaction were positively associated.  As age increased among the sample population, 

so did job satisfaction.  In addition, officers who had non-supervisory roles reported less 

job satisfaction than other staff.  High levels of role stressors (e.g., role conflict, role 

ambiguity, role overload, and dangerousness) were also correlated with job 

dissatisfaction.   
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 Burke and Paton (2006) conducted a study on the relationship between police 

officer job satisfaction and operational and organizational characteristics.  The JSI was 

used to measure police officer job satisfaction.  Organizational hassles, such as red tape, 

were found to have the strongest negative effect on job satisfaction when the other 

independent variables were controlled.  The best model of job satisfaction included both 

organizational and operational experiences. 

 Burnout.  Schaufeli and Peeters (2000) identified burnout as a “long-term stress 

reaction that occurs among professionals who…do people work” (p. 20).  Holgate and 

Clegg (1991) defined burnout as “a response to job stress experienced as a consequence 

of the demands of human service work” (p. 326).  Maslach and Jackson (1981) identified 

burnout as being multidimensional, including emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, 

and reduced personal accomplishment, and that it is “a syndrome of emotional exhaustion 

and cynicism that occurs frequently among individuals who do ‘people work’ of some 

kind” (p. 99).  Stress, especially chronic and intense stress, can lead to burnout 

(Whitehead, 1987).  Negative outcomes of burnout include absenteeism and attrition (De 

Silva, Hewage, & Fonseka, 2009) and cynicism (Griffin, Hogan, Lambert, Tucker-Gail, 

& Baker, 2009). 

          Cherniss (1980) states that people who are most susceptible to burnout feel they 

have a calling for a particular line of work.  Similarly, Freudenberger (1980) identifies 

people who are dedicated, either to a cause, a lifestyle, or a field of work, as being more 

likely to experience burnout.   
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 Maslach and Jackson’s (1981) instrument for measuring burnout, the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory (MBI), was developed to identify burnout among professionals 

working in human services (De Silva, Hewage, & Fonseka, 2009).  It is the most widely 

used instrument to identify burnout, having been used in more than 90% of publications 

on burnout (De Silva, Hewage, & Fonseka, 2009).  Other versions have followed, 

including one designed specifically for educators (MBI-ES) and one to assess burnout 

among workers in non-human services occupations (MBI-GS; De Silva, Hewage, & 

Fonseka, 2009). 

 Whitehead (1987) surveyed 387 line officers working in New York State probation 

offices, to test two leading theories of job burnout.  One theory, established by Maslach 

(1982), identified the primary source of burnout as intense and frequent interpersonal 

contact.  Cherniss (1980), however, offered a second theory of burnout, specifically that 

boredom, excessive job demands, and organizational factors result in excessive and 

prolonged levels of job stress, which creates strain, which results in individuals “burning 

out” by becoming apathetic, cynical, and rigid.  Whitehead’s (1987) findings did not 

support the first theory in that burnout was not related to working with offenders; in fact, 

more contact with offenders resulted in positive feelings of accomplishment.  This 

suggests that burnout may result from something other than client contact.  

  Holgate and Clegg (1991) studied burnout in a sample of probation officers.  Their 

study included three goals: (1) to develop causal path models for the process of burnout 

and identifying distinctions (if any) between older and younger probation officers; (2) to 

link the three dimensions of burnout (emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and professional 

efficacy) into one causal model (specifically, that emotional exhaustion contributes to 
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cynicism, and both of these contribute to lowered professional efficacy); and (3) to 

distinguish between the effects of personality and organizational variables on burnout.  

Holgate and Clegg (1991) surveyed probation officers using the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory (MBI) and found that role conflict (two competing duties), role ambiguity (not 

clear what a job entails), and lack of participation regarding decision-making were 

associated with probation officer burnout.  They found that burnout in corrections is due 

to organizational stress.  In addition, age (and related career stage) seem to also affect the 

process of burnout; older workers with more tenure tended to disengage from client 

contact as a result of burnout. 

 In a study on burnout of correctional staff, Griffin, Hogan, Lambert, Tucker-Gail, 

and Baker (2010) explored whether “organizational commitment may insulate those who 

form a strong bond with the organization from experiencing burnout, or it may create 

burnout among those employees who are highly committed to the organization who put 

forth greater effort” (p. 243).  Griffin and colleagues defined organizational commitment 

as loyalty to, identification with, and desire for involvement in the organization.  The 

authors did not specify a specific direction for the relationship between burnout and 

organizational commitment; they were more interested in examining the relationship 

between these two variables. The authors found that organizational commitment did not 

have a significant relationship in any direction with any of the three dimensions of 

burnout measured in the study (depersonalization, emotional exhaustion, and a reduced 

sense of personal accomplishment).  A possible reason for this lack of a relationship 

could be that the facility in which the study was conducted had only been operating for 

five years at the time of the study.  Organizational commitment and burnout may both be 
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influenced by tenure, so it is possible that employees had not been working at the facility 

long enough to experience organizational commitment and/or burnout.   

 One of the few studies conducted with a juvenile probation officer population was a 

qualitative study by Salyers, Hood, Schwartz, Alexander, and Aalsma (2015).  The 

authors interviewed 26 juvenile probation officers as part of a larger study.  An 

interesting aspect of this study was a question asking probation officers to define burnout.  

To the study participants, burnout ranged from officers feeling like they were “in a rut,” 

“feeling a sense of apathy,” “just going through the motions;” to more severe cases of, 

“feeling a sense of ‘dread’” and “feelings of avoidance, where they don’t want to come to 

work;” to the most extreme cases of, “being ‘done’ or ‘fed up’, and likely to look for a 

new job” (Salyers et al., 2015, p. 6).  As indicated in other studies concerning burnout, 

participants in this study indicated that burnout can affect their relationships with clients 

and their families, can result in them taking out their frustrations on their clients or being 

less tolerant, and may result in them doing the bare minimum to get the job done, which 

can affect the quality of care provided to clients (Salyers et al., 2015). 

 A study by White, Holloway, Aalsma, Adams, and Salyers (2015) utilized the 

previously mentioned Maslach Burnout Inventory to study juvenile probation officer 

burnout.  Their findings indicate that of the 245 participants in their study, 32% reported 

high levels of emotional exhaustion and 28% reported high levels of cynicism; both of 

these measures are subscales of burnout (White et al., 2015).  Interestingly, more than 

half of the respondents reported feeling high levels of professional efficacy, despite 

feelings of burnout.  Those officers with high-risk clients also reported higher levels of 

cynicism, and officers who reported being dissatisfied with their jobs reported higher 
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levels of burnout (White et al., 2015). 

 Turnover intent.  People leave their jobs for a variety of reasons; turnover can be 

either voluntary or involuntary (Lambert, 2006; Price & Mueller, 1986).  In the 

correctional literature, it is indicated that involuntary turnover occurs less often and may 

often be in the best interest of the organization and the terminated employee (McShane & 

Williams, 1993; Stohr, Self, & Lovrich, 1992).  Voluntary turnover is usually defined as 

voluntary attrition from a position (Mitchell, MacKenzie, Styve, & Gover, 2000) or 

operationalized in terms of resignations (Minor, Wells, Angel, & Matz, 2011), and can be 

disruptive and harmful to criminal justice organizations (Lambert, 2006).  Unlike many 

other professions, correctional facilities rely on staff members, rather than machines and 

technology (Mitchell et al., 2000).    Thus, high rates of turnover are costly in terms of 

recruiting and training dollars (Lambert & Paoline, 2008).   In addition, indirect costs of 

high turnover include “decreased productivity, reduced quality of service, and low staff 

morale” (Mitchell et al., 2000, p. 335), which may result in reduced safety for inmates 

and correctional staff. 

 A meta-analysis of the correlates of turnover intent, conducted by Matz, Woo, and 

Kim, 2014), analyzed 13 studies of three criminal justice populations: police, institutional 

corrections, and community corrections.  The strongest correlate of turnover intent for all 

three populations was job satisfaction Matz et al., 2014).  Emotional exhaustion (burnout) 

was a strong correlate for police officers and institutional corrections officers, and 

alternative job search behavior was a strong correlate for police officers and community 

corrections officers (Matz et al., 2014). 
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 Mitchell, Mackenzie, Styve, & Gover (2000) examined how occupational issues, 

such as burnout, job dissatisfaction, lack of participation in decision-making, job stress, 

and lack of social support, contribute to voluntary turnover of juvenile correctional staff 

members.  They hypothesized that working in a corrections environment leads to levels 

of stress and job dissatisfaction that are harmful which, in turn, led to many employees 

quitting their jobs. In their study of 49 juvenile correctional facilities in 20 states, data on 

correctional staff were collected using a self-report survey (1,362 respondents).  A 14-

item scale was used to measure the amount of stress, depression, anxiety, and anger the 

respondent experienced over the last six months.  The authors found stress to be 

significantly associated with turnover, especially when respondents were asked about the 

stress levels of their co-workers.  In other words, respondents were reluctant to report on 

their own stress levels, but were willing to report on their observations of their co-

workers.  An important point made by Mitchell et al. (2000) is that individual-level 

variables are most important “in how they mediate perceptions of the organization and 

the environment,” rather than their direct relationship to turnover (p. 351).   

 Slate and Vogel (1997) explored the relationships between the stress levels of 

correctional employees, their perceptions of employee involvement in decision-making 

within the work place, and their thoughts about quitting their jobs.  Employees from 

seven correctional institutions were given anonymous surveys, resulting in 486 

completed surveys.  Stress was measured using a subscale of the Occupational Stress 

Inventory called the Occupational Environment Scale developed by Osipow & Spokane 

(1983).  To measure attitudes about participation in decision-making in the workplace, 

The Attitudes on Participation Survey was developed by Slate and Vogel (1997).  
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Physical symptoms and illnesses were measured using the Selye Health Scale (Selye, 

1976).  Those employees who perceived the atmosphere for participating in decision 

making as negative were more likely to experience higher levels of physical stress, higher 

levels of occupational stress, and more frequently thought about quitting their jobs.   

          Lambert (2001, 2006) developed and tested a turnover-intent model that is based 

on three premises. The first premise is that personal characteristics, such as gender, age, 

position, tenure, educational level, and race, will help to "shape the turnover intent of 

correctional staff" (Lambert, 2006, p. 62).  The second premise is that turnover intent is 

shaped by work attitudes, such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Job 

stress (treated as a work attitude) and job involvement were added to the original 2001 

model (Lambert, 2006).  The third premise is that work environment measures were less 

influential on turnover intention than job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  

Lambert's (2006) findings were that gender, tenure, and education were associated with 

turnover intent. Neither of the work environment variables (job involvement and job 

stress) had significant effects on turnover intent; however, job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment significantly reduced an employee’s intent to leave.  In a 

2010 study of turnover intent among jail staff, Lambert and Paoline found a negative 

relationship between input into decision-making and turnover intent; as input increased, 

officers reported less intent to leave the agency.      

 Camp (1994), in his study on organizational commitment for corrections workers, 

distinguished between commitment to an individual institution and commitment to the 

Bureau of Prisons (BOP).  Camp (1994) hypothesized that higher scores on both 

measures of commitment should lead to a lower probability of turnover, and commitment 
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to the BOP should be a stronger predictor of turnover than commitment to individual 

institutions.  In addition, organizational commitment (both institutional and commitment 

to the BOP) was hypothesized to be a stronger predictor of turnover than job satisfaction.  

Camp’s (1994) findings generally supported the hypotheses: organizational commitment 

was negatively associated with turnover, and job satisfaction was not significantly 

associated with turnover.  The distinction between commitment to the Bureau and 

commitment to individual institutions, however, was not significant (Camp, 1994). 

Moderating Factors 

  Studies of job stress indicate that there may be a number of individual 

characteristics and types of social support that may moderate the relationship between 

work stressors and job stress. The strength of the relationship between job stressors and 

job stress may be moderated by individual characteristics (Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).   

This study will explore whether the relationships between perceived job stress and stress-

related outcomes may also be moderated by these same factors (Crank, Regoli, Hewitt, & 

Culbertson, 1995; Finney, Stergiopoulos, Hensel, Bonato, & Dewa, 2013).  Individual 

characteristics include age, race/ethnicity, marital status, tenure, gender, and educational 

level.  Social support includes support from peers, from supervisors, friends, and/or 

family members.  In addition, there may be characteristics about the jurisdiction in which 

an individual works that may moderate these relationships.  In particular, the size of 

jurisdiction one works in could affect the relationships between job stress and 

organizational commitment, job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intent. 
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 A moderating variable is one that potentially affects the “direction and/or strength 

of the relationship between an independent or predictor variable and a dependent or 

criterion variable” (Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1174).  In this study, demographic 

characteristics, levels of social support, and jurisdiction size were hypothesized to affect 

the strength of the relationship between stress and the negative outcomes of burnout, 

turnover intent, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction.  These variables were 

said to function as moderators, not mediators, of the relationship between job stress and 

negative outcomes.  A mediating variable is one that “accounts for the relation between 

the predictor and the criterion” (Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1176). In other words, there 

may be an indirect relationship between the independent and dependent variables that 

exists because of a third variable.   

 Tenure.  In the existing literature, tenure is generally studied as having a direct 

effect on how an individual reacts to job stress.  Holgate and Clegg (1991) discovered 

that one’s career stage, which is often associated with age, seems to affect the process of 

burnout related to job stress.  For younger officers, the effect of emotional exhaustion on 

client contact depended on personality disposition (Holgate & Clegg, 1991).  Emotional 

exhaustion decreased the amount of client contact for those low in emotionality, which is 

a dimension of personality disposition (Holgate & Clegg, 1991). For those high in 

emotionality, however, the level of emotional exhaustion does not seem to affect the 

amount of client contact (Holgate & Clegg, 1991).  For older officers, emotional 

exhaustion and lack of personal accomplishment had stronger effects on the amount of 

client contact than individual dispositions of the officers (Holgate & Clegg, 1991).    
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 Cullen, Link, Wolfe, and Frank (1985) found in a sample of correctional officers 

that correctional experience increased work stress, but a longer tenure did not necessarily 

mean those officers were more dissatisfied with their jobs or that they experienced more 

general psychological depression.  In a study of juvenile correctional officers, Auerbach, 

Quick, and Pegg (2003) found that the longer someone was employed as a juvenile 

correctional officer, the higher their scores  on the Job Stress Index (Sandman, 1992).  In 

their study of police executives and role stress, work alienation, and anomie, Crank, 

Regoli, Hewitt, and Culberson (1995) found that chiefs with more experience had lower 

levels of role stress, work alienation, and anomie. Lambert and Paoline (2010) found, in 

their study of turnover intent of jail staff, that the desire to leave decreased as tenure 

increased.   

 Gayman and Bradley (2012) found in their study of probation and parole officers 

that job tenure was positively associated with burnout.  Specifically, they found that for 

each year of employment, job burnout increased by .01 units (Gayman & Bradley, 2012).  

This finding held, even when measures of the organizational climate were controlled for 

(Gayman & Bradley, 2012).  

 These findings indicate that, while criminal justice practitioners may experience 

more stress and burnout the longer they are with an agency, it does not necessarily mean 

that they are more likely to quit their jobs.  This is consistent with the idea that the longer 

a person is employed in a specific job, the harder it is to leave.  There may be a desire to 

leave, but an employee may stay due to loyalty to an agency or to clients, not wanting to 

look for another job, or being settled in a lifestyle and a community and not wanting 

potential change in these circumstances that would come with other employment.  The 
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more time an employee has invested toward retirement, or the closer an employee is to 

actual retirement could also affect the lack of desire to leave an agency, despite negative 

aspects of the job. 

 Most studies have studied the direct effect of tenure on how an individual reacts to 

job stress.  Possible moderating effects of tenure have been suggested in the literature, 

however.  For example, career stage theory indicates that the career stage of an employee 

moderates the effects of workplace factors (including job stress) on different outcomes 

(Cohen, 1991; Griffin, Hogan, & Lambert, 2013).  Career stages are indicative of tenure; 

Cohen (1991) identified four career stages: organizational entry (1 year or less), 

transitional (early career; 1-4 years), midcareer building (5-9 years), and later career (10+ 

years). 

 Age.  Most studies of criminal justice occupations study the direct effects age may 

have on how an individual reacts to stress.  Whitehead (1987), for example, found that 

younger probation officers experienced more frequent job burnout than older workers.  

This might not be contradictory to other studies looking at age as a predictor of stress or 

stress-related outcomes, if one assumes that length of service is not necessarily a measure 

of age, which may be unique to community corrections occupations.  In the community 

corrections professions (both juvenile and adult), there are no age restrictions like those 

that exist in many policing professions.  This means that a new probation officer could 

potentially be of any age.  If turnover in an occupation is relatively high, then an “older” 

worker may only be a few years older than a “younger” worker.  In addition, younger, 

idealistic officers, especially those who recently graduated from college, may experience 

a reality shock when they first start their employment in corrections (Whitehead, 1987).  
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It is for these reasons that both age and tenure were measured as separate variables in the 

current study.   

 Holgate and Clegg (1991) studied whether burnout was associated with age in a 

sample of community corrections officers.  They measured each respondent’s level of 

emotionality.  Those with high scores in emotionality “are typified by low ego strength, 

guilt proneness, anxiety, psychosomatic concerns, and worry” (Holgate & Clegg, 1991, p. 

328).  They also measured respondents’ face-to-face contact with clients (measured in 

hours per week), role ambiguity, role conflict, and perceived participation in decision-

making.  Measurement of burnout was determined by using the three subscales of the 

Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI): emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and 

personal accomplishment.  Emotionality was measured by using items from the EASI-III 

Temperament Survey.  Role conflict and role ambiguity were measured using the Role 

Questionnaire developed by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970).  The approach Holgate 

and Clegg used in this study differs from that of previous studies.  Instead of viewing 

client contact as a cause of burnout, they treated client contact as a response to burnout.  

Results from the study indicate that emotional exhaustion can result in disengagement 

from client contact.  Younger officers reported less burnout than older officers, and older 

officers with more experience tended to respond to burnout by disengaging from their 

work (Holgate & Clegg, 1991).   

 Griffin, Hogan, Lambert, Tucker-Gail, and Baker (2010) found, in a study with 

prison staff, that age had a negative relationship with the three dimensions of burnout: 

emotional exhaustion, a reduced sense of accomplishment, and depersonalization.  

Younger staff in the prison reported more depersonalization than older staff.  Out of the 



 

39 
 

personal characteristics that were included in the study (gender, race, age, education, 

tenure, supervisory status, and position), only age had a significant effect on burnout.   

Mitchell, Mackenzie, Styve, and Gover (2000) found in a study of juvenile correctional 

staff that older employees showed fewer tendencies to leave their positions, as they are 

likely more entrenched in their jobs because of job stability and personal and financial 

commitments.   

 While age is usually studied in terms of direct relationships with stress or stress-

related outcome variables, there is some indication in the job stress literature that age 

may have a moderating effect on the relationships between job stress and certain 

outcomes.  For example, Mauno, Ruokolainen, and Kinnunen (2013) studied three 

different occupations in Finland regarding the moderating effects of age between job 

stress and well-being.  One of the variables included in “well-being” was job satisfaction.  

Mauno, et al. hypothesized that “in the presence of high job stress older employees can 

be expected to be less vulnerable, implying lower reduction in well-being compared to 

their younger counterparts” (p. 413).  They found, regarding job satisfaction and nurses, 

that older nurses reported greater job satisfaction when experiencing job insecurity than 

younger nurses.  Therefore, age moderated the effects of the relationship between job 

insecurity and job satisfaction. 

 Gender.  In the majority of job stress studies in criminal justice occupations, 

gender is studied in terms of the direct effects it may have on job stress levels or stress-

related outcomes.  Some studies indicate that females experience more work stress than 

males (Cullen, Link, Wolfe, & Frank, 1985; Wells, Colbert, & Slate, 2006).  Cullen, 

Link, Wolfe, and Frank (1985), in their study of correctional officers, found that gender 
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had no effect on a measure of life-stress, but that women reported greater levels of work 

stress.  In a study of probation and parole officers, Gayman and Bradley (2012) found 

that female officers reported more burnout than males. 

 In their study of the relationship between gender and stress in a state probation 

officer sample, Wells, Colbert, and Slate (2006) found that women experienced more 

physical stress and were more apt to take sick days, while men experienced more internal, 

job, and personal stress and were more likely to have serious illness.  While women often 

have the dual, conflicting roles of both professional and family caregiver (these familial 

duties are often referred to as “Second Shift”), men still reported more personal stress 

(Wells et al., 2006). This may be due to differing coping mechanisms in men and women; 

it is socially acceptable for females to seek help and/or emotional support from friends 

and family, while men often fall subject to the so-called John-Wayne syndrome in which 

seeking emotional support is perceived as weakness (Wells et al., 2006).  These findings 

indicate that the support provided by friends and family may insulate women from more 

serious health effects.   

 Results from self-report studies about perceptions of stress in criminal justice 

occupations have suggested that the “toughness” aspects of police and corrections 

occupations may lead individuals to under-report or deny any personal weaknesses, 

including stress (Cheek & Miller, 1983; Mitchell, Mackenzie, Styve, & Gover, 2000; 

Skolnick, 1966; Wilson, 1971).  Cheek and Miller (1983) found such results in their 

study of corrections officers.  They found that when asked about their own stress, male 

corrections officers denied being stressed.  However, when asked about their fellow 

officers, respondents indicated that the other officers did experience stress and that the 
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job of being a corrections officer was stressful.  When asked about the negative effects of 

job stress on themselves, officers stated that problems were not very likely to occur.  

When asked about their fellow officers, however, respondents reported that their fellow 

officers “had serious problems with alcohol, marriage, children, health, finances, drugs, 

and neighbors” (Cheek & Miller, 1983, 109-110).  Cheek and Miller (1983) found similar 

results that reflected denial regarding perceptions about emotional problems, 

interpersonal problems, physical health problems, and job problems, especially for male 

respondents.  

 Contrary to other studies regarding gender and stress, Griffin (2006) found few 

differences between male and female correctional officers regarding the effects of 

workplace stressors on job stress.  Work-family conflict had the greatest effect for both 

male and female officers.  Cullen, Link, Wolfe, and Frank (1985) found gender and job 

dissatisfaction to be unrelated in a sample of correctional officers, but female officers did 

experience more stress while at work.  Lambert and Paoline (2010) found no significantly 

relationship between gender and turnover intent among jail staff. 

 Griffin (2001) suggests that in sex-typed occupations, such as jails and detention 

centers, the moderating effect of gender on the relationship between job stress variables 

(such as organizational climate) and job satisfaction should be considered.  Griffin (2001) 

was referring to male-dominated jobs, such as working in a jail or a prison.  It is 

important to study gender in juvenile probation which, unlike other criminal justice 

occupations, tends to be mostly female, likely because of the social work-orientation of 

the job. 
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 Race/ethnicity.  The majority of studies have not found significant relationships 

between race and job stress.  In their study of police executives and role problems, Crank, 

Regoli, Hewitt, and Culberson (1995) found that levels of role stress, anomie, and work 

alienation were lowest for African American police chiefs; however, this relationship was 

not significant.  In a study of organizational climate and work stress among probation and 

parole officers, Gayman and Bradley (2013) found that African American officers 

reported less burnout compared to white officers.  However, once measures of 

organizational climate were included in the model, the relationship was not significant 

(Gayman & Bradley, 2013).   

 Other studies of race and turnover intent obtained mixed results.  Lambert and 

Paoline (2010), in their study of turnover intent for jail staff, found no significant 

relationship between race and turnover intent.  In contrast, another study of correctional 

officer turnover by Ferdik, Smith, and Applegate (2014) found a statistically significant 

relationship between turnover intentions and being Caucasian.  Caucasian officers 

indicated greater turnover intent than African-American officers. 

 Most researchers have studied the direct effects of race/ethnicity on job stress, 

turnover intent, and related variables.  However, there are a few studies that have 

examined the moderating effects of ethnicity on the relationship between job stress and 

stress-related outcomes.  Crank, Regoli, Hewitt, and Culbertson (1995), in their study of 

police chiefs, found that African American chiefs experienced lower levels of work 

alienation when experiencing stress than white chiefs.  Dowden and Tellier (2003) 

examined the moderating effect of ethnicity on the relationship between job stress and 

turnover intent in a meta-analysis of job stress studies in criminal justice occupations.  



 

43 
 

The theoretical basis for inclusion of ethnicity as a moderating variable, for Dowden and 

Tellier (2003), was the identification hypothesis (Jacobs & Kraft, 1978) which indicates 

that minority officers will experience less stress when interacting with inmate 

populations, due to the disproportionate number of minorities in U.S. prisons (Britton, 

1997).  Dowden and Tellier (2003) found in their meta-analysis that ethnicity played a 

significant role in moderating the relationship between stress and turnover intent.  

Specifically, they found that minority corrections officers experienced higher levels of 

turnover intent when experiencing job stress than Caucasian officers. 

 Education.  The amount of education an individual has may be linked to job stress 

and negative outcomes.  The skills and knowledge obtained through education would aid 

individuals in coping with the complexities of leadership, and educated individuals may 

be able to better cope with unclear role expectations (Crank, Regoli, Hewitt, & 

Culberson, 1995).  There are mixed results in the literature regarding the impact of 

education on stress-related factors.  Crank et al. (1995), in their study of police executives 

and role stress, hypothesized that education would have an impact on role ambiguity and 

perceptions of role stress.  They found that levels of role stress, work alienation, and 

anomie were lower for those police chiefs with postgraduate education. 

 While education may moderate the relationship between role problems and stress, 

education may lead to other negative outcomes.  For example, Mitchell, Mackenzie, 

Styve, and Gover (2000) found that higher education was linked to stronger turnover 

intentions, possibly because highly educated employees have more alternative 

employment opportunities and are less amenable to certain management styles typical in 

correctional facilities.     
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 Auerbach, Quick, and Pegg (2003) surveyed 413 juvenile corrections officers in 

eight facilities in Virginia.  They incorporated several previously validated questionnaires 

into their survey, including the Lie scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory (MMPI: Kincannon, 1968), the Specific Sources of Occupational Stress 

Questionnaire (SSOSQ: Anson, Johnson, & Anson, 1997), and the Job Stress Index (JSI: 

Sandman, 1992).  Auerbach and colleagues found higher stress levels associated with 

higher educational attainment.    

 Pitts (2007) studied a nationwide, purposive, snowball sample of probation and 

parole officers using a web-based survey.  He considered the main categories of stress 

experiences, including internal, external, job, and personal stress.  Pitts (2007) also 

included an overall stress measurement.  Of particular interest to Pitts (2007) was the 

relationship between occupational stress and a parole or probation officer’s educational 

preparation for the job. In Pitts’ sample, over 90% of the respondents had at least a four-

year degree; 29% of these same respondents did not feel they were educationally well 

prepared for the job.  While caution must be made when generalizing his findings due to 

the sampling method used, Pitts (2007) found that probation and parole officers who felt 

underprepared educationally had more reported stress.     

 Cullen, Link, Wolfe, and Frank (1985) surveyed 155 correctional line officers in a 

southern prison.  They hypothesized that education would be a coping mechanism that 

would moderate stress.  Educated officers in their sample were more dissatisfied with 

their jobs; however, officers with more education were no more likely to experience 

stress than those with less education.  Lambert and Paoline (2010) found, in their study of 

turnover intent for jail staff, that the higher the educational level (e.g., college degree), 
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the more likely an employee indicated a desire to leave.     

 Most researchers have studied the direct effects of education on job stress and 

stress-related variables.  However, Crank, Regoli, Hewitt, and Culberson (1995) 

examined the moderating effects of education on the relationship between job stress and 

role stress. In their study of police chiefs, Crank, Regoli, Hewitt, and Culbertson (1995) 

found that police chiefs with postgraduate education reported lower levels of role stress 

when experiencing stress than less educated chiefs.   

 Social support.  In the existing job stress literature, social support is often studied 

as having a direct effect on how an individual reacts to job stress.  Individuals possess or 

have access to a number of factors that may reduce the negative effects of stress or help 

them effectively deal with stress (Cullen, Link, Wolfe, & Frank, 1985).  This includes 

interpersonal social supports.  Social supports can be outside of the workplace, but they 

can also include relationships with peers (co-workers) and with supervisors (Cullen et 

al.,1985).  Social support refers to connections people have with each other; these 

connections can provide assistance, help, psychological support, feedback, and 

motivation, all of which can mitigate negative aspects of workplace stress (Cohen, 

Underwood, & Gottlieb, 2000; Harvey, 2014; Lambert, Altheimer, & Hogan, 2010), such 

as feeling alone and isolated (Ileffe & Steed, 2000).  

 A study by Lambert, Minor, Wells, and Hogan (2015) included four types of social 

support in their study of correctional staff: administrative, supervisory, coworker, and 

family and friends support.  Administrative, supervisory, and coworker support were 

found to decrease reported stress; administrative, supervisory, and coworker support were 
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found to be associated with job satisfaction; and administrative, supervisory, coworker, 

and family and friends support were associated with commitment (Lambert et al., 2015).   

 Cullen, Link, Wolfe, and Frank (1985) included social support as a potential coping 

factor and defined social supports as "interpersonal networks, which furnish affective and 

instrumental assistance" (p. 510).  Cullen and colleagues developed four scales to 

measure social supports: peer, supervisory, family, and community.  Cullen et al. (1985) 

found that supportive supervisors lessened feelings of stress for correctional officers 

while on the job.  Interestingly, while family and supervisory support lessened feelings of 

stress in this study, peer support was positively associated with stress (Cullen et al., 

1985).  This implies that contacts with peers on the job may actually increase stress. 

 In their qualitative study of juvenile probation officer burnout, Salyers, Hood, 

Schwartz, Alexander, and Aalsma (2015) included a question about how officers manage 

burnout.  Several participants indicated that social support from their coworkers and 

supervisors helped them to deal with feelings of burnout.  Others described having 

supportive others in their home lives, such as spouses, friends, and family members, as a 

means to help them cope with feelings of burnout (Salyers et al., 2015). 

 Most of the studies on job stress measure the direct affect social support has on the 

experience of job stress or how social support affects stress outcomes, such as burnout.  

Moderating effects of social support have been studied between job stressors (e.g., job 

controls and job demands) and job stress (Johnson & Hall, 1988).  It has also been 

suggested that support, especially administrative support, may play a role in moderating 

the relationship between job stress and the effects of job stress (Gayman & Bradley, 
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2013).    

 Jurisdiction size.  In general, jurisdiction size is rarely factored into studies of 

criminal justice occupations. A few studies have focused on rural law enforcement 

(Oliver & Meier, 2004; Scott, 2004).  Oliver and Meier (2004) tested a previously 

untested hypothesis originally proposed by Sandy and Devine (1978) that identified four 

possible dimensions of stress for rural law enforcement personnel: security, social 

factors, working conditions, and inactivity.  Oliver and Meier found that the security 

dimension was highly supported: how long it takes to get to a call or to get backup 

affected officers’ stress levels.  Lack of resources and lack of stress training were found 

to be sources of stress as well.   

 Scott (2004) sought to expand the literature on police stress and fill in the gap 

regarding rural law enforcement.  While urban and suburban officers have very distinct 

roles, Scott (2004) argued that rural officers, including chiefs and supervisors, had multi-

tasking roles including patrol.  This phenomenon also exists in rural probation offices, in 

which the Chief JPO supervises a juvenile caseload or, in fact, may be the only juvenile 

probation officer in the county.  Scott (2004) found that department size had a positive, 

significant effect on organizational stress; those in larger departments had higher mean 

levels of stress than those in smaller departments.  This may be due to the increased 

participation in decision-making present in smaller departments, whereas officers in 

larger departments may experience more “top-down” decision-making.      

 There are a few studies that examine jurisdiction size in relation to juvenile court 

systems (Steiner, 2005; Steiner, 2009). Steiner’s (2009) work is concerned with the 

courts’ decisions to waive juveniles to adult court.  One study specifically focused on 
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juvenile probation officers. Ward and Kupchik (2010) investigated how the size of the 

jurisdiction affects court procedures and juvenile probation officer decision-making and 

orientations towards treatment and punishment.  They found that nonurban officers were 

less supportive of punishment.  They also found that, overall, when probation officers 

believe they have access to resources to help youth, they are less supportive of 

punishment.  This has implications for probation officer stress levels.  If an officer has a 

treatment-oriented mindset, but his or her jurisdiction lacks the resources to adequately 

treat a youth, this can create a stressful work environment for the officer.  

 A recent study of burnout among juvenile probation officers found that officers 

from urban jurisdictions reported more cynicism than those in rural jurisdictions, but they 

also reported greater professional efficacy (White, Holloway, Aalsma, Adams, & Salyers, 

2015).  The authors indicate that the challenges of serving youth in an urban environment 

have both risk and protective factors for different aspects of burnout (White et al., 2015).  

For example, though officers in urban settings may be more emotionally drained, the 

urban environment may allow for more opportunities to make differences in their clients’ 

lives, thus leaving them feeling more professional accomplishment (White et al., 2015).   

Another study, one of probation officers in Poland, found that officers from very 

large cities (over 500,000 residents) experienced significantly more work-related stress 

than officers from any other city size (Skowronski, 2015).  In this same study, officers 

from cities with 50,001-100,000 residents reported significantly more stress than those 

from cities with 100,001-500,000 residents (Skowronski, 2015).  Finally, officers living 

in villages (less than 50,000 residents) were found to experience significantly less stress 

than officers from cities with 50,001-100,000 residents (Skowronski, 2015).  These 
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results seem to indicate that the larger the city in which an officer lives, the more stress is 

experienced. Place of residence may be different than jurisdiction size; officers could 

potentially live in a different place than they work.  Regardless, these findings are 

interesting and justify the inclusion of jurisdiction size in the current study. 

 Of the few studies conducted regarding stress and probation officers, none have 

considered jurisdiction size and possible differences between urban, suburban, and rural 

officers.  Rural juvenile probation officers tend to be generalists; it is not uncommon for 

an officer in a single week to conduct an intake, a detention hearing, an adjudication 

hearing, place a child on electronic monitoring, conduct school, home, and office visits, 

and complete the paperwork related to all of these activities.  Rural officers often have 

multiple types of offenders on their caseload; a single caseload may include sex 

offenders, substance abusers, status offenders, and other types of offenders.  Rural 

officers also tend to have smaller caseloads; this may seem a benefit, but rural areas often 

have fewer resources and smaller budgets to provide programs and services to offenders.  

While rural officers may have more discretion in their decision-making due to the lack of 

bureaucracy, they are more likely to live within the same community as their clients and 

have a hard time “escaping” their jobs.  There is also a greater reliance on informal social 

controls and less formal procedures (Feld, 1991).  According to Skowronski (2015), there 

is greater social control and less anonymity, which may lead to less stress due to a 

“greater propensity of these people to cooperate with the probation officer” (p. 469). 

 Urban officers are often specialists, only managing one aspect of the system 

(court, intake) or one type of offender (sex offenders).  While there are more resources in 

an urban environment, urban officers tend to have larger caseloads, more gang issues, 
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higher crime rates, and disorganized communities.  Urban officers also tend to work in 

large offices with high levels of bureaucracy and very little participation in management 

decision-making.  There is less reliance on informal social controls and more formality 

involved in decision-making (Feld, 1991).  These differences in the aspects of the job 

may or may not affect occupational stress.  It is the intent of this study to determine the 

direct and moderating effects of jurisdiction size on job stress and stress-related 

outcomes. 

Discussion 

 A review of the literature indicates that there is very little extant research on 

juvenile probation officers specifically related to juvenile probation officer stress and 

moderating factors.  Juvenile probation officers work with a unique population, and often 

indicate that they want to work with juveniles instead of adults because they feel that 

juveniles still “have a chance” and can be “saved.” This orientation may bring with it 

levels of stress that are unique to the profession and the work environment.   

 Job stress can be measured by biological, psychological, and/or environmental 

means.  Biological measures, such as self-reported health symptoms, may be indicators of 

overall stress, but not stress related specifically to one’s occupation.  The same can be 

said of environmental measures, which indicate cumulative effects of stressful life events.  

As indicated in the literature, most job stress studies in criminal justice occupations 

utilize a psychological approach to measurement, measuring perceived stress related to 

the work environment. 

 The corrections and policing literature strongly supports the idea that job stress 

can have serious physical and mental consequences for employees (Cheek & Miller, 
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1983; Finn, 1999; Ivancevich & Matteson, 1980).  The focus for much of the job stress 

literature has been on mental consequences.  Organizational commitment, job 

satisfaction, job involvement, burnout, and turnover intent are all potential consequences 

of job stress.  All of these potentially negative outcomes can affect organizations.  When 

employees have “checked out,” are just “going through the motions” of doing their job, 

become cynical (a dimension of burnout), or intend to leave the organization, the juvenile 

probation department and the clients the department serves can be negatively impacted. 

 There may be some personal characteristics that moderate the relationship 

between job stress and negative outcomes.  While not widely included in job stress 

studies on criminal justice occupations, there is some suggestion in the literature that age, 

race, tenure, marital status, and education may moderate the relationships between job 

stress and stress-related outcomes.  In addition, the level of social support may affect the 

relationship between job stress and negative outcomes.  The Job Demands Control 

Support theory (Johnson & Hall, 1988) indicates that social support both in the work 

environment and external to the work environment can be a coping mechanism that 

moderates the relationship between job stress and negative outcomes.  Jurisdiction size 

may also impact the relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes that a 

juvenile probation officer experiences.  Smaller jurisdictions have limited resources, 

which can affect adjudication outcomes for delinquent youth.  Supervisors in smaller 

jurisdictions often supervise juvenile probationer caseloads in addition to their 

administrative duties.  In large jurisdictions, the level of bureaucracy may affect job 

stress.  In addition, officers in large jurisdictions may have specialized caseloads that can 

affect their levels of job stress.      
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 This review of the literature has provided some important guidance regarding the 

variables that should be included in an exploratory study of job stress and juvenile 

probation officers, and existing measures of many of the concepts in the current study.  

The research questions in this study are questions that have been asked and answered, but 

only with other study populations and not juvenile probation officers.  In the next chapter 

the methodology for the present study is explained, including research questions and 

associated hypotheses, the study design and background, measures included in the 

survey, and the plan for data analysis. 
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III. METHODS 
 
 This chapter begins with the research questions and corresponding hypotheses 

guiding this dissertation.  Next, an overview of the study design, variables used in 

analyses, and a description of the survey instrument are provided.  This will be followed 

by the methods used to gather data and the statistical analyses that were used in this 

research.  

Overview 

 The purpose of this study was to identify and examine job stress experienced by 

juvenile probation officers (JPOs) and the potential negative outcomes that can result 

from experiencing job stress.  The effects of job stress on negative outcomes (e.g., 

burnout and turnover intent) were examined.  Also, there are several variables included in 

this study that will be examined as moderating variables--that is, they potentially affect 

the “direction and/or strength of the relationship between an independent or predictor 

variable and a dependent or criterion variable” (Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1174).  In this 

study, demographic characteristics, levels of social support, and jurisdiction size are 

hypothesized to affect the strength of the relationship between job stress and the stress-

related outcomes of burnout, turnover intent, organizational commitment, and job 

satisfaction.  These variables are said to function as moderators, not mediators, of the 

relationship between job stress and negative outcomes.  A mediating variable is one that 

“accounts for the relation between the predictor and the criterion” (Baron & Kenny, 

1986, p. 1176). In other words, there may be an indirect relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables that exists because of a third variable.  These are 
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not the relationships hypothesized, however; this will be discussed in the next section 

(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).  

Research Questions 

Based on a review of the literature and previous findings, six primary research 

questions were used to guide this research:   

1. What are the work environment stressors and levels of job stress experienced by 

juvenile probation officers? 

2. What are the relationships between work environment stressors (job demands, job 

control and organizational justice) and job stress?  

3. What are the relationships between experiencing job stress and potential negative 

job stress consequences (organizational commitment, job satisfaction, turnover 

intent, and burnout)? 

4. What are the moderating effects of individual characteristics on the relationship 

between job stress and job stress consequences? 

5. What are the moderating effects of social support on the relationship between job 

stress and negative outcomes? 

6. What are the moderating effects of jurisdiction size on the relationship between 

job stress and negative outcomes? 

Hypotheses  

Regarding research question #1, the literature suggests that individuals in criminal 

justice occupations and other occupations involving “people work” have high levels of 

job stress.  This study was exploratory in nature, in that the specific population of interest 
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(juvenile probation officers) had not previously been studied in the job stress literature.  

Therefore, there were no specific hypotheses related to the first research question.  By 

identifying the sources of work environment stress and levels of job stress for juvenile 

probation officers using common measures, the answers to research question #1 will 

provide points for comparison with other job stress studies in criminal justice 

occupations. 

 Work environment stressors.  Research question #2 focuses on the relationship 

between work environment stressors and levels of job stress.  Based on a review of the 

literature and previous findings, this study proposed that when employees have high 

levels of control over the way in which their work is completed, job stress will decrease.  

The following hypothesis was used to examine the relationship between job control and 

job stress:   

Hypothesis 2.1.  If job demands are high and job control is low, job stress will 

increase. 

 The second work environment stressor included in this study was organizational 

justice.  Both procedural and distributive justice were measured in this study.  

Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of the distribution of organizational 

benefits, and procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of procedures used to 

reward/discipline behavior. Both procedural and distributive justice were measured and 

combined into the single variable of organizational justice.  The following hypothesis 

was used to examine the relationship between organizational justice and job stress: 
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Hypothesis 2.2.  There is a negative relationship between perceived 

organizational justice and job stress.  

 Consequences of job stress.  Research question #3 refers to the relationships 

between job stress and the consequences of job stress: job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, turnover intent, and burnout.  Based on a review of the literature, research 

indicates that the higher the level of job stress reported by an individual, the more likely 

the individual is to experience one or several of these negative consequences.  The 

following hypotheses were used to examine research question #3: 

Hypothesis 3.1.  There is a negative relationship between job stress and job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 3.2.  There is a negative relationship between job stress and 

organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis 3.3.  There is a positive relationship between job stress and turnover 

intent. 

Hypothesis 3.4.  There is a positive relationship between job stress and burnout. 

 Moderating variables.  In most job stress studies, individual-level variables, 

such as gender and race, are treated as independent variables.  Research question #4 

explores individual characteristics of officers as being possible moderators of the strength 

of the relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes.  The individual-level 

variables of race, age, gender, education, and tenure have all been included in previous 

job stress studies, and are included in this study as moderating variables. Hypotheses 
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related to these individual characteristics and their moderating effects on the relationship 

between job stress and negative consequences are outlined in the following paragraphs. 

 Race.  In previous studies regarding job stress, there have been no consistently 

significant findings regarding race and its effects on turnover intent, burnout, 

organizational commitment, or job satisfaction.  Because of the exploratory nature of the 

proposed study, race was included as a variable; however, no specific effect of race on 

the relationship between job stress and negative consequences is expected: 

Hypothesis 4.1.  Race has no moderating effect on the relationship between job 

stress and negative consequences.  

 Gender.  A review of the literature indicates that gender has an impact on how 

individuals experience stress.  These studies generally attribute this difference to the 

social acceptability for females to admit that they have problems (e.g., job stress) and to 

accept help for their problems (e.g., talking to friends or peers).  In other words, females 

are more likely to admit to and seek help for job stress and its negative consequences.  

There are two hypotheses associated with gender and its moderating effect on the 

relationship between job stress and negative consequences: 

Hypothesis 4.2.  Gender will moderate the strength of the relationship between 

job stress and organizational commitment, job satisfaction, turnover intent, and 

burnout.    

Hypothesis 4.3.  Females will experience less job stress than males. 
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 Age. A review of the literature indicates that age may have a moderating effect on 

the relationship between job stress and the negative consequences of job stress. The 

following hypothesis will be used to assess the moderating effects age may have on the 

relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes:   

Hypothesis 4.4.  Age will moderate the relationship between job stress and stress-

related outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, burnout, and 

turnover intent. 

 Tenure.  Tenure may or not be associated with the age of a juvenile probation 

officer.  Unlike policing, it is common for relatively older employees to be newly hired 

juvenile probation officers.  Therefore, tenure is included as a separate variable from age.  

According to the literature, tenure may have moderating effects on the relationship 

between job stress and the negative consequences of job stress.  Tenure does not seem to 

affect job satisfaction (Cullen, Link, Wolfe, & Frank, 1985), but it may affect the 

relationship between job stress and burnout (Holgate & Clegg, 1991), organizational 

commitment (Hogan, Lambert, Jenkins, & Wambold, 2006; Lambert, 2006), and turnover 

intent (Lambert, 2006).  The following hypothesis was used to examine the effects  tenure 

has on the relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes: 

Hypothesis 4.5.  Tenure will moderate the relationship between job stress and 

stress-related outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, burnout, 

and turnover intent. 

 Education.  An employee’s education been associated with stress and negative 

consequences.  According to the literature, education may affect the relationship between 
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job stress and job satisfaction (Lambert, Hogan, Paoline, & Clarke, 2005) and turnover 

intent (Mitchell, Mackenzie, Styve, & Gover, 2000).  The following hypothesis was used 

to examine the moderating effects of education on the relationship between job stress and 

stress-related outcomes:     

Hypothesis 4.6.  Educational level will moderate the relationship between job 

stress and stress-related outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

burnout, and turnover intent. 

 Social support.  Research question #5 focuses on the moderating effect social 

support may have on the relationship between job stress and negative consequences.  

Social support is indicated, in the literature, to moderate the negative outcomes related to 

stress.  The research suggests that high levels of social support reduce the relationship 

between job stress and the negative consequences of job stress.  Research also indicates 

that women have stronger levels of social support than men.  There is a social stigma for 

men seeking help or comfort from others, whereas for women this behavior is socially 

acceptable.  The following hypothesis was used to examine the moderating effects of 

social support on the relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes:     

Hypothesis 5.1.  Social support will moderate the strength of the relationship 

between job stress and stress-related outcomes (job satisfaction, burnout, turnover 

intent, and organizational commitment. 

The following hypothesis was used to examine the difference in social support between 

male and female officers: 
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Hypothesis 5.2.  Female officers will report higher levels of social support than 

male officers 

 Jurisdiction size.  The final moderating variable included in this study was 

jurisdiction size.  This was an exploratory variable not included in any other job stress 

research.  There is some research to suggest that jurisdiction size may moderate the 

relationship between stress and the negative consequences of job stress.  The following 

hypothesis was used to examine the moderating effects of jurisdiction size on the 

relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes:     

Hypothesis 6.1.  Jurisdiction size will moderate the strength of the relationship 

between job stress and stress-related outcomes. 

Study Design and Background 

 This study employed a cross-sectional design utilizing an online self-report 

survey.  The population of juvenile probation officers in the state of Texas was used for 

the study.  The survey, entitled “Juvenile Probation Officer Work Environment Survey,” 

examined the sources and levels of stress experienced by juvenile probation officers, the 

work attitudes of organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and individual-level 

and jurisdictional characteristics of probation officers. 

Survey.  This study utilized an Internet self-report survey distributed through 

SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com) to gather data for analyses and testing of 

hypotheses.  Questions for the survey were formatted so that respondents would be 

guaranteed anonymity regarding their individual responses; no respondent information, 

including IP addresses, was collected from respondents.  Self-report surveys are a 
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common method of data collection for measuring attitudes and behavior.  In addition, 

Internet-based surveys have become more commonly used in criminal justice research.  

In some studies, Internet-based surveys are combined with other survey formats, such as 

paper-based formats (Mustaine, Tewksbury, Connor, & Payne, 2015).  In other studies, 

Internet-based surveys are the sole method of data collection (Harris, Lobanov-

Rostovsky, & Levenson, 2015; Johnson, O.N., 2016; Korre, Farioli, Varvarigou, Sato, & 

Kales, 2014).  The survey was created and approved through the Texas State University 

Institutional Review Board (IRB).  A copy of the survey can be found in the Appendix.     

Sample.  Juvenile probation officers in the state of Texas were surveyed for this 

study.  The sample used in this study was a purposive convenience sample of officers 

throughout the state.  The goal of this study was to obtain a statewide sample of JPOs.  

Because of the scope of the study, limited resources, and difficulty of recruitment, this 

non-random sample was chosen due to the ability to gain broad participation across a 

very large state (Pitts, 2007).   

Email addresses for juvenile probation officers are not made available by the 

Texas Juvenile Justice Department (TJJD).  In addition, some counties publish emails for 

officers, while others do not.  Because of the difficulty of access to officers, an email was 

sent to all chief JPOs in Texas for recruitment of survey participants.  For follow-up 

purposes, the chief juvenile probation officer from each county in Texas was also 

individually contacted via email regarding the study. In the emails, chiefs were asked to 

distribute the survey to officers in their jurisdictions. Chief juvenile probation officers are 

also certified juvenile probation officers, and many of them supervise caseloads in 

addition to their administrative duties.  Therefore, chiefs were also asked to participate in 
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the survey. In addition to the lack of published email addresses for JPOs, chiefs were 

contacted instead of individual officers, because they were more likely to endorse the 

survey and encourage their officers to participate, possibly increasing response rates.   

There are 254 counties in the state of Texas, served by 166 juvenile probation 

departments (TJJD, 2014).  The majority of departments are single-county departments; 

44 departments are multi-county departments, covering a range of two to six counties 

(2014 Juvenile Justice Handbook). Data extrapolated from the Texas Juvenile Justice 

Department (TJJD) website indicate there are 2,669 certified juvenile probation officers 

(JPOs), including chiefs, in Texas.  It is worth noting that while an individual may be 

certified as a JPO, this does not mean that they carry a caseload.  Chiefs and other 

administrators, and officers with specialized duties, such as supervision of juveniles in 

residential placement, may not carry caseloads.  

While it is unknown how many people accessed the survey but did not consent to 

participate, 318 officers agreed to the consent form incorporated into the survey.  

Twenty-seven cases were deleted for lack of responses on all but demographic questions.  

The final number of surveys utilized for analysis was 291 (n=291).  Assuming the 

number of certified JPOs is 2,669, this number represents 9% of the overall population 

for the state.  It is important to note that there is no way of identifying whether the sample 

is representative of the population of juvenile probation officers in the state of Texas.  

Therefore, it is not possible to generalize results from the sample in this study to the 

overall population.  This will be discussed further in Chapter 5.   
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Measures 

 Specific questions for each measure used in the survey are found in the Appendix.  

Many measures used multi-item survey questions; answers were summed to form 

additive indices for each measure.  These measures, and demographic and moderating 

variables not measured by indices, are described below.   

Work environment stressors.    

 Job demands and control.  The Job Demands and Control Scale (JDCS) 

developed by Jackson, Wall, Martin, and Davids (1993) was adapted to measure work 

environment stressors in this study. Four areas of job demand and control were included 

in the present study: timing control (control over scheduling of work completion; two 

items), method control (control over the method of work completion; three items), 

monitoring demand (passive monitoring of employees; three items), and problem-solving 

demand (amount of problem-solving it takes to complete job tasks; two items).  These 

four areas capture the commonly reported sources of job stress within an organization.  

These items were measured by respondents answering questions on a five-point Likert-

type scale, utilizing the response alternatives not at all (1), just a little (2), a moderate 

amount (3), quite a lot (4), and a great deal (5) (Jackson et al., 1993).  The five items 

measuring control were summed to form an additive index of job control, and the five 

items measuring demand were summed to form an additive index of job demand.  High 

scores indicated high levels of job control and job demand.  The four subscales for this 

index had Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients ranging from .63 to .83.  
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 Organizational justice.  Perceptions of fairness in an organization have been 

linked to job stress.  The two dimensions of organizational justice, distributive and 

procedural, were measured by a scale developed by Qureshi, Klahm, Smith, Frank, 

Lambert, and Hogan (2013) for a survey of Indian police officers. “Prison” was changed 

to “probation department” in the survey items to accurately reflect the workplace setting 

in the current study. The 12 items in the scale were measured by respondents identifying 

a level of agreement to statements on a five-point Likert-type scale, with responses 

ranging from (1) very fair to (5) very unfair, and were summed to form a scale of 

organizational justice.  High scores indicate high levels of perceived distributive and 

procedural justice within the organization. The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

coefficient of .91.       

Job stress.  Job stress for this study was defined as the discomfort or tension that 

employees experience, psychologically, when they are exposed to potential stressors. The 

measure of job stress used in the present study came from the environmental and 

psychological approaches.  The measures were perceptual (e.g., individuals’ views of 

workplace problems, such as lack of resources) and self-reported (e.g., how much stress 

an individual feels).  As indicated in the literature review regarding the measurement of 

stress, adding biological markers (e.g., medical records, blood tests) as indicators of 

stress would be the ideal way to measure stress.  However, this would be very costly and 

time consuming (Cullen, Link, Wolf, and Frank, 1985).  Additionally, use of perceptual 

and self-report measures of stress is common throughout the job stress literature.    

 Job stress in this study was measured using a job stress scale composed of six items 

developed by Cullen, Link, Wolf, and Frank (1985). These six items were presented to 
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respondents in the form of statements requiring a level of agreement on a five-point 

Likert-type scale, with response choices of (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither 

agree or disagree, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree.  Responses were summed to form a 

scale of job stress.  High scores indicate high levels of perceived job stress.  The scale 

had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .84.       

Job stress consequences. 

 Job satisfaction.  Job satisfaction refers to how happy people are with their jobs.  

Job satisfaction was measured using six items adapted from the job satisfaction index 

(JSI) developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951).  These six items were presented to 

respondents in the form of statements requiring a level of agreement on a five-point 

Likert-type scale with responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) 

neither agree or disagree, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree.  High scores indicate high 

levels of job satisfaction.  The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .79.       

Organizational commitment.  Organizational commitment was measured using 

eight items adapted from the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) 

developed by Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982).  These eight items were in the form of 

statements requiring a level of agreement on a five-point Likert-type scale with responses 

ranging from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither agree or disagree, (4) agree, 

and (5) strongly agree.  High scores indicate high levels of organizational commitment.  

The index had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .73.       

 Turnover intent.  Turnover intent refers to the employees’ intentions to voluntary 

leave their current jobs.  Turnover intent was measured by using four questions utilized 
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by Lambert (2006) in his study on turnover intent among correctional staff.  These four 

items were summed together to form an index of turnover intent. Two of the questions 

required yes/no responses.  The other two questions required answers on a five-point 

Likert-type scale with responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) 

neither agree or disagree, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree.  High scores indicate high 

levels of turnover intent.  The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .56.       

 Burnout.  Burnout was measured using the Total Exhaustion Index developed by 

Gernstein, Topp, and Correll (1987) in their study of burnout among correctional 

personnel.  Four questions required answers on a five-point Likert-type scale with 

responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither agree or disagree, 

(4) agree, and (5) strongly agree.  One question required a yes/no response.  The 

remaining 13 measures of total exhaustion required respondents to mark the strength of 

their feeling between two adjectives describing the way they feel about their job 

(semantic differential).  The online survey method used, SurveyMonkey, does not have a 

built-in sematic differential format; therefore, it became difficult to collect responses on 

the semantic differential measures of total exhaustion.  In the final analysis, only the four 

Likert-type statements were used for the measure of burnout.  These four items were 

summed together to form an additive index.  High scores indicate high levels of burnout. 

The index had a Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .82.       

Moderating variables.  Two theoretical perspectives underlying this study, 

outlined in the literature review, support the inclusion of moderating variables.  First, The 

Job Demands-Control-Support (JDCS) model developed by Johnson and Hall (1988), 

indicates that perceived social support may moderate the relationship between job 
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demands, job control, and strain (Brough & Williams, 2007).  Second, in their 

organizational stress theory, Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) indicate that there may be 

individual differences and coping mechanisms that act as moderators for the relationships 

between stressors, job stress, and negative outcomes.  

Demographic variables.  While not widely considered in the job stress literature 

on criminal justice occupations, there are some studies that have suggested that certain 

demographic variables may moderate the relationship between job stress and stress-

related outcomes. Age, gender, race, ethnicity, education, marital status, and tenure were 

included in this study as moderating variables on the relationship between job stress and 

organizational commitment, turnover intent, job satisfaction, and burnout.   

Age was measured on an ordinal scale, with the choices of 20-30, 31-40, 41-50, 

51-60, and 61+.  The starting age was 20 because juvenile probation officers are required 

to have a Bachelor’s degree, which is generally obtained around the age of 20 or older.  

In the current study, 16% of the sample were ages 20-30, 30% were ages 31-40, 31% 

were ages 41-50, and 3% were ages 61 and older.  Gender was measured as a 

dichotomous variable.  Gender was coded as 0=female and 1=male.  In the current study, 

38% of the respondents were male, and 62% were female. 

Race was measured in the survey to include the 14 categories included in the U.S. 

Census, adding a fifteenth choice for “some other race.” According to Bradburn, Sudman, 

and Wansink (2004), these are common categories used by non-government researchers.    

Because of the lack of responses in most of the 14 categories, categories were collapsed 

into three categories, coded as 0=White, 1=Black, and 2=Other.  The respondents in the 
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current study were 81% White, 12% Black, and 5% other.  Ethnicity was also measured, 

by asking respondents about their Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin, including sub-

categories of Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban, and other.  

Because of the few responses in the sub-categories, these categories were collapsed and 

coded into 0=No and 1=Yes.  Thirty-two percent of the respondents in the current study 

were of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin. 

Education was measured including the same categories as used in the U.S. 

Census. The state of Texas requires all certified juvenile probation officers to have, at a 

minimum, a Bachelor’s degree, with preference given to those who have additional 

education beyond the minimum requirement.  Education was coded as 0=Bachelor’s 

degree, 1=Master’s degree, 2=Professional degree, and 3=Doctorate.  Seventy-eight 

percent of the respondents in this study had a Bachelor’s degree, and 21% had Master’s 

degrees.  Only one respondent reported having a PhD.     

Tenure was measured as a continuous variable, recorded as the number of years 

the officer has been employed in his or her current agency.  The mean number of years 

reported was 11.7, with a range of zero (presumably new employees who have not been 

employed for at least a year) to 37 years. 

 Social support. Social support was measured using 12 items adapted from the 

four social support scales (supervisory, peer, family, and community) developed by 

Cullen, Link, Wolfe, and Frank (1985) in their study of correctional officers and stress.  

All four types of support were measured in the form of statements requiring a level of 

agreement on a five-point Likert-type scale.  There were three statements for each type of 
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support.  The 12 items were summed to form an additive index.  High scores indicate 

high levels of social support.  The four subscales for this index had Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability coefficients ranging from .65 to .81.  The overall index had a Chronbach’s 

alpha of .83.        

 Jurisdiction size.  Jurisdiction size was included in this study to determine if there 

are any differences in stressors, levels of job stress, and outcomes for those officers who 

work in rural, suburban, and rural jurisdictions. Counties in the United States are 

generally classified as: urban, suburban (metropolitan) and rural.  The U.S. Census 

Bureau (2000) classifies what is “rural” by first classifying what is “urban.”  “Urban” 

areas are classified by population density: 1,000 people per square mile in core census 

blocks or 500 people per square mile in surrounding census blocks that, along with 

adjacent census blocks, include at least 50,000 people.  Urban clusters (metropolitan 

areas) are similar, but the overall population is between 25,000 and 50,000.  Everything 

else (below 25,000) is considered “rural.” It should be noted that the category of “urban” 

includes counties with relatively small populations (50,000) and very large counties with 

populations of over 1 million.  This makes the category of “urban,” as designated by the 

U.S. Census Bureau, somewhat broad. 

 For the purposes of this study, county size was defined as: urban (population of 

50,000 or more), suburban (population of 25,000 to 50,000), and rural (population of 

25,000 or less).  A fourth category, “large urban,” was added to distinguish the larger 

counties from the smaller ones in the “urban” category. Large urban counties were those 

with populations of 500,000 or more.   
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 Jurisdiction size was measured by first creating clusters of counties in Texas 

based on the above designations.  Respondents were asked to choose the cluster that 

included the name of the county in which they worked.  By measuring jurisdiction size in 

this manner, no respondent is identifiable based on the county in which they work, 

ensuring anonymity.  It would be more direct to ask a respondent to simply state what 

county he or she worked in.  However, many of the counties are rural with only one or 

two officers.  Therefore, a respondent might be less likely to return a completed survey 

for fear of being identified with his or her responses.  Of the 288 respondents that 

indicated an answer for jurisdiction size, 15% were from rural counties, 11% were from 

suburban counties, 38% were from urban counties, and 36% were from large urban 

counties.       

 Organizational roles.   Juvenile probation officers may assume specialized roles 

in a probation department.  Some officers have specialized caseloads.  This was measured 

by asking the question, “Do you supervise a specialized caseload?  If yes, please indicate 

what type of specialized caseload you supervise in the space provided below.”  Officers 

in counties that operate juvenile detention facilities may be dual-certified as juvenile 

supervision officers as well.  This was measured by asking the question, “Are you 

certified as a juvenile supervision officer?”  Almost half (45%) of the respondents 

reported dual certification as both juvenile supervision officers and juvenile probation 

officers.  

Chief juvenile probation officers are also certified JPOs, and they also often 

supervise a juvenile caseload in addition to administrative duties.  In addition, in some 

agencies there are hierarchies of administration; there may be assistant chiefs or others 
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who supervise other JPOs.  This was measured by asking, “Do you supervise other 

juvenile probation officers?”  Over half of the respondents (58%) reported no supervision 

of other officers.   

Caseload size was measured by asking the question, “What is your current 

caseload size?”  The mean caseload size was 14.5 offenders; the range was zero to 85.   

There are other, varied roles that officers may assume in a probation office.  

Therefore, it is pertinent to ask respondents about any other duties they may perform or 

any other specialized functions they may have within a probation office.  This was 

measured by the open-ended question, “Do you have any other roles or duties within the 

probation agency beyond caseload supervision?  If yes, please write them in the space 

provided.”  The majority of officers (68%) reported having other roles in the organization 

beyond caseload supervision. 

Plan for Analysis 

 Analysis for this study utilized data from a self-report survey to test the research 

hypotheses.  Data were collected from returned surveys and entered into SPSS.  

Descriptive analysis of the variables in the study are reported in table format and a 

correlation matrix was created to identify what relationships exist between the variables 

included in the study.  These tables are found in Chapter 4.   

 The indices used in this study were adapted or directly drawn from previous 

research.  Reliability scores were calculated to identify the reliability of the indices used 

in this study (scores are reported in the description of each measure in the section above 

and can be found in Table 2).  According to current convention, the Chronbach’s alpha 

reliability coefficient should be .7 or above (DeVellis, 2012).  Seven of the eight indices 
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included in the current study are above .7.  The one scale that had a reliability coefficient 

less than .7, turnover (α=.56 ) only included four items.  For scales with less than 10 

items, it is sometimes difficult to get an acceptable Chronbach alpha value (Pallant, 

2013). 

 Regression analysis was used to examine the impact of work environment 

stressors and job stress on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, burnout, and 

turnover intent.  Multiple regression is used when there is more than one predictor 

(independent) variable.  In the present study, both work environment stressors and high 

levels of job stress were hypothesized to cause a decrease in job satisfaction, job 

involvement, and organizational commitment, and an increase in burnout and turnover 

intent.   

Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression was used to examine the relationships 

between the moderating variables and the relationship between job stress and stress-

related outcomes.  OLS regression allows the researcher to isolate the relationship 

between one independent variable and the dependent variable by controlling for the 

confounding effects of other independent variables (Lambert, Hogan, Paoline, & Clarke, 

2005).  Possible issues with collinearity and multicollinearity were evaluated by 

identifying whether the independent variables were highly correlated in the correlation 

matrix and by calculating the variation inflation factor (VIF) statistic.        

 An interaction variable was created for each moderating variable indicated as 

having significant effects on job stress. Interaction variables were created by multiplying 

the total job stress score by the total score for each moderating variable (ex: job stress x 

social support).  These interaction variables were included in the statistical analysis to test 
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the hypotheses specifically addressing the moderating variables’ impact (if any) on the 

relationship between job stress and potential negative outcomes.  

 In the next chapter, descriptive statistics for the sample and indexes used in this 

study are provided, and descriptive statistics and explanations for each measure in the 

indexes are also be provided.  Findings from correlation and regression analyses are 

explained, and an examination of the research questions and hypotheses described in 

Chapter 4 will be provided, with explanations of hypotheses that were or were not 

supported by the data in this study. 
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IV. FINDINGS 
 

 Chapter 4 describes the analyses and findings of this study.  First, descriptive 

statistics of the sample and research variables are provided.  Next, a correlation matrix is 

presented and correlations between variables are explored.  Finally, the results of the 

testing of each hypothesis will be presented.  

Descriptive Statistics  

Data for this study came from a non-probability online survey of juvenile 

probation officers (JPOs) in Texas.  The survey was distributed to chief JPOs who were 

asked to (1) complete the survey, and (2) to disseminate the survey to the officers in their 

department.  While it is unknown how many people accessed the survey but did not 

consent to participate, 318 officers agreed to the consent form incorporated into the 

survey.  Twenty-seven cases were deleted for lack of responses on all but demographic 

questions.  The final number of surveys utilized for analysis was 291 (n=291).  Assuming 

the number of certified JPOs is 2,669 (discussed in the previous chapter), this number 

represents approximately 9% of the overall juvenile probation officer population for the 

state.  During analysis, pairwise deletion was used to address missing data.  This method 

was used to exclude only cases that were missing information required for specific 

regression models; missing data for variables not included in the analysis did not exclude 

a respondent’s information from analysis (Pallant, 2013).      

Description of Sample 

 The survey consisted of 39 questions.  The first question asked respondents to 

agree with the terms and conditions of the survey.  The first part of the survey asked 

questions related to demographic and background information, such as age, gender, race, 
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ethnicity, education, supervisory status, jurisdiction size, and tenure.  A review of studies 

of other criminal justice occupations indicates that these variables are potential 

moderators in the relationship between stress and stress-related outcomes.  Thus, they 

were included in the current study with a new study population.  Descriptive statistics for 

demographic and background characteristics are presented in Table 1. 

Descriptions of Indices 

Nine indexes were used in this study: job demands, job control, organizational 

justice, burnout, organizational commitment, social support, job satisfaction, job stress, 

and turnover.  These indexes have all been used in previous studies.  Descriptive statistics 

for each index are provided in Table 2, and percentage breakdowns are reported in 

subsequent tables. 

The majority of the respondents were female (62%), white (83%) and non-

Hispanic (68%). The majority of respondents were ages 31-50 (61%) and were from 

urban and large urban jurisdictions (74% combined). Having a Bachelor’s degree is 

required for the occupation of juvenile probation officer; 21% of the respondents 

reporting having acquired a Master’s degree.  Only one respondent reported having a 

PhD.  Tenure, measured in the number of years a respondent had been employed with the 

current agency, ranged from zero (indicating employment less than one year) to 37 years, 

with an average of 11.7 years.  It is important to note that there is no available data to 

compare the demographics of this sample to juvenile probation officers in the state of 

Texas or in the United States.   
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Table 1. Demographics and Background Characteristics 

Categorical Variables Valid % N 
Gender 
 
Total 
 

Male  
Female 
 

38.3%  
61.7%  

111 
179 
290 
 

Education 
 
 
 
Total 

Bachelor’s 
Master’s 
Professional 
PhD 
 

77.9%  
20.7% 
 1.0% 
   .3%  

226 
60 
3 
1 
260 
 

Age 
 
 
 
 
Total 

20-30 
31-40 
41-50 
51-60 
61+ 
 

15.5%  
29.9%  
31.3%  
20.6%  
  2.7%  

45 
87 
91 
60 
8 
291 
 

Race 
 
 
Total 

White 
Black 
Other 
 

82.6% 
12.2%  
  5.2%  

237 
35 
15 
287 
 

Ethnicity 
 
Total 

Hispanic 
Non-Hispanic 
 

32% 
68% 

 93 
198 
291 
 

Supervisor 
 
Total 

No 
Yes 

58.5% 
41.5% 

168 
119 
287 
 

Jurisdiction Size 
 
 
 
Total 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 
Large urban 

14.9%  
11.1%  
38.2%  
35.8%  

43 
32 
110 
103 
288 

Continuous Variables 
Tenure 
 
 

 Mean=11.70  
SD=8.66  
Median= 9.5  
Min=0 
Max=37 
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Table 2. Description of Indices 

Variable Mean SD Median Minimum Maximum 
Job Demands  17.27 3.83 16.5 5 25 
Job Control 19.77 3.40 19.5 5 25 
Organizational Justice 29.76 11.96 30.5 0 48 
Burnout 75.19 12.36 76.5 38 98 
Organizational Commitment 21.61 4.51 21.5 9 29 
Social Support 33.53 8.48 33.5 12 48 
Job Satisfaction 18.02 4.69 18.5 3 24 
Job Stress 15.25 4.41 15.0 6 24 
Turnover 3.63 1.94 2.5 0 10 

 

Job demands and control.  Question 17 included two indexes measuring job 

demands and job control. As indicated in Chapter 3, two areas of job demand (monitoring 

demand and problem-solving demand) and two areas of job control (timing control and 

method control) were included as work environment stressors in the present study.  Items 

reflecting job demands were summed to form an index of job demands.  Items reflecting 

job control were summed to form an index of job control. Higher scores on the job 

demands index were reflective of officers indicating higher job demands.  Higher scores 

on the job control index were reflective of officers indicating more control in the way 

they perform their jobs.  The descriptive statistics for job demands and job control can be 

found in Table 2, and percentage breakdowns are provided in Table 3.  For the overall job 

demand index, 45% of officers reported quite a lot of job demands.  For the overall job 

control index, 58.9% of officers reported a great deal of job control. 

Juvenile probation officers in this sample reported high levels of control in how they 

do their jobs, regarding both timing and method.  The ability to decide on the order of 

completing tasks, deciding how to get their jobs done, and setting their own pace of work 

were scored high by the majority of respondents.  Over half of the respondents indicated 
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they have high degrees of control over choosing and varying the methods they use to 

complete work.   

Answers to monitoring demand questions were mixed.  Over half of the respondents 

indicated that they have to react quickly to prevent problems arising quite a lot or a great 

deal, and the majority of officers have to keep track of more than one process at once.  

However, almost half of the respondents reported not having to concentrate much or just 

a little to watch for things going wrong. Regarding problem-solving demand, there was 

no clear pattern of responses regarding having to solve problems that have no obvious 

correct answer.  When asked if they come across problems in their jobs they have not met 

before, the majority of officers reported just a little or a moderate amount, which 

indicates that problems for most officers are solved in a fairly routine manner. 

Organizational justice.  Question 18 included an index measuring organizational 

justice. Responses were summed to form an index of organizational justice. Higher scores 

were reflective of officers perceiving higher levels of organizational justice.  The 

descriptive statistics for organizational justice can be found in Table 2, and percentage 

breakdowns can be found in Table 4.  For the overall index, 78.7% of respondents 

reported that their organizations were fair or very fair and 5.9% of respondents reported 

that their organization was unfair (15.4% answered neutrally). 
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Table 3. Description of Job Demands and Job Control Index Items, n=282 

 Not at 
All 

Just a 
Little 

A 
Moderate 
Amount 

Quite a 
Lot 

A 
Great 
Deal 

Timing Control      
Do you decide on the order in which you do 
things? 

2.1% 3.8% 16.2% 36.6% 41.4% 

Do you set your own pace of work? 1.7% 6.9% 20.3% 34.5% 36.6% 
Method Control      

Can you choose the methods to use in 
carrying out your work? 

2.1% 9.7% 24.8% 33.4% 30.0% 

Can you vary how you do your work? 2.8% 11.4% 27.3% 31.1% 27.3% 
Can you decide how to go about getting  
your job done? 

.7% 4.5% 15.1% 33.7% 46% 

Monitoring Demand      
Do you have to react quickly to prevent 
problems arising? 

2.4% 13.4% 27.1% 31.3% 25.8% 

Do you have to concentrate all the time to 
watch for things going wrong? 

10.4% 33% 27.1% 16% 13.5% 

Do you have to keep track of more than one 
process at once?   

1% 1.7% 15.2% 29.8% 52.2% 

Problem Solving Demand      
Do you have to solve problems that have no 
obvious correct answer? 

4.8% 22.4% 23.1% 27.9% 21.7% 

Do you come across problems in your  
job you have not met before?   

2.4% 34% 33.3% 17.9% 12.4% 

 

The majority of officers in this sample regarded their probation departments as 

fair or very fair in rewarding them for their responsibilities and the work they have done 

well.  When considering the amount of training and education they have, the amount of 

effort they put forth, and the stresses and strains of their jobs, over half of the respondents 

regarded their departments as being fair or very fair.  Promotion processes were regarded 

as fair or very fair by almost half of the respondents.  Processes of job performance 

evaluation were regarded as fair or very fair by the majority of officers. 
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Table 4. Description of Organizational Justice Index Items, n=272 

 Very 
Unfair 

Unfair    Neither 
Fair or 
Unfair 

Fair Very 
Fair 

How fair has the probation department been in 
rewarding you when you consider the amount of 
effort that you have put forth? 

6.1% 14.4% 20.9% 37.2% 21.3% 

How fair has the probation department been to you 
when you consider the responsibilities that you have 
at work? 

3.6% 10.5% 12.7% 45.3% 27.9% 

How fair has the probation department been in 
rewarding you when you take into account the 
stresses and strains of your job? 

5.8% 15.9% 23.5% 32.9% 22.0% 

How fair has the probation department been in 
rewarding you when you take into account the 
amount of education and training you have? 

6.5% 12.7% 24.3% 34.4% 22.1% 

How fair has the probation department been in 
rewarding you when you consider the work you have 
done well? 

5.1% 13.0% 20.7% 39.5% 21.7% 

How fair is the promotion process at the probation 
department? 

9.4% 10.1% 30.8% 29.7% 19.9% 

How fair is the process of the evaluation of your job 
performance at the probation department? 

5.4% 5.4% 19.6% 40.9% 28.6% 

How fair of an opportunity do you have for input into 
organizational decision-making at the probation 
department? 

5.4% 9.8% 15.2% 40.6% 29.0% 

How fair is the appeal process for decisions you feel 
are unjust at the probation department? 

4.0% 7.2% 27.9% 38.0% 22.8% 

How fair is the probation department in explaining 
decisions that have a significant effect on you? 

4.3% 8.7% 14.8% 43.0% 29.2% 

How fair is the probation department in treating you 
with respect and dignity? 

3.2% 5.1% 10.1% 35.7% 45.8% 

How fair is the probation department overall in how 
it treats employees? 

4.3% 6.9% 12.6% 35.7% 40.4% 

 

The majority of officers felt their departments were fair or very fair in allowing 

for input into organizational decision-making and explaining decisions that have a 

significant effect on them.  Most officers felt their departments treated them with respect 
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and dignity and that their departments were overall fair or very fair in how employees are 

treated.  Appeals processes for decisions they felt were unjust were viewed as fair or very 

fair by almost half of the officers. 

Job stress.  Question 19 included an index measuring job stress. Individual items 

in the index were summed to form an index of job stress.  Higher scores were reflective 

of officers perceiving higher levels of stress.  The descriptive statistics for job stress can 

be found in Table 2 and percentage breakdowns can be found in Table 5.  For the overall 

index, 21.4% indicated low levels of stress and 33.9% indicated high levels of stress 

(44.7% answered neutrally). 

Over half (50.7%) of the juvenile probation officers in this study disagreed and 

15.4% strongly disagreed that they are usually calm and at ease when working.  Half of 

the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that they often feel tense or uptight when 

they are at work. One-third indicated that they usually feel they are under a lot of 

pressure at work.  Officers were divided in their responses that there are a lot of aspects 

about their jobs that can make them pretty upset about things (42.6% disagreed or 

strongly disagreed; 31.4% agreed or strongly agreed).  Forty-four percent of officers 

disagreed or strongly disagreed that a lot of times their jobs make them angry or 

frustrated; 33.6% agreed or strongly agreed.   Officers responses to the statement that 

they do not feel they have much to worry about when at work were conflicting; 32.9% 

disagreed or strongly disagreed, while 39.5% agreed or strongly agreed. 

 



 

82 
 

Table 5. Description of Job Stress Index Items, n=271 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree    Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
 

Agree 
 

Strongly 
Agree 
 

When I am at work, I often feel tense or 
uptight. 

12% 39.8% 21.9% 22.3% 4.0% 
 

A lot of times, my job makes me very 
frustrated or angry. 

13.2% 30.8% 22.3% 28.6% 5.1% 

Most of the time when I am at work, I 
don’t feel that I have much to worry 
about (reverse coded). 

5.5% 27.4% 27.7% 31.8% 7.7% 

I am usually calm and at ease when I am 
working (reverse coded). 

15.4% 50.7% 19.5% 12.9% 1.5% 

I usually feel that I am under a lot of 
pressure when I am at work. 

8.8% 27.7% 25.2% 30.7% 7.7% 

There are a lot of aspects about my job 
that can make me pretty upset about 
things. 

10.9% 31.8% 25.9% 25.2% 6.2% 

 

Job satisfaction.  Question 37 included an index measuring job satisfaction.  Job 

satisfaction refers to how happy people are with their jobs.  The responses for the 

individual items were summed to form an index of job satisfaction.  Higher scores were 

reflective of officers reporting higher levels of job satisfaction.  The descriptive statistics 

for job satisfaction can be found in Table 2, and percentage breakdowns can be found in 

Table 6.  For the overall index, the majority (89.4%) of respondents reported high or very 

high levels of job satisfaction.    

Officers in this sample for the most part reported being satisfied or very satisfied 

with their jobs on all job satisfaction questions.  It is important to note that 57% of 

respondents strongly disagreed with the statement about disliking their work.  On all 
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other questions, the majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with positive 

statements about their work.    

Table 6. Description of Job Satisfaction Index Items, n=265 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree    Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

My job is usually interesting enough to keep 
me from getting bored.  

1.5% 4.1% 12.0% 54.1% 28.2% 

I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job. 1.5% 6.8% 14.3% 48.5% 28.9% 

I definitely dislike my work (reverse coded).  57.1% 28.6% 12.8% .8% .8% 

Most days I am enthusiastic about my job. 1.9% 6.4% 16.2% 53.4% 22.2% 

I like my job better than the average worker 
does 

.8% 4.5% 24.4% 45.5% 24.8% 

I find real enjoyment in my work. .8% 4.9% 16.2% 51.1% 27.1% 

  

Organizational commitment.  Question 38 included an index measuring 

organizational commitment.  Individual scores were summed to form an index of 

organizational commitment.  Higher scores were reflective of officers feeling higher 

levels of organizational commitment.  The descriptive statistics for organizational 

commitment can be found in Table 2, and percentage breakdowns can be found in Table 

7.  For the overall index, 1.9% reported low levels of organizational commitment and 

79.5% of respondents reported having high or very high levels of organizational 

commitment (18.6% answered neutrally). 

Overall, juvenile probation officers in this sample reported high levels of 

organizational commitment.  They agreed to be willing to put in more effort than 

normally expected and reported that their values and those of their organizations were 

very similar.  However, there was evidence, too, of weak organizational commitment; 
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over half of the officers agree or strongly agreed that they often find it difficult to agree 

with their organization’s policies on important matters relating to its employees.  

  
Table 7. Description of Organizational Commitment Index Items, n=258 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree    Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort 
beyond that normally expected in order to 
help this organization be successful. 

2.3% 1.5% 10.7% 47.1% 38.3% 

I feel very little loyalty to this organization 
(reverse coded). 

9.9% 13.7% 9.5% 27.5% 39.3% 

I would accept almost any type of job 
assignment in order to keep working for this 
organization. 

10.0% 23.5% 26.9% 26.9% 12.7% 

I find that my values and the organization’s 
values are very similar. 

3.5% 8.1% 16.2% 46.9% 25.4% 

I could just as well be working for a different 
organization as long as the type of work was 
similar (reverse coded). 

3.4% 23.8% 29.5% 28.7% 14.6% 

It would take very little change in 
my present circumstances to cause 
me to leave this organization 
(reverse coded).  

5.0% 13.1% 18.5% 33.1% 30.4% 

Often, I find it difficult to agree 
with this organization’s policies on 
important matters relating to its’ 
employees (reverse coded). 

7.3% 13.8% 17.7% 35.4% 25.8% 

For me this is the best of all 
possible organizations for which to 
work. 

3.8% 10.7% 27.2% 33.7% 24.5% 

 
 

Turnover intent.  Questions 21, 22, and two parts of question 23 included an 

index measuring turnover intent. The items in these questions were summed to form an 

index of turnover intent. Higher scores were reflective of officers reporting higher levels 

of turnover intent.  The descriptive statistics for organizational commitment can be found 

in Table 2, and the percentage breakdowns can be found in Table 8.  For the overall 
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index, only 12.3% of respondents reported having high or very high levels of turnover 

intent. 

Table 8. Description of Turnover Intent Index Items, n=269 

 No Yes       
Do you desire to voluntarily leave/quit 
your job? 

81% 19%    

In the last 6 months, have you thought 
about quitting your current job? 

67.2% 32.8%    

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 
or Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

How likely is it that you will be at this 
job in a year from now? 

4.4% 5.6% 7.0% 31.5% 51.5% 

How actively have you searched for a 
job with outer employers in the last 
year? 

48.8% 24.3% 7.4% 13.6% 6.3% 

 

When asked if they desire to voluntarily leave/quit their jobs, 81% of respondents 

answered “no.”  This indicates that the majority of officers intended to stay in their 

current positions.  When asked if, in the last six months, they had thought about quitting 

their current jobs, the majority of officers answered “no.”  The majority of officers agreed 

or strongly agreed that it is likely they will be at their job in a year from the time they 

answered the question.  This indicates very little intent to leave.  Officers, when asked if 

they had actively searched for a job with outer employers in the last year, mostly 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

Burnout. Question 23 of the survey included an index measuring burnout.  In 

addition, one question requires a yes/no response: Do you find some aspects of your job 

more satisfying, fulfilling, and enjoyable than other parts?  This question had no 

variability in responses, and was thus removed from final analyses.  Higher scores were 
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reflective of officers reporting higher levels of burnout.  The descriptive statistics for 

burnout can be found in Table 2, and the percentage breakdowns can be found in Table 9.  

For the overall index, almost half of the respondents (48.3%) answered neutrally.  Of the 

remaining respondents, 26% reported low feelings of burnout and 25.7% reported high 

feelings of burnout. 

Table 9. Description of Burnout Index Items, n=269 

 Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree    

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Working at the probation department is 
sometimes so depressing that it’s hard to 
do a good job. 
 

33.8% 35.7% 18.8% 9.6% 2.2% 

I often leave work tired. 
 

5.9% 15.2% 20.4% 46.3% 12.2% 

Usually when I leave work for the rest of 
the day and evening I remain tired. 
 

9.3% 30.7% 26.7% 25.2% 8.1% 

Sometimes I seem to be just going from 
paycheck to paycheck with no real 
feelings about my job and what happens 
here 

32.7% 36.8% 13.6% 12.9% 4.0% 

 

 The majority of officers disagreed or strongly disagreed that their jobs were so 

depressing that it was hard for them to do a good job.  Over half of the officers indicated 

that they often leave work tired. and a third of officers agreed that they remain tired for 

the rest of the day and evening.  Two-thirds of the officers in this study disagreed or 

strongly disagreed with the statement that they are just going from paycheck to paycheck 

and had no real feelings about their jobs.  As indicated in the previous chapter, the items 

measuring the total exhaustion dimension of burnout were not included in the final 

analysis; therefore, the measure of burnout is incomplete and any results regarding 

burnout are also incomplete. 
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Social support. Question 39 included an index measuring social support. The 12 

items in the index were summed to form an index of social support. Higher scores were 

reflective of officers reporting higher levels of social support.  The descriptive statistics 

for social support can be found in Table 2, and the percentage breakdowns can be found 

in Table 10.  For the overall index, the majority of respondents reported high or very high 

levels of social support (88.8% combined). 

Regarding overall supervisor support, the majority of officers indicated high or 

very high levels of supervisor support. When looking at the individual supervisor support 

statements, the majority of officers reported being encouraged to do the job in a way they 

would be proud of and that their supervisors often encourage people if they do their jobs 

well.  Supervisors, in this sample, were not viewed as blaming others when things go 

wrong in their departments.  Officers, while generally acknowledging peer support, 

reported less peer support than supervisor support.  In general, over half of officers 

agreed or strongly agreed that they had the support of their peers.  When looking at the 

individual items, over a quarter of officers agreed that officers complimented each other 

for good work, and in general officers did not feel like their peers blamed each other 

when things went wrong.  Half of officers indicated that their fellow officers encourage 

each other to do their jobs well. 

Regarding overall family support, the majority of officers reported high or very 

high levels of support from their families.  This same high level of support is found in all 

three of the individual items measuring family support: officers reported that they can 

talk to their families about work-related problems, that their families understand how 

tough their jobs can be, and that they can turn to their families when their jobs get them 
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down.  High or very high levels of community support was also indicated by the majority 

of officers in the study.  Most officers indicated that they have close friends with whom 

they get together often, and half reported that they have a close friend nearby that they 

can confide in.  Most officers also reported that they had friends outside of work to whom 

they could turn when things go wrong. 

Summary of Descriptions 

 Overall, juvenile probation officers in this study indicated high levels of control 

over how they conduct their jobs, and that this control exceeded the demands that are 

placed upon them.  The majority of probation officers also reported that their 

organizations are fair and only 33.9% reported high levels of job stress.  Job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment levels were high for the majority of officers participating 

in the study, and most respondents indicated that they plan on staying in their current 

positions.   Regarding burnout, 48.3% of respondents answered neutrally; of those that 

indicated a level of burnout, the responses were almost equally divided between low and 

high levels.  Almost 90% of officers reported high or very high levels of social support.  

Support from supervisors was higher than support from peers in the workplace.  Both 

family and community support levels were reported as high or very high. 
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Table 10. Description of Social Support Index Items, n=251 

 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree    Neither 

Agree or 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Supervisory Support      
My supervisors often encourage us 
to do the job in a way that we 
would be really proud of. 

5.1% 7.5% 15.4% 42.9% 29.1% 

My supervisors often encourage the 
people I work with if they do their 
job well. 

5.9% 9.4% 16.5% 42.5% 25.6% 

My supervisors often blame others 
when things go wrong, which are 
possibly not the fault of those 
blamed (reverse coded). 

5.9% 13.4% 19.3% 34.6% 26.8% 

Peer Support      
My fellow officers often 
compliment someone who has done 
his/her job well. 

4.0% 17.8% 21.7% 39.9% 16.6% 

My fellow officers often blame 
each other when things go wrong 
(reverse coded). 

5.9% 17.4% 24.1% 32.0% 20.6% 

My fellow officers often encourage 
each other to do the job in a way 
that we would be really proud of 
(reverse coded). 

2.0% 11.9% 29.2% 39.1% 17.8% 

Family Support      
I have people in my family that I 
can talk to about the problems I 
have at work. 

5.9% 5.5% 12.6% 47.0% 28.9% 

No one in my family can really 
understand how tough my job can 
be (reverse coded). 

7.9% 19.7% 16.9% 31.5% 24.0% 

When my job gets me down, I 
always know that I can turn to my 
family and get the support I need to 
feel better. 

2.8% 5.9% 15.0% 41.3% 35.0% 

Community Support      
Not counting people that I work 
with, I have close friends that I can 
get together with pretty often. 

4.0% 11.5% 10.3% 47.8% 26.5% 

I have a friend that lives nearby that 
I can confide in and tell all my 
problems to. 

4.7% 17.4% 17.4% 35.2% 25.3% 

Not counting my fellow employees, 
I have friends that will help me out 
when things are going wrong. 

3.2% 8.7% 9.1% 47.4% 31.6% 
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Correlations 

 Table 11 presents the Spearman’s Rank Order (rho) correlations among the 

variables.  Spearman’s rho was used instead of Pearson product-moment correlations 

because of the large number of ordinal level variables included in the study; Pearson r is 

designed for interval level variables (Pallant, 2013).  The variables of gender, race, 

ethnicity, and supervisor status were not included in the correlation matrix or descriptions 

because they are nominal-level variables.   

 Age.  Age had statistically significant correlations with tenure, jurisdiction size, 

job control, organizational justice, and turnover intent.  As age increased, tenure also 

increased (r=.65).  Older officers were more likely to be from smaller jurisdictions (r=-

.18).  Job control and organizational justice were positively associated with age; as age 

increased, so did job control (r=.15) and perceptions of organizational justice (.13).  

Finally, as age increased, turnover intent decreased (-.14).  

 Tenure.  In addition to age, tenure also had a statistically significant correlation 

with jurisdiction size.  Officers with longer tenure were more likely to be from smaller 

jurisdictions (r=-.14). 

 Jurisdiction size.  In addition to age and tenure, jurisdiction size also had 

statistically significant correlations with job control, organizational justice, burnout, and 

job satisfaction. A larger jurisdiction size was associated with decreased job control (r=-

.15), decreased perceptions of organizational justice (r=-.29), and decreased job 

satisfaction (r=-.15).  A larger jurisdiction size was associated with increased burnout. 
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 Job demands.  Job control, job stress, and burnout had statistically significant 

positive correlations with job demands.  As job demands increased, job control (r=.24), 

job stress (.27), and burnout (.15) also increased. 

 Job control.  In addition to jurisdiction size, age, and job demands, job control 

also had statistically significant correlations with organizational justice, job stress, 

burnout, organizational commitment, social support, job satisfaction, and turnover intent.  

As job control increased, so did perceptions of organizational justice (r=.38), 

organizational commitment (r=.25), social support (r=.29), and job satisfaction (r=.30).  

As job control increased, job stress (r=-.21), feelings of burnout (r=-.24), and turnover 

intent (r=-.23) decreased. 

 Organizational justice.  In additional to age, jurisdiction size, and job control, 

organizational justice also had statistically significant correlations with job stress, 

burnout, organizational commitment, social support, job satisfaction, and turnover intent.  

As perceptions of organizational justice increased, job stress (r=-.44), burnout (r=-.58), 

and turnover intent (r=-.54) decreased.  As perceptions of organizational justice 

increased, so did organizational commitment (r=.67), social support (r=.57), and job 

satisfaction (r=.65).   

 Job stress.  In addition to job demands, job control, and organizational justice, 

job stress also had statistically significant correlations with burnout, organizational 

commitment, social support, and job satisfaction.  As job stress increased, so did burnout 

(r=.63) and turnover intent (r=.29).  Decreases in organizational commitment (r=-.36), 

social support (r=-.43), and job satisfaction (r=-.41) were associated with increases in job 

stress. 
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 Burnout.  In addition to the associations with jurisdiction size, job demands, job 

control, organizational justice, and job stress, burnout also had statistically significant 

correlations with organizational commitment, social support, job satisfaction, and 

turnover.  As burnout increased, organizational commitment (r=-.56), social support (r=-

.39), and job satisfaction (r=-.59) decreased.  An increase in burnout was associated with 

increased turnover intent (r=-.13).   

 Organizational commitment.  As described earlier, organizational commitment 

is positively associated with job control and organizational justice, and negatively 

associated with jurisdiction size, job stress, and burnout.  In addition, organizational 

commitment had statistically significant correlations with social support, job satisfaction, 

and turnover. Increases in social support (r=.52) and job satisfaction (r=.70) were 

associated with increases in organizational commitment. As organizational commitment 

increased, turnover intent decreased (r=-.55). 

Social support.  As described above, social support had positive associations 

with job control, organizational justice, and organizational commitment, and negative 

associations with job stress and burnout.  Additional statistically significant correlations 

were found between social support and job satisfaction, and social support and turnover 

intent.  As social support increased, both job satisfaction (r=.44) and turnover intent (r=-

.42) decreased.   

Job satisfaction.  As described in the above paragraphs, job satisfaction had 

positive associations with job control, organizational justice, organizational commitment, 

and social support and negative associations with jurisdiction size, job stress, and 
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burnout.  In addition, job satisfaction had a statistically significant correlation with 

turnover intent.  As job satisfaction increased, turnover intent decreased (r=-.57). 

 



 

 

Table 11. Spearman’s Rho Correlations 

Variables 1. 2.  3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.  9. 10. 11. 12. 

1. Age 1            

2. Tenure .65** 1           

3. Jurisdiction size -.18** -.14* 1          

4. Job demands -.01 -.03 -.02 1         

5. Job control  .15* .11 -.15* .24** 1        

6. Organizational justice .13* .07 -.29** .01 .38** 1       

7. Job stress .01 .03 .03 .27** -.21** -.44** 1      

8. Burnout -.03 -.01 .15* .15* -.24** -.58* .63** 1     

9. Organizational commitment .06 .06 .04 .04 .25** .67** -.36** -.56** 1    

10. Social support .08 .02 -.10 -.10 .29** .57** -.43** -.39** .52** 1   

11. Job satisfaction .09 .02 -.15* .10 .30** .65** -.41** -.59** .70** -.44** 1  

12. Turnover Intent -.14* -.06 .10 .03 -.23** -.54** .29** .42** -.55** -.42** -.57** 1 

See Table 1 for a description of the demographic variables.  See Chapter 3 for descriptions of the indexes.   
* p≤.05, **p≤.0

94 
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Multiple Regression 

Before any additional analyses were done with the index measures included in 

this study, normality of distribution for these measures was established.  Normality is a 

basic assumption for many statistical tests, including OLS regression analysis, which was 

used in this study.  There are some general rules of thumb for skewness and kurtosis. 

Skewness values greater than 3 are generally considered extreme and problematic, and 

kurtosis scores of 8 and above are generally considered extreme and problematic.  In 

reviewing the skewness and kurtosis values for the measures in this study, all measures 

were within normal tolerance ranges for normality. 

The bivariate associations presented in Table 11 and discussed above, while 

statistically significant, may not continue once the effects of other independent variables 

are introduced and controlled.  As indicated in Chapter 3, multivariate analyses were 

conducted.  Regression analysis “allows for the effects of a variable to be estimated while 

controlling for the shared effects with the other independent variables” (Paoline & 

Lambert, 2012, p. 191).  Regression analysis was used to examine the impact of work 

environment stressors and job stress on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

burnout, and turnover intent. In the present study, work environment stressors and high 

levels of job stress were hypothesized to cause a decrease in job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment, and an increase in burnout and turnover intent.  Additional 

regression analyses including interaction variables were also conducted to test the 

hypotheses regarding the moderating effects of certain variables.  These analyses are 

presented later in the chapter.    
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Four OLS regression equations were estimated with job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, turnover intent, and burnout as the dependent variables. The 

multiple regression results are presented in Table 12. Variation Inflation Factor (VIF) 

statistics were calculated for each coefficient (not presented).  In assessing these values, 

there appeared to be no issue with collinearity or multicollinearity. All of the VIF values 

were well below 10 which is a commonly used rule-of-thumb for extremely high 

intercorrelations (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).    Normality of each model was 

also assessed by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of the regression 

standardized residuals.  The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions, and all 

points on the P-P plots lie in reasonably straight diagonal lines from bottom left to top 

right, suggesting no major deviations from normality (Pallant, 2013). 

Table 12. OLS Models Explaining Stress-Related Outcomes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variables  Job Satisfaction Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover Intent Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
Femalea  -.12  -.88  -.37  -.06  
Higher Eda  .24  -.58  .35  .55  
Age  .24  -.75  -.16  -.23  
Hispanica  .86  -.56  .16  -.21  
Non-whitea  -.94  .40  -.16  -.25  
Tenure  -.03  .07  .01  .01  
Supervisora  -.30  -.71  -.03  .29  
Jurisdiction  .10  -.31  -.13  .09  
Job Demand  .15  .17  .07  .04  
Job Control  -.01  -.14  -.07  .03  
Org Justice  .08  .13*  -.03  -.02  
Job Stress  -.13  -.19  -.10*  .31*  
Social Support  -.01  .18*  -.01  .02  
Org Commitment  .37*    -.05  .06  
Turnover Intent  .57*  -.38    .26  
Burnout  -.22  .17  .11    
Job Satisfaction    .42*  -.09*  -.08  
          
R2  .53*  .58*  .33*  .32*  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
 



 

97 
 

Based on the R-squared statistic, 53% of the variance in job satisfaction was 

explained by the independent variables included in the model.  The only variables 

included in the model that had statistically significant relationships with job satisfaction 

were organizational commitment and turnover intent, which indicates that organizational 

commitment and turnover intent made significant unique contributions to the prediction 

of job satisfaction (Pallant, 2013).  The significant bivariate correlations between job 

satisfaction and jurisdiction size, job control, organizational justice, job stress, 

organizational commitment, and social support (depicted in Table 11) lost their 

significance when the effects of other variables were controlled for in the regression 

model.   

Based on the R-squared statistic, 58% of the variance in organizational 

commitment was explained by the independent variables included in the model.  The only 

variables included in the model that had statistically significant relationships with 

organizational commitment were social support and job satisfaction.  This indicates that 

these two variables made significant unique contributions to the prediction of 

organizational commitment.  The significant bivariate correlations between 

organizational commitment and jurisdiction size, job control, organizational justice, job 

stress, burnout, and turnover intent (depicted in Table 11) became non-significant when 

their effects were controlled in the regression model.   

Based on the R-squared statistic, 33% of the variance in turnover intent was 

explained by the independent variables included in the model.  Two variables, job stress 

and job satisfaction, had statistically significant relationships with turnover intent, 

indicating that job stress and job satisfaction made significant unique contributions to the 
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prediction of turnover intent.  The significant bivariate correlations between turnover 

intent job control, organizational justice, burnout, and organizational commitment 

(depicted in Table 11) became non-significant when their effects were controlled in the 

regression model.  Interestingly, turnover intent and job stress were not significantly 

correlated in the bivariate correlation analysis, but job stress became significant in the 

multiple regression analysis. 

Finally, based on the R-squared statistic, 32% of the variance in burnout was 

explained by the independent variables included in the model.  The only variable that had 

a statistically significant relationship with burnout was job stress, indicating that job 

stress made a significant unique contribution to the prediction of burnout.  It is important 

to note that these conclusions are made under the assumption that the independent 

variables are operating independently from one another.  

The regression models presented in Table 12 and discussed in the above 

paragraphs imply that the relationships between job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, turnover intent, and burnout are bi-directional.  For example, the models 

indicate that job satisfaction has a causal influence on turnover intent, and turnover intent 

also has a causal influence on job satisfaction.  Bi-directional relationships were not 

hypothesized in the study, so new regression equations were estimated with job 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover intent, and burnout as the dependent 

variables as before; however, these variables were not included as independent variables 

in the new equations.  These new OLS models are presented in Table 13.  Assessments 

for multicollinearity and normality were conducted; the results indicated no issues with 

collinearity or multicollinearity and no major deviations from normality.   
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Table 13. Revised OLS Models Explaining Stress-Related Outcomes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 In the new regression model, the R-squared value decreased for job satisfaction.  

In the revised model, not including the other dependent variables, 40% of the variance in 

job satisfaction was explained by the independent variables included in the model. Job 

demand, organizational justice, and job stress had statistically significant relationships 

with job satisfaction, indicating that these three variables made significant unique 

contributions to the prediction of job satisfaction.  

 As presented in Table 13, the R-squared value for organizational commitment 

decreased from .58 to .51 when the other dependent variables were removed from the 

regression model.  In the revised model, 51% of the variance in organizational 

commitment was explained by the independent variables included in the model.  Job 

demand, organizational justice, and social support had statistically significant 

Variables  Job Satisfaction Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover Intent Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
Femalea  .50  .28  -.48  -.39  
Higher Eda  -.57  -.76  .53  .97*  
Age  .15  -.35  -.32  .09  
Hispanica  .45  .50  .33  -.13  
Non-whitea  -.06  .33  .06  .16  
Tenure  -.01  .04  .00  .02  
Supervisora  .40  .70  -.07  -.91*  
Jurisdiction  .17  .02  -.25  -.02  
Job Demand  .15*  .17*  .02  .03  
Job Control  -.04  -.13  -.00  -.01  
Org Justice  .19*  .29*  -.10*  -.09*  
Job Stress  -.18*  -.09  .02  .35*  
Social Support  .03  .16*  -.05  -.00  
          
R2  .40*  .51*  .28*  .54*  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
R2=adjusted R2 
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relationships with organizational commitment, indicating that these variables made 

significant unique contributions to the prediction of organizational commitment.  

As presented in Table 13, the R-squared value for turnover intent decreased from 

.33 to .28 when the other dependent variables were removed from the model.  In the 

revised model, 28% of the variance in turnover intent was explained by the independent 

variables included in the model.  The only variable that had a statistically significant 

relationship with turnover intent was organizational justice, indicating that organizational 

justice made a significant unique contribution to the prediction of turnover intent.   

Regarding burnout, the R-squared value increased from .32 to .54 in the revised 

model excluding the other dependent variables.  In the revised model, 54% of the 

variance in burnout was explained by the independent variables included in the model.  

Education, supervisory status, organizational justice, and job stress had statistically 

significant relationships with burnout, indicating that these variables made significant 

unique contributions to the prediction of burnout. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research question 1.  What are the work environment stressors and levels of job 

stress experienced by juvenile probation officers?  This was an exploratory research 

question regarding the nature of work environment stressors and levels of job stress 

experienced by juvenile probation officers.  A description of the correlations between job 

stress, job demands, job control, and organizational justice follows, along with a 

regression analysis including job stress as the dependent variable to further explore the 

relationships among these variables. 



 

101 
 

Job demands and job control. Two work environment stressors included in this 

study were job demands and job control.  Recall from the previous chapter that job 

demands included two dimensions, monitoring and problem-solving, and job control 

included two dimensions, timing and method.  Percentage breakdowns for individual 

items included in this measure can be found in Table 3 in this chapter. The literature 

indicates that if job demands are high and job controls are low, employees are more likely 

to experience negative outcomes, such as increased burnout or reduced job satisfaction.  

In this study, almost half (45%) of the respondents reported quite a lot of job demands, 

and over half (58.9%) reported a great deal of control over how they complete their work. 

This positive relationship between job demands and job controls indicates that, for this 

sample, there is a balance between these two workplace stressors. 

Organizational justice.  The second work environment stressor included in this 

study was organizational justice. Organizational justice, according to Lambert (2003), 

refers to the perceptions of justice and fairness that help shape employee attitudes and 

behaviors, including the impact on organizational commitment and job satisfaction of 

workers.  Percentage breakdowns for individual items included in this measure can be 

found in Table 4 in this chapter. In this study, 63.3% of respondents indicated that their 

organizations were fair or very fair.  Overall, organizational justice does not appear to be 

a source of workplace stress for the majority of officers in this sample.    

Job stress.  In Chapter 2, job stress was defined as the discomfort or tension that 

employees experience, psychologically, when they are exposed to potential stressors.  

Percentage breakdowns for individual items included in this measure can be found in 

Table 5 in this chapter. While the literature indicates that individuals who do “people 
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work” often experience relatively high levels of stress, in this sample, 51.2% of 

respondents reported low levels of job stress.  

A regression analysis was conducted including job stress as the dependent 

variable to further explore the relationships among these variables.  Normality and 

multicollinearity were assessed for the regression model, and results fell with acceptable 

tolerances. The results of the regression analysis are depicted in Table 14.   

Table 14. OLS Model Explaining Job Stress 

Variables B 
Femalea .85 
Tenure -.02 
Higher Eda -1.70* 
Age .15 
Hispanica -.23 
Non-Whitea -.61 
Supervisora 1.05 
Jurisdiction Size -.18 
Job Demands  .23* 
Job Control -.09 
Organizational Justice -.06 
Social Support -.11* 
Job Satisfaction -.09 
Organizational Commitment .07 
Turnover Intent -.12 
Burnout .78* 

 
R2 .57* 
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
Dependent variable=job stress 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
 

 

 

All three of the workplace stressors (job demands, job control, and organizational 

justice) were found to have statistically significant relationships with job stress in the 

regression model including job stress as the dependent variable and including other 

variables, indicating that these variables made unique contributions to the prediction of 
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job stress when controlling for the other variables in the model.  The other variable in the 

model that made a unique contribution to the prediction of job stress was burnout. 

Research question 2.  What are the relationships between work environment 

stressors (job demands, job control, and organizational justice) and job stress? There were 

two hypotheses regarding the relationship between workplace stressors and job stress. 

Hypothesis 2.1.  If job demands are high and job control is low, job stress will 

increase.  Supported.  Job demand was higher than job control, thereby increasing 

job stress.   

 

Figure 1. Job Demands, Job Control, and Job Stress 

As indicated in the regression results in Table 13, the coefficient for job demands 

was .23.  This indicates that for every one-unit increase in job demands, job stress 

increased by .23 units, on average, and while controlling for other variables in the model.  

The coefficient for job control was -.09.  This indicates that for every one-unit increase in 

job control, job stress decreased by .09 units, on average, and while controlling for other 

variables in the model.  In this sample, job demands had a stronger effect on job stress 

than job control.  In addition, the relationship between job stress and job demands was 

statistically significant.   
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Hypothesis 2.2.  There is a negative relationship between perceived 

organizational justice and job stress.  Supported.  As perceptions of organizational 

justice increased, job stress decreased.  

 

Figure 2. Organizational Justice and Job Stress 

Referring to the regression results in Table 14, the coefficient for organizational 

justice was -.07.  This indicates that as perceptions of organizational justice increased by 

one unit, job stress decreased by .07 units, on average, and while controlling for the other 

variables in the model.  This relationship was statistically significant.  

Research question 3.  What are the relationships between experiencing job stress 

and job stress-related outcomes (organizational commitment, job satisfaction, turnover 

intent, and burnout)?  There were four hypotheses associated with this research question. 

Hypothesis 3.1.  There is a negative relationship between job stress and job 

satisfaction.  Supported.  There was a negative coefficient in the regression 

model, and it was statistically significant. 

 

Figure 3.  Job Stress and Job Satisfaction 
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Referring to the regression results in Table 13, the coefficient for job stress with 

job satisfaction as the dependent variable was -.18.  This indicates that as job stress 

increased by one unit, job satisfaction decreased by .18 units, on average, and while 

controlling for the other variables in the model.  This effect was statistically significant; 

therefore, job stress made a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 3.2. There is a negative relationship between job stress and 

organizational commitment.  Not Supported.   There was a negative coefficient in 

the regression model, but it was not statistically significant. 

 

Figure 4.  Job Stress and Organizational Commitment 

As indicated in the regression results for organizational commitment in Table 13, 

the coefficient for job stress was -.09.  This indicates that as job stress increased by one 

unit, organizational commitment decreased by .09 units, on average, and while 

controlling for the other variables in the model.  However, this effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, job stress did not make a statistically unique contribution to the 

prediction of organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis 3.3. There is a positive relationship between job stress and turnover 

intent. Not supported.  There was a positive relationship between job stress and 

turnover intent, but the relationship was not statistically significant. 
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Figure 5. Job Stress and Turnover Intent 

As indicated in the regression results in Table 13, the coefficient for job stress 

with turnover intent as the dependent variable was .02.  This indicates that as job stress 

increased by one unit, turnover intent increased by .02 units, on average, and while 

controlling for the other variables in the model.  This effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, job stress is not making a statistically unique contribution to the 

prediction of turnover intent.   

Hypothesis 3.4.  There is a positive relationship between job stress and burnout.  

Supported.  As job stress increased, so did burnout.  This relationship was 

statistically significant. 

 

Figure 6. Job Stress and Burnout 

Referring to the regression results in Table 13, the coefficient for job stress with 

burnout as the dependent variable was .35.  This indicates that as job stress increased by 

one unit, burnout increased by .35 units, on average, and while controlling for the other 

variables in the model.  In addition, this effect was statistically significant; therefore, job 

stress is making a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of burnout. 
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Research question 4.  What are the moderating effects of individual 

characteristics on the relationship between job stress and job stress consequences?  Race, 

age, tenure, gender, and education were hypothesized to change the relationships between 

job stress and job stress-related outcomes (burnout, turnover intent, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment).  Each of these variables and their related hypotheses are 

explained in the following sections.   

Hypothesis 4.1.  Race has no moderating effect on the relationship between job 

stress and negative consequences. Partially supported.  Race had no moderating 

effect between job stress and burnout, organizational commitment, and job 

satisfaction.  Race did have a moderating effect between job stress and turnover 

intent. 

A model of the hypothesis is depicted in Figure 7.  To assess the moderating 

effect of race on the relationship between job stress and the four outcome variables, race 

was first dichotomized to reflect 0=white and 1=non-white. Second, the job stress 

variable was mean-centered to reduce issues of multicollinearity.  Third, the variables of 

race and stress (centered) were multiplied to create an interaction variable (non-

white*stress).  The interaction variable was then entered into a regression equation for 

each outcome variable.  The results of the analyses are presented in Table 15.   
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Figure 7.  Moderating Effects of Race 

 Multicollinearity was assessed by evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient— 

all VIF scores were within acceptable ranges.  Normality of each model was also 

assessed by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of regression standardized 

residuals.  The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions, and all points on the 

P-P plots lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, 

suggesting no major deviations from normality.  
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Table 15. OLS Models Examining Race as a Moderator of Stress 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when race=0 (when 

respondents were white) was -.06 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  

When race=1 (when respondents were non-white), this effect of -.06 did not change.  

Race did not affect the relationship between job stress and job satisfaction. 

Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when race=0 (when respondents were white) was .10 when controlling for 

the other variables in the model.  When race=1 (when respondents were non-white), 

however, this effect of .10 changed to -.13, which became -.03. This indicates that non-

white officers reported lower levels of organizational commitment when experiencing job 

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Age   .15  -.52  -.36*  .09  
Femalea  .16  -.22  -.39  -.26  
Higher Eda  .05  -.22  .19  .77*  
Hispanica  .41  .52  .58*  -.02  
Supervisora  -.03  .32  .15  -.78*  
Tenure  -.01  .06  .01  .02  
Jurisdiction  .07  -.14  -.23  .03  
Job Demand  .12*  .13*  .07  .06  
Job Control  -.01  -.13  -.03  -.03  
Org Justice  .06*  .15*  -.04  -.03  
Support  -.03  .14*  -.02  .02  
Job Satisfaction    .39*  -.17*  -.15*  
Org Commitment  .25*    -.11*  -.09*  
Turnover Intent  -.58*  -.34*    .06  
Burnout  -.25*  -.25*  .05    
Job Stressb  -.06  .10  -.01  .32*  
Non-Whitea  -.09  .31  -.04  .17  
Non-Whitea*Job Stressb  -.00  -.13  -.13*  -.01  
          
R2  .59  .62  .41  .59  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
cA coefficient of -.00 is a negative fractional quantity less than .01 in absolute value. 
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stress than white officers.  However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, 

the interaction variable did not make a statistically significant unique contribution to the 

prediction of organizational commitment. 

Turnover intent.  The effect of job stress on turnover intent when race=0 (when 

respondents were white) was -.01 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  

When race=1 (when respondents were non-white), however, this effect of -.01 changed to 

-.13, which became -.14.  This indicates that non-white officers reported lower levels of 

turnover intent when experiencing job stress than white officers.  In addition, while small, 

this effect was statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable made a 

statistically unique contribution to the prediction of turnover intent.  However, age and 

ethnicity were much stronger predictors of turnover intent than the interaction variable. 

Burnout.  The effect of job stress on burnout when race=0 (when respondents 

were white) was .32 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When race=1 

(when respondents were non-white), however, this effect of .32 changed to -.01, which 

became .31.  This indicates that non-white officers reported lower levels of burnout when 

experiencing job stress than white officers.  However, this effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique 

contribution to the prediction of burnout. 

Hypothesis 4.2.  Gender will moderate the strength of the relationship between 

job stress and organizational commitment, job satisfaction, turnover intent, and 

burnout.   Not supported. Gender did not change the strength of the relationship 

between job stress and stress-related outcomes.   
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A visual model of the hypothesis can be found in Figure 8.  To assess the 

moderating effect of gender on the relationship between job stress and the four outcome 

variables, gender was first dichotomized to reflect 0=male and 1=female. Second, the job 

stress variable was mean-centered to reduce issues of multicollinearity.  Third, the 

variables of gender and stress (centered) were multiplied to create an interaction variable 

(female*stress).  The interaction variable was entered into a regression equation for each 

outcome variable.  The results of the analyses are presented in Table 16.   

 

Figure 8.  Moderating Effects of Gender 

Multicollinearity was assessed by evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient--

all VIF scores were within acceptable ranges.  Normality of each model was also 

assessed by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of regression standardized 

residuals.  The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions and the all points on 

the P-P plots lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, 

suggesting no major deviations from normality.   
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Table 16. OLS Models Examining Gender as a Moderator of Stress 

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Age  .14  -.49  -.34*  .12  
Hispanica  .40  .40  .46  -.04  
Higher Eda  .06  -.12  .07  .76*  
Non-whitea  -.08  .42  .46  .17  
Supervisora  -.04  .29  .12  -.74*  
Tenure  -.01  .05  .01  .02  
Jurisdiction  .07  -.13  -.22  .04  
Job Demand  .12*  .13*  .06  .05  
Job Control  -.01  -.12  -.02  -.03  
Org Justice  .06*  .16*  -.03  -.04  
Social Support  -.03  .13*  -.03  .02  
Job Satisfaction    .40*  -.18*  -.15*  
Org Commit  .25*    -.10*  -.09*  
Turnover Intent  -.35*  -.31*    .07  
Burnout  -.25*  -.24*  .06    
Job Stressb  -.08  .06  -.05  .38*  
Femalea  .18  -.16  -.34  -.30  
Femalea*Stressb  .03  .03  .01  -.11  
          
R2  .56  .62  .39  .60  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
 
 

 

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when gender=0 (when 

respondents were male) was -.08 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  

When gender=1 (when respondents were female), however, this effect of -.08 changed to 

.03, which became -.05.  This indicates that female officers reported higher levels of job 

satisfaction when experiencing job stress than male officers.  However, this effect was 

not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically 

unique contribution to the prediction of job satisfaction. 

Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when gender=0 (when respondents were male) was .06 when controlling for 
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the other variables in the model.  When gender=1 (when respondents were female), 

however, this effect of .06 changed to .03, which became .09.  This indicates that female 

officers reported lower levels of organizational commitment when experiencing job stress 

than male officers.  However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the 

interaction variable did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of 

organizational commitment. 

Turnover intent.  The effect of job stress on turnover intent when gender=0 (when 

respondents were male) was -.05 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  

When gender=1 (when respondents were female), however, this effect of -.05 changed to 

.01, which became -.04.  This indicates that female officers reported higher levels of 

turnover intent when experiencing job stress than male officers.  However, this effect was 

not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically 

unique contribution to the prediction of turnover intent. 

Burnout.  The effect of job stress on burnout when gender=0 (when respondents 

were male) was .38 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When 

gender=1 (when respondents were female), however, this effect of .38 changed to -.11, 

which became .27.  This indicates that female officers reported lower levels of burnout 

when experiencing job stress than male officers.  However, this effect was not 

statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically 

unique contribution to the prediction of burnout. 
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Hypothesis 4.3.  Females will experience lower levels of job stress than males.  

Not supported.  This relationship was found in the regression analysis, but the 

result was not statistically significant. 

 

Figure 9.  Gender and Job Stress 

Referring to Table 14, the coefficient for gender with job stress as the dependent 

variable was .85.  This indicates that being male was associated with an increase in job 

stress by .85, on average, and controlling for the other variables in the model.  This effect 

was not statistically significant. 

Hypothesis 4.4.  Age will moderate the relationship between job stress and stress-

related outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, burnout, and 

turnover intent).  Not supported.  Age had no statistically significant moderating 

effects on the relationships between job stress and stress-related outcomes. 

A visual model of the hypotheses can be found in Figure 10.  To assess the 

moderating effect of age on the relationship between job stress and the four outcome 

variables, the variables job stress and age were first mean-centered to reduce issues of 

multicollinearity.  Next, the centered variables of age and stress were multiplied to create 

an interaction variable (age*stress).  The interaction variable was entered into a 
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regression equation for each outcome variable.  The results of the analyses are presented 

in Table 17.   

 

Figure 10.  Moderating Effects of Age 

Multicollinearity was assessed by evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient--

all VIF scores were within acceptable ranges.  Normality of each model was also 

assessed by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of regression standardized 

residuals.  The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions and the all points on 

the P-P plots lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, 

suggesting no major deviations from normality.   

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when age was at its 

average was -.15 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When age 

increased by one unit, however, this effect of -.15 changed to .03, which became -.12.  

This indicates that older officers reported higher levels of job satisfaction when 

experiencing job stress than younger officers.  However, this effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique 

contribution to the prediction of job satisfaction. 
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Table 17. OLS Models Examining Age as a Moderator of Stress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when age was at its average was .19 when controlling for the other variables 

in the model.  When age increased by one unit, however, this effect of .19 changed to -

.04, which became -.15.  This indicates that older officers reported lower levels of 

organizational commitment when experiencing job stress than younger officers.  

However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable 

did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of organizational 

commitment. 

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Hispanica  .41  .38  .46  -.05  
Higher Eda  .06  -.13  .30  .77*  
Non-whitea  -.08  .40  .07  .17  
Femalea  .16  -.16  -.34  -.25  
Supervisora  -.00c  .26  .12  -.81*  
Tenure  -.01  .05  .01  .02  
Jurisdiction  .07  -.13  -.22  .03  
Job Demand  .12*  .13  .06  .06  
Job Control  -.01  -.12  -.03  -.03  
Org Justice  .06*  .16*  -.03  -.03  
Social Support  -.03  .13*  -.02  .02  
Job Satisfaction    .40*  -.18*  -.15*  
Org Commitment  .26*    -.10*  -.10*  
Turnover Intent  -.35*  -.31*    .06  
Burnout  -.25*  -.25*  .05    
Job Stressb  -.15  .19  -.02  .40*  
Age  .18  -.53  -.35*  .06  
Age*Stressb  .03  -.04  -.01  -.03  
          
R2  .56  .62  .39  .59  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
cA coefficient of -.00 is a negative fractional quantity less than .01 in absolute value. 
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Turnover intent.  The effect of job stress on turnover intent when age was at its 

average was -.02 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When age 

increased by one unit, however, this effect of -.02 changed to -.01, which became -.03.  

This indicates that older officers reported lower levels of turnover intent when 

experiencing job stress than younger officers.  However, this effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique 

contribution to the prediction of turnover intent. 

Burnout.  The effect of job stress on burnout when age was at its average was .40 

when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When age increased by one unit, 

however, this effect of .40 changed to -.03, which became .37.  This indicates that older 

officers reported lower levels of burnout when experiencing job stress than younger 

officers.  However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction 

variable did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of burnout. 

Hypothesis 4.5.  Tenure will moderate the relationship between job stress and 

stress-related outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, burnout, 

and turnover intent).  Not supported.  Tenure had no significant moderating effect 

on the relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes.  

A visual model of the hypothesis can be found in Figure 11.  To assess the 

moderating effect of tenure on the relationship between job stress and the four outcome 

variables, the variables job stress and tenure were first mean-centered to reduce issues of 

multicollinearity.  Next, the variables of tenure (centered) and stress (centered) were 

multiplied to create an interaction variable (tenure*stress).  The interaction variable was 
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entered into a regression equation for each outcome variable.  The results of the analyses 

are presented in Table 18.   

 

 

Figure 11.  Moderating Effects of Tenure 

 

Multicollinearity was assessed by evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient--

all VIF scores were within acceptable ranges.  Normality of each model was also 

assessed by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of regression standardized 

residuals.  The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions and the all points on 

the P-P plots lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, 

suggesting no major deviations from normality. 
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Table 18. OLS Models Examining Tenure as a Moderator of Stress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when tenure was at its 

average was -.07 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When tenure 

increased by one unit, however, this effect of -.07 changed to .01, which became -.06.  

This indicates that officers with longer tenure reported higher levels of job satisfaction 

when experiencing job stress than officers with less tenure.  However, this effect was not 

statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically 

unique contribution to the prediction of job satisfaction. 

Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when tenure was at its average was .08 when controlling for the other 

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Hispanica  .42  .37  .45  -.05  
Higher Eda  .07  -.14  .29  .77*  
Non-whitea  -.11  .44  .08  .19  
Femalea  .18  -.19  -.35  -.26  
Supervisora  -.04  .31  .13  -.78*  
Age  .17  -.51  -.34*  .09  
Jurisdiction  .06  -.11  -.21  .03  
Job Demand  .12*  .12  .06  .06  
Job Control  -.01  -.12  -.03  -.03  
Org Justice  .06*  .16*  -.03  -.03  
Social Support  -.03  .14*  -.02  .02  
Job Satisfaction    .41*  -.17*  -.15*  
Org Commitment  .26*    -.10*  -.10*  
Turnover Intent  -.34*  -.32*    .06  
Burnout  -.25*  -.25*  .05    
Job Stressb  -.07  .08  -.04  .31*  
Tenureb  -.01  .05  .01  .02  
Tenureb*Stressb  .01  -.01  -.01  -.00c  
          
R2  .56  .62  .39  .59  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
cA coefficient of -.00 is a negative fractional quantity less than .01 in absolute value. 
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variables in the model.  When tenure increased by one unit, however, this effect of .08 

changed to -.01, which became .07.  This indicates that officers with longer tenure 

reported lower levels of organizational commitment when experiencing job stress than 

officers with less tenure.  However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, 

the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction 

of organizational commitment. 

Turnover intent.  The effect of job stress on turnover intent when tenure was at its 

average was -.04 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When tenure 

increased by one unit, however, this effect of -.04 changed to -.01, which became -.05.  

This indicates that officers with longer tenure reported lower levels of turnover intent 

when experiencing job stress than officers with less tenure.  However, this effect was not 

statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically 

unique contribution to the prediction of turnover intent. 

Burnout.  The effect of job stress on burnout when tenure was at its average was 

.31 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When tenure increased by one 

unit the effect of .31 did not change.  Tenure did not change the effect of job stress on 

burnout.  

Hypothesis 4.6.  Educational level will moderate the relationship between job 

stress and stress-related outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

burnout, and turnover intent). Not supported.  Education had no significant 

moderating effect on the relationship between job stress and stress-related 

outcomes. 
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A visual model of the hypothesis is depicted in Figures 12.  To assess the 

moderating effect of education on the relationship between job stress and the four 

outcome variables, education was first dichotomized to reflect 0=Bachelor’s degree and 

1=advanced degree. Second, the job stress variable was mean-centered to reduce issues of 

multicollinearity.  Third, the variables of education and stress (centered) were multiplied 

to create an interaction variable (education*stress).  The interaction variable was entered 

into a regression equation for each outcome variable.  The results of the analyses are 

presented in Table 19.   

 

Figure 12. Moderating Effects of Education 

 

Multicollinearity was assessed by evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient--

all VIF scores were within acceptable ranges.  Normality of each model was also 

assessed by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of regression standardized 

residuals.  The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions and the all points on 

the P-P plots lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, 

suggesting no major deviations from normality. 
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Table 19. OLS Models Examining Education as a Moderator of Stress  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when education=0 

(when respondents had a Bachelor’s degree) was -.07 when controlling for the other 

variables in the model.  When education =1 (when respondents had an advanced degree), 

however, this effect of -.07 changed to -.08, which became -.15.  This indicates officers 

with advanced degrees reported lower levels of job satisfaction when experiencing job 

stress than officers with Bachelor’s degrees.  However, this effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique 

contribution to the prediction of job satisfaction. 

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Hispanica  .45  .50  .48  .02  
Tenure  -.01  .05  .01  .02  
Non-whitea  -.14  .29  .05  .11  
Femalea  .16  -.18  -.35  -.26  
Supervisora  -.01  .34  .13  -.75  
Age  .14  -.49  -.34*  .09  
Jurisdiction  .07  -.13  -.22  .03  
Job Demand  .12*  .13  .06  .06  
Job Control  -.01  -.12  -.02  -.03  
Org Justice  .06*  .16*  -.03  -.03  
Social Support  -.03  .13*  -.03  .02  
Job Satisfaction    .38*  -.18*  -.15*  
Org Commitment  .25*    -.10*  -.10*  
Turnover Intent  -.35*  -.32*    .06  
Burnout  -.26*  .26*  .05    
Job Stressb  -.07  .07  -.04  .31*  
Higher Eda  -.07  -.39  .25  .64  
Higher Eda*Job Stressb  -.08  -.18  -.03  -.09  
          
R2  .56  .62  .39  .59  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
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Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when education=0 (when respondents had a Bachelor’s degree) was .07 

when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When education=1 (when 

respondents had an advanced degree), however, this effect of .07 changed to -.18, which 

became -.11.  This indicates officers with advanced degrees reported lower levels of 

organizational commitment when experiencing job stress than officers with Bachelor’s 

degrees.  However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction 

variable did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of 

organizational commitment. 

Turnover intent.  The effect of job stress on turnover intent when education=0 

(when respondents had a Bachelor’s degree) was -.04 when controlling for the other 

variables in the model.  When education=1 (when respondents had an advanced degree), 

however, this effect of -.04 changed to -.03, which becomes -.07.  This indicates officers 

with advanced degrees reported lower levels of turnover intent when experiencing job 

stress than officers with Bachelor’s degrees.  However, this effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique 

contribution to the prediction of turnover intent. 

Burnout.  The effect of job stress on burnout when education=0 (when 

respondents had a Bachelor’s degree) was .31 when controlling for the other variables in 

the model.  When education=1 (when respondents had an advanced degree), however, 

this effect of .31 changed to -.09, which became .22.  This indicates officers with 

advanced degrees reported lower levels of burnout when experiencing job stress than 

officers with Bachelor’s degrees.  However, this effect was not statistically significant; 
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therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique contribution to the 

prediction of burnout. 

Research question 5.  What are the moderating effects of social support on the 

relationship between job stress and outcomes?  One hypothesis addresses the 

relationships between social support and the stress-related outcomes of job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, burnout, and turnover intent.   A second hypothesis predicts 

the relationship between social support and gender.   

Hypothesis 5.1.  Social support will moderate the strength of the relationship 

between job stress and stress-related outcomes (job satisfaction, burnout, turnover 

intent, and organizational commitment).  Not supported.  Social support had no 

significant effect on the relationship between job stress and turnover intent, 

burnout, organizational commitment, or job satisfaction. 

To assess the moderating effects of social support on the relationship between job 

stress and the four outcome variables, job stress and social support were both mean-

centered to reduce issues of multicollinearity.  Next, the variables of social support 

(centered) and stress (centered) were multiplied to create an interaction variable 

(support*stress).  The interaction variable was entered into a regression equation for each 

outcome variable.  The results of the analyses are presented in Table 20.   
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Figure 13.  Moderating Effects of Social Support 

Multicollinearity was assessed by evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient--

all VIF scores were within acceptable ranges.  Normality of each model was also 

assessed by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of regression standardized 

residuals.  The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions and the all points on 

the P-P plots lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, 

suggesting no major deviations from normality. 
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Table 20. OLS Models Examining Social Support as a Moderator of Stress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when social support 

was at its average was -.07 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When 

social support increased by one unit, however, this effect of -.07 changed to .01, which 

became -.06.  This indicates that officers with more social support reported higher levels 

of job satisfaction when experiencing job stress than officers with less social support.  

However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable 

did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of job satisfaction. 

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Hispanica  .36  .46  .49  -.00c  
Tenure  -.01  .05  .01  .02  
Non-whitea  -.09  .43  .08  .19*  
Higher Eda  .08  -.19  .28  .75  
Femalea  .14  -.13  -.33  -.23  
Supervisora  -.05  -.33  .14  -.76*  
Age  .14  -.48  -.33*  .10  
Jurisdiction  .07  -.13  -.22  .03  
Job Demand  .13*  .10  .05  .05  
Job Control  -.02  -.10  -.02  -.02  
Org Justice  .06*  .16*  -.03  -.03  
Job Satisfaction    .40*  -.17*  -.14*  
Org Commitment  .26*    -.10*  -.10*  
Turnover Intent  -.34*  -.32*    .06  
Burnout  -.24*  -.26*  .05    
Job Stressb  -.07  .08  -.04  .31*  
Social Supportb  -.03  .13*  -.02  .02  
Social Supportb*Job Stressb  .01  -.01  -.00c  -.00c  
          
R2  .56  .62  .40  .59  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
cA coefficient of -.00 is a negative fractional quantity less than .01 in absolute value. 
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Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when social support was at its average was .08 when controlling for the 

other variables in the model.  When social support increased by one unit, however, this 

effect of .08 changed to -.01, which became .07.  This indicates that officers with more 

social support reported higher levels of organizational commitment when experiencing 

job stress than officers with less social support.  However, this effect was not statistically 

significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically unique 

contribution to the prediction of organizational commitment. 

Turnover intent.  The effect of job stress on turnover intent when social support 

was at its average was -.04 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When 

social support increased by one unit, the effect of -.04 did not change.  Social support did 

not change the effect of job stress on turnover intent.  

Burnout. The effect of job stress on burnout when social support was at its 

average was .31 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When social 

support increased by one unit, the effect of .31 did not change.  Social support did not 

change the effect of job stress on burnout.  

Hypothesis 5.2.  Female officers will report higher levels of social support than 

male officers. Supported.  Female officers reported higher levels of social support 

than male officers. 

 

Figure 14.  Social Support and Gender 
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A regression analysis was conducted including social support as the dependent 

variable to further explore the relationships between these variables.  Normality and 

multicollinearity were assessed for the regression model and results fell with acceptable 

tolerances. The results of the regression analysis are depicted in Table 21.  The effect of 

being female on social stress was 2.49.  This indicates that being female was associated 

with an increase in social support by 2.49, on average, and controlling for the other 

variables in the model. 

Table 21. OLS Model Explaining Social Support 

Variables B 
Femalea 2.49* 
Tenure -.05* 
Higher Eda -.56 
Age .51 
Hispanica .55 
Non-whitea 1.13 
Supervisora -.03 
Jurisdiction Size .09 
Job Demands  -.13 
Job Control .26* 
Organizational Justice .19* 
Job Stress -.29* 
Job Satisfaction -.11 
Organizational Commitment .34* 
Turnover Intent -.20 
Burnout 
 

.12 

R2 .41 
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
Dependent variable - social support 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
 

 

 

Research question 6.  What are the moderating effects of jurisdiction size on the 

relationship between job stress and negative outcomes?  There is no research supporting 

the inclusion of jurisdiction size as a moderating variable, but jurisdiction size was 
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analyzed as a moderating variable to explore its possible effects on the relationships 

between job stress and the stress-related outcome variables included in this study.   

Hypothesis 6.1.  Jurisdiction size will moderate the strength of the 

relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes. 

A visual model of the moderating effects of jurisdiction size is depicted in Figure 

15.  Regression results of the moderating effects of jurisdiction size are shown in Table 

22. 

 

Figure 15.  Moderating Effects of Jurisdiction Size 

To assess the moderating effect of jurisdiction size on the relationship between 

job stress and the four outcome variables, the variables job stress and jurisdiction size 

were first mean-centered to reduce issues of multicollinearity.  Next, the variables of 

jurisdiction size (centered) and stress (centered) were multiplied to create an interaction 

variable (jurisdiction*stress).  The interaction variable was entered into a regression 

equation for each outcome variable.  The results of the analyses are presented in Table 

21.  Multicollinearity was assessed by evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient--all 

VIF scores were within acceptable ranges.  Normality of each model was also assessed 

by evaluating the histograms and normal P-P plots of regression standardized residuals.  
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The histograms reflected reasonable normal distributions and the all points on the P-P 

plots lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, suggesting no 

major deviations from normality 

 

Table 22. OLS Models Examining Jurisdiction Size as a Moderator of Job Stress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when jurisdiction size 

was at its average was -.06 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When 

jurisdiction size increased by one unit, however, this effect of -.06 changed to -.01, which 

became -.07.  This indicates that officers in larger jurisdictions reported lower levels of 

job satisfaction when experiencing job stress than officers in smaller jurisdictions.  

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Hispanica  .40  .39  .46  -.04  
Tenure  -.01  .05  .01  .02  
Non-whitea  -.09  .40  .07  .18  
Femalea  .16  -.18  -.35  -.26  
Supervisora  -.03  .29  .12  -.78*  
Age  .15  -.49  -.34*  .10  
Higher Eda  .04  -.16  .29  .77*  
Job Demand  .12*  .13  .06  .06  
Job Control  -.01  -.12  -.02  -.03  
Org Justice  .06*  .15*  -.03  -.03  
Social Support  -.03  .14  -.02  .02  
Job Satisfaction    .40*  -.18*  -.15*  
Org Commitment  .25*    -.10*  -.09*  
Turnover Intent  -.35*  -.32*    .07  
Burnout  -.25*  -.25*  .06    
Job Stressb  -.06  .08  -.04  .31*  
Jurisdictionb  .07  -.13  -.22  .03  
Jurisdictionb*Stressb  -.01  -.05  -.02  -.02  
          
R2  .56  .62  .39  .59  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
 



 

131 
 

However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable 

did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of job satisfaction. 

Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when jurisdiction size was at its average was .08 when controlling for the 

other variables in the model.  When jurisdiction size increased by one unit, however, this 

effect of .08 changed to -.13, which became -.05.  This indicates that officers from larger 

jurisdictions reported lower levels of organizational commitment when experiencing job 

stress than officers with from smaller jurisdictions.  However, this effect was not 

statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically 

unique contribution to the prediction of organizational commitment. 

Turnover intent. The effect of job stress on turnover intent when jurisdiction size 

was at its average was -.04 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When 

jurisdiction size increased by one unit, however, this effect of -.04 changed to -.02, which 

became -.06.  This indicates that officers from larger jurisdictions reported lower levels 

of turnover intent when experiencing job stress than officers from smaller jurisdictions.  

However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable 

did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of turnover intent. 

Burnout.  The effect of job stress on burnout when jurisdiction size was at its 

average was .31 when controlling for the other variables in the model.  When jurisdiction 

size increased by one unit, however, this effect of .31 changed to -.02, which became .29.  

This indicates that officers from larger jurisdictions reported lower levels of burnout 

when experiencing job stress than officers from smaller jurisdictions.  However, this 
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effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a 

statistically unique contribution to the prediction of burnout. 

Additional Analysis 

Ethnicity.  An additional variable was included in the study that was not 

specifically hypothesized: ethnicity.  Ethnicity was included to allow officers to further 

identify themselves in the study.  As with race, ethnicity was dichotomized into 0=non-

Hispanic and 1=Hispanic.  Stress was mean-centered and an interaction variable was 

created by multiplying ethnicity*job stress (centered).  The interaction variable was then 

entered into a regression analysis for each outcome variable.  A visual model of the 

moderating effects of ethnicity on the relationship between job stress and stress-related 

outcomes can be seen in Figure 16. 

   

 

Figure 16. Moderating Effects of Ethnicity 

To assess the moderating effect of ethnicity on the relationship between job stress 

and the four outcome variables, the variables job stress and ethnicity were first mean-

centered to reduce issues of multicollinearity.  Next, the variables of ethnicity and stress 

(centered) were multiplied to create an interaction variable (ethnicity*stress).  The 

interaction variable was entered into a regression equation for each outcome variable.  

The results of the analyses are presented in Table 22.  Multicollinearity was assessed by 
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evaluating the VIF scores for each coefficient--all VIF scores were within acceptable 

ranges.  Normality of each model was also assessed by evaluating the histograms and 

normal P-P plots of regression standardized residuals.  The histograms reflected 

reasonable normal distributions and the all points on the P-P plots lie in a reasonably 

straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right, suggesting no major deviations from 

normality. 

Table 23. OLS Models Examining Ethnicity as a Moderator of Stress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Job satisfaction.  The effect of job stress on job satisfaction when ethnicity =0 

(when respondents were non-Hispanic) was -.04 when controlling for the other variables 

in the model.  When ethnicity =1 (when respondents were Hispanic), however, this effect 

of -.04 changed to -.09, which became -.13.  This indicates that non-Hispanic officers 

Variables  Job  
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Turnover  
Intent 

Burnout 

    B  B  B  B  
 

Age  .15  -.49  -.34*  .10  
Femalea  .18  -.18  -.35  -.26  
Higher Eda  .11  -.17  .28  .76*  
Non-Whitea  -.02  .36  .05  .16  
Supervisora  -.07  .33  .14  -.77*  
Tenure  -.01  .05  .01  .02  
Jurisdiction  .06  -.12  -.22  .03  
Job Demand  .11*  .13*  .07  .06  
Job Control  -.01  -.12  -.03  -.03  
Org Justice  .06*  .16*  -.03  -.03  
Social Support  -.03  .13*  -.03  .02  
Job Satisfaction    .40*  -.17*  -.15*  
Org Commitment  .25*    -.10*  -.09*  
Turnover Intent  -.35*  -.32*    .07  
Burnout  -.25*  -.25*  .06    
Job Stressb  -.04  .05  -.05  .30*  
Hispanica  .38  .41  .47  -.03  
Hispanica*Stressb  -.09*  .08  .04  .03  
          
R2  .56  .64  .39  .59  
*p<.05 
B=unstandardized coefficients. 
aA dummy-coded variable where 0 indicates the absence of the characteristic. 
bA mean-centered continuous variable. 
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reported higher levels of job satisfaction when experiencing job stress than Hispanic 

officers.  In addition, this effect was statistically significant; therefore, the interaction 

variable did make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of job satisfaction.     

Organizational commitment.  The effect of job stress on organizational 

commitment when ethnicity=0 (when respondents were non-Hispanic) was .05 when 

controlling for the other variables in the model.  When ethnicity=1 (when respondents 

were Hispanic), however, this effect of .05 changed to .08, which became .13.  This 

indicates that non-Hispanic officers reported higher levels of organizational commitment 

when experiencing job stress than Hispanic officers.  However, this effect was not 

statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make a statistically 

unique contribution to the prediction of organizational commitment. 

Turnover intent.  The effect of job stress on turnover intent when ethnicity=0 

(when respondents were non-Hispanic) was -.05 when controlling for the other variables 

in the model.  When ethnicity=1 (when respondents were Hispanic), however, this effect 

of -.05 changed to .04, which became -.01.  This indicates that non-Hispanic officers 

reported lower levels of turnover intent when experiencing job stress than Hispanic 

officers.  However, this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction 

variable did not make a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of turnover 

intent. 

Burnout.  The effect of job stress on burnout when ethnicity=0 (when 

respondents were non-Hispanic) was .30 when controlling for the other variables in the 

model.  When ethnicity=1 (when respondents were Hispanic), however, this effect of .30 

changed to .03, which became .33.  This indicates that non-Hispanic officers reported 
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higher levels of burnout when experiencing job stress than Hispanic officers.  However, 

this effect was not statistically significant; therefore, the interaction variable did not make 

a statistically unique contribution to the prediction of burnout. 

Conclusion 

This chapter focused on the findings of this study on juvenile probation officer 

stress.  Descriptive statistics, correlation matrix evaluation, and regression analyses were 

all utilized to identify which hypotheses in the study were supported.  A discussion of the 

significant findings, their implications, limitations of the sample and study, and direction 

for future research is included in the following chapter. 
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V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 

 The purpose of this study was to explore juvenile probation officers’ work 

environment stressors, job stress, and outcomes associated with job stress.  The study 

sought to accomplish three goals.  The first goal was to identify the work environment 

stressors and the extent of job stress experienced by juvenile probation officers.  The 

second goal was to identify the relationships between perceived levels of job stress and 

the outcomes of experiencing job stress.  Third, the potential roles of moderating factors 

were explored: age, race, ethnicity, gender, tenure, social support, and jurisdiction size.  

This chapter will summarize the findings of the study, discuss the implications for 

research and policy, provide a description of the limitations of the current study and 

suggestions for future research, and end with an overview of the most revealing findings.   

Summary of Research Findings 

Work environment stressors. 

 Job demands and control.  The job demands and control theory (JDC) indicates 

that when job demands are high and control is low, job strain will occur (Karasek, 1979).  

If workers perceive that their job demands are high and that they have low levels of 

control over their work, they will likely experience negative job-related outcomes 

(Brough & Williams, 2007).  When considering the different dimensions of job demands 

and control, officers in this study indicated moderate-to-high levels of both timing and 

method control, moderate-to-high levels of monitoring demand, and low-to-moderate 

levels of problem-solving demand. Regression analysis indicated a negative relationship 

between job demands and job control.  With job demands being higher than job control, 

the effect was that job stress increased.   
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Therefore, the job demands and control theory seems to be supported by the current 

study.  

 Organizational justice.  Study results showed that the majority of officers 

indicated that their organizations were fair or very fair.  Organizational justice had a 

negative correlation with stress that was statistically significant.  As levels of 

organizational justice increased, levels of stress decreased among the sample of officers 

in this study.  Organizational justice also had a moderate positive correlation with job 

satisfaction that was statistically significant.  As levels of organizational justice 

increased, so did levels of job satisfaction.  This is similar to the findings in a study by  

Lambert (2003), that perceptions of organizational justice had positive effects on job 

satisfaction for correctional staff.  In the regression analysis, organizational justice was 

found to be a statistically significant predictor for turnover intent and burnout.  As 

perceptions of organizational justice decreased, turnover intent and burnout increased.   

Job Stress.  Overall, more officers reported lower levels of stress than higher 

levels; 33.9% of officers reported lower levels of stress and 21.4% reported higher levels 

of stress.  It is important to point out that 44.7% of the respondents answered neutrally 

regarding job stress. While it is commonly perceived that the job of a probation officer is 

a people-oriented, intense, and stressful job (Slate, Wells, & Johnson, 2003), this sample 

of juvenile probation officers did not perceive themselves, overall, to be particularly 

stressed because of their jobs.  This may be related to the compatibility of the sample to 

the work environment in a juvenile probation department. According to Armstrong, 

Hartje, and Evans (2014), “compatibility between individuals and the work environment 

occurs when there is a match between the needs of the individual and the environment” 
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(p. 6).  Juvenile probation officers work with young offenders and tend to have a 

rehabilitative approach to working with these offenders. This could also be a function of 

the sampling method used for this study.  Since this was a convenience sample, it may be 

that those who chose to take the survey were less stressed than those who chose not to 

take the survey. 

Overall, the most significant predictors of job stress were, in order of magnitude, 

education level, burnout, job demands, and social support.  As education level increased, 

job stress decreased.  Burnout increased as job stress increased.  As job demands 

increased, so did job stress.  Social support was associated with a decrease in job stress.  

Job stress had statistically significant relationships with all four outcome variables: 

burnout, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover, but when considered 

in a regression analysis, the significant effects disappeared for job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment when the other variables in the model were controlled for.  

As job stress increased, so did burnout. Job stress was found to be the most significant 

contributor to burnout.   

These findings are inconsistent with the job stress literature in criminal justice 

occupations.  For example, Mitchell, Mackenzie, Styve, and Gover (2000) found stress to 

be significantly related to turnover intent, which was not the case in the current study.  

Lambert and Paoline (2008) found that high levels of job stress were inversely related to 

job satisfaction among corrections officers, but in this study the relationship between job 

stress and job satisfaction was not significant when other factors were controlled.  
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Stress-related outcomes.  The four stress-related outcome variables, job 

satisfaction, turnover intent, organizational commitment, and burnout, were moderately 

correlated with each other and all of these associations were statistically significant.  

Initial regression analysis results, depicted in Table 12 in the previous chapter, indicated 

that the most significant relationships were between the outcome variables.  For example, 

turnover intent was the largest predictor of job satisfaction and job satisfaction was the 

largest predictor of organizational commitment.   

This is consistent with previous studies.  For example, job satisfaction was 

correlated with turnover intent for police, institution corrections, and community 

corrections officers (Matz, Woo, and Kim, 2014).  Job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment were found to be highly significant in reducing an employee’s intent to 

leave for correctional staff (Lambert, 2006).  A strong positive association was found 

between job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Lambert & Paoline, 2008).  

Lower levels of organizational commitment indicated a greater desire and intent to leave 

among correctional officers (Griffin, Hogan, & Lambert, 2013).       

Although job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover intent, and 

burnout were treated as distinct outcome variables in this study, they were also included 

as independent variables in the regression model for each outcome variable.  The results 

indicate that these outcome variables may actually act as predictor variables and are 

interrelated, thus confounding some of the outcomes in the current study. 

 A revised analysis was conducted for each outcome variable, removing the other 

outcome variables as independent variables.  The results of this re-analysis can be seen in 

Table 13.  In the revised analysis, organizational justice became a significant predictor 
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for all four outcome variables.  In addition, job demand became a significant predictor for 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment, job stress became a significant predictor 

for job satisfaction and burnout, social support became a significant predictor for 

organizational commitment, and education and supervisory status became significant 

predictors for burnout. 

 The only demographic variables that had any statistically significant relationship 

with the outcome variables in the revised regression analysis were educational level and 

supervisory status.  Age, tenure, gender, race and ethnicity had no significance regarding 

prediction of any of the outcome variables.   

Moderating variables.  Moderating effects were not found for most of the 

hypothesized moderating variables in this study.  Age, tenure, gender, jurisdiction size, 

and education had no moderating effects on the relationships between job stress and 

stress-related outcomes.  However, race moderated the relationship between job stress 

and turnover intent and ethnicity moderated the relationship between stress and job 

satisfaction.  

Non-White officers reported lower levels of turnover intent when experiencing 

job stress than white officers.  A study by Jones and Harter (2005) looked at the racial 

composition of the supervisor-employee dyad as it relates to turnover intent and 

engagement level.  They found that same-race dyads at low engagement levels resulted in 

lower turnover intent.  However, at higher engagement levels, same-race dyads resulted 

in higher turnover intent.   

Non-Hispanic officers reported higher levels of job satisfaction than Hispanic 

officers. For some officers, there may be differences in expectations or discrimination 
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leading to lower job satisfaction among Hispanic officers.  Differences in real or 

perceived inequality or injustice could also contribute to lowered job satisfaction for 

Hispanic officers when experiencing job stress (Campbell, 2011). 

 While significantly correlated with all four outcome variables in a review of the 

correlation matrix, social support had no moderating effects on any of the stress-related 

outcome variables.  In addition, social support only had a significant effect on the 

prediction of organizational commitment when considered in regression models 

controlling for the other variables in the model.  This is consistent with some of the 

literature regarding correlations.  For example, administrative, supervisory, and coworker 

support were found to decrease reported stress; administrative, supervisory, and coworker 

support were found to correlate with job satisfaction; and administrative, supervisory, 

coworker, and family and friends support were all correlated with commitment (Lambert 

et al., 2015).  However, this finding does not support the job demands control support 

(JDCS) model, which indicates that perceived social support may moderate the 

relationship between job demands, job control, and strain (Brough & Williams, 2007).  

Other findings.  In the criminal justice occupational stress literature, there are 

mixed results regarding gender and stress.  While Cullen, Link, Wolfe, and Frank (1985) 

found that women reported greater levels of work stress, Wells, Colbert, and Slate (2006) 

found that men reported higher rates of personal stress.  Griffin (2006) found few 

differences between male and female correctional officers regarding the effects of 

workplace stressors on their levels of job stress.  Males in the current study were found to 

experience more stress than females, although this finding was not statistically 
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significant.  Females in the current study were also found to report higher levels of social 

support than males, which is consistent with the literature.    

 Most studies have found no significant relationships between race and job stress, 

and this study supports these previous findings (Crank, Regoli, Hewitt, & Culberson, 

1995; Gayman & Bradley, 2013).  In previous job stress studies regarding direct effects 

on turnover intent, education has been linked to stronger turnover intentions (Mitchell, 

Mackenzie, Styve, & Gover, 2000), but this finding was not supported in the current 

study.  Officers with higher education reported higher levels of turnover intent; however, 

this association was small and not significant.  

 The variable of jurisdiction size that was included in the current study has not 

been included in most job stress studies for criminal justice occupations.  This variable 

was included to see if the size of the jurisdiction a juvenile probation officer worked in 

had any impact on the relationship between job stress and stress-related outcomes.  While 

no moderating effects were found regarding jurisdiction size, there were some findings of 

interest. As jurisdiction size increased, job control decreased.  In other words, employees 

in larger jurisdictions had lower levels of control over how they completed their jobs.  As 

jurisdiction size increased, organizational commitment and job satisfaction decreased.  

Both of these may be due to organizational structures, community involvement, and 

social support systems that are different in smaller agencies and communities from larger 

ones.  Finally, as jurisdiction size increased, organizational justice decreased. Officers in 

smaller jurisdictions perceived their agencies as being more fair.  Officers in smaller 

departments may work more closely with chiefs and administrators and may have more 

input into decision-making within the organization.  There also tend to be fewer levels of 
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bureaucracy in smaller departments; in larger departments the bureaucratic structure may 

leave employees feeling disconnected from chiefs and administrators.   

Implications, Limitations, and Future Research 

 The present study examined juvenile probation officers’ experiences of stress, 

work-related stressors, stress-related outcomes, and related variables that might impact 

the strength of the relationships between stress and negative outcomes.  Several 

theoretical and practical implications can be derived from the findings of this study.  

First, this study provides some important data about the relationships between stress, 

social support, turnover intent, burnout, job satisfaction, organizational justice, and 

organizational commitment.  While there is quite a bit of occupational stress literature 

related to police and institutional corrections officers that explore these relationships, 

there is very little known about the experiences and perceptions of juvenile probation 

officers.  This study adds to this dearth of research and provides some insight that can be 

utilized in future research on this population. 

 While not generally considered in job stress studies, the variable of jurisdiction 

size should continue to be explored.  Two recent studies of probation officers included 

jurisdiction size.  Skowronski (2015) found that the larger the city that the officer resided 

in, the more work-related stress the officer experienced.  While not a significant finding, 

this same phenomenon was found in the current study.  Another study identified that 

officers in urban officers experienced more cynicism, but also more professional efficacy 

(White, Holloway, Aalsma, Adams, & Salyers, 2015).  These are both dimensions of 

burnout.  This indicates that urban environments have both risk and protective factors.     
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 Findings in this study provide chiefs and administrators in the field of juvenile 

probation with an understanding of the effect that balancing job demands and job control 

can have on job stress levels.  The more control an officer has over how they complete 

their jobs when job demands are increased, the less likely the officer is to experience job 

stress.  In addition, an understanding of the impact organizational justice has on job stress 

and on organizational commitment, can help chiefs and administrators reduce the 

negative impacts of job stress.  Specifically, the more an agency can do to ensure 

processes such as promotions, appeals, and job evaluations are fair, the more satisfied and 

committed officers will be and officers will be less likely to leave.  It is also important to 

provide opportunities for officers to have input into decision-making within departments, 

especially when the decisions being made have a significant effect on them.  Rewarding 

positive behavior, significant contributions, and work well done will also increase 

employee commitment and satisfaction and reduce turnover.  

Consistent with most other research on job stress, this study utilized a cross-

sectional design.  This study design allowed for research to be conducted in a timely 

manner with minimal costs, but does limit the interpretation of the results.  A cross-

sectional study can identify associations between variables, but to empirically 

demonstrate causal relationships, a longitudinal design is needed.  In this study, some of 

the strongest associations were between the outcome variables of job satisfaction, 

organizational justice, turnover intent, and burnout.  In addition, these variables were 

some of the strongest predictors of each other.  In the job stress literature, variables such 

as burnout, turnover intent, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment have often 

been treated as independent variables.  In future studies, it may be important to explore 
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these alternative relationships with the population of juvenile probation officers.  In 

addition, there may be possible reciprocal relationships between some of the stress-

related variables included in this study; the only way to demonstrate the direction of the 

relationships would be with a longitudinal design.  Therefore, the relationships presented 

in this study may be incorrect regarding causal direction. 

Also consistent with most other research on job stress, this study utilized a self-

report survey as the method of data collection.  This may result in respondents being less-

than-truthful in their responses. While it may be preferable to use more objective 

measures (e.g., peer and supervisor observations, evaluations, and personnel records), 

these are generally more difficult to obtain and coordinate.  To increase honesty and 

responses, respondents were guaranteed anonymity by the researcher.  In addition, 

demographic information collected was reviewed and pre-tested to ensure that a 

participant was not identifiable with their set of responses. 

 It was this anonymity that presented some difficulty in obtaining buy-in by some 

chiefs, particular those from large jurisdictions; this probably affected response rates 

quite a bit, although the exact amount is unknown.  The chief of one large urban county 

stated that she would not encourage her officers to participate, since the results would not 

be able to be applied directly to that agency.  This led to a discussion about a potential 

follow-up study solely within that county, but did not help with the collection of 

responses for the current study.  Other aspects that may have affected response rates are 

chiefs that ignored the multiple emails sent to them about the study, officers ignoring 

emails from their chiefs, or bad email addresses (some of these were known to the 

researcher, and attempts were made to identify the correct email addresses).  Officers 
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may have decided not to participate in the study once they read the questions that were 

asked; this would explain why responses for demographic information were more 

complete than responses for some of the indexes in the study.  The total number of 

responses represented about 9% of the overall number of officers for the state.  This is 

not ideal, and, if repeated, a more systematic approach to sampling should be employed. 

 A convenience sample was used for this study (e.g., non-probability).  This leads 

to caution in generalizing any of the findings of this study to officers outside of the 

sample.  Also, because there is no published information about the demographics of 

juvenile probation officers themselves, it is impossible to compare this sample to a 

general population of JPOs to determine in what ways it might be different.  Therefore, it 

is not possible to generalize the findings of this study to JPOs in the state as a whole. 

 The measure used for burnout in this study came from a study of corrections 

officers by Gernstein, Topp, and Correll (1987).  The measure included a semantic 

differential measuring the total exhaustion dimension of burnout (Gernstein, Topp, & 

Correll, 1987).  The survey platform used in this study, SurveyMonkey, does not have a 

semantic differential format available.  An attempt to create a semantic differential was 

made, and data was collected.  However, this data was largely incomplete, likely because 

it was very confusing to the respondents.  This semantic differential was not included in 

the final analysis.  By excluding this aspect of the burnout measure, the dimension of 

total exhaustion was largely missing from the study.  Therefore, any analysis regarding 

burnout is incomplete in this study.  Any future studies should ensure that all dimensions 

of the variable (e.g., emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and professional efficacy) are 

included in the study for a full understanding of the relationship burnout has to job stress. 
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 The measure of social support in this study included four dimensions: family, 

peer, supervisor, and community.  For data analysis, however, social support was treated 

as a unidimensional variable, which did not distinguish support from the workplace from 

support coming from personal relationships.  Previous studies indicate that different types 

of support are correlated with stress and different stress-related outcomes.  For example, 

Lambert, Minor, Wells, and Hogan (2015) found that support from family and friends did 

not decrease reported stress, but administrative, supervisory, and coworker support did.  

This unidimensional measure of social support may not accurately reflect the effects 

different types of social support have on the relationships between stress and stress-

related outcomes.  Future studies should include the different dimensions of social 

support for a better understanding of the role social support has regarding job stress.  

 In Chapter IV, OLS regression models in Table 12 included all of the outcome 

variables as independent variables--this implied a reciprocal relationship between the 

outcome variables.  These regression models were re-analyzed, excluding the outcome 

variables as independent variables.  As shown in Table 13, the R-squared values for all 

but burnout were reduced, and significance was found for some of the independent 

variables that was not present in the initial analysis.  For example, in the re-analysis, 

organizational justice became significant for all four outcome variables. 

 The regression models for the moderating variables of race, ethnicity, age, social 

support, tenure, gender, and education included the outcome variables as independent 

variables, similar to the models in Table 12.  However, the same problem indicated in the 

above paragraph is likely to be the case for the analysis of the moderating variables in 

this study.  Therefore, any research replicating this study design should exclude the 
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outcome variables as independent variables in any regression models explaining turnover 

intent, burnout, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction.   

 In preparation for this study, it was discovered that very little research has been 

directed towards the occupation of juvenile probation officer regarding how they perceive 

their organizations, their stress, and other related variables.  Since starting this project, a 

few articles have been published in this area, and hopefully this trend will continue.   

There are several avenues to explore in future research.  Instead of a state-wide 

study, it may be useful to distribute the survey within one large juvenile probation 

department to get an idea of how an entire agency’s officers view their jobs in terms of 

stress and negative outcome variables.  This would not answer questions about 

jurisdiction size, but it would provide a full accounting of employee perceptions within a 

single agency; this would provide the administration of that department with results that 

can be directly addressed. Adding variables related to agency-specific and client-specific 

stressors could expand upon the information provided by this study. 

The measure of job demands used in this study was based on the JDC model 

developed by Karasek (1979).  However, these job demands were very broad in scope 

and not occupation-specific.  Focus groups might be a valuable way to identify job 

demand variables that are job-specific, organization-specific, or specific to working with 

juvenile probation clients that were missing from the present study.  For example, 

anecdotally, working with parents is one of the biggest headaches for many who work 

with juvenile populations.    

 While there are some limitations to the current study, this was largely an 

exploratory study on a previously unstudied population, and a great deal was learned 
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about juvenile probation officers and their experiences with job stress.  In addition, the 

study design is easily replicated; juvenile probation officers in individual organizations 

and in other states, and other occupational groups, could be studied using the same design 

with relative ease.  This study’s contribution to the literature on juvenile probation 

officers provides insight into these practitioners’ experiences with job stress and related 

outcomes.  In addition, this study provides evidence that demographic variables such as 

age and gender play less significant roles in stress and stress-related outcomes than do 

social support systems.   

Conclusion 
 
 The purpose of this study was to explore the relationships between job stressors, 

job stress, stress-related outcomes, officer demographics, social support, and jurisdiction 

size.  Most of the moderating variables included in the study had no significant effects on 

the relationships between job stress and stress-related outcomes; the two exceptions were 

race and ethnicity.  Juvenile probation officers in this study maintained a balance of job 

demands and job control that appears to keep stress levels relatively low.  Overall, 

officers in this study identified their organizations as being fair and indicated high levels 

of organizational commitment.  This study adds to the scant existing literature on the 

populations of juvenile probation officers and would be easily replicated for use with 

other samples of JPOs or with other populations. 
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APPENDIX SECTION 

APPENDIX A.  Juvenile Probation Officer Work Environment Survey 
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