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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine which of the following variables best predict
work engagement among elementary music educators: (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c)
workload satisfaction, (d) salary, and (e) resources. Elementary music educators (N =
334) employed in Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, and lowa participated in the study.
Correlations beyond the .01 level of significance were found between: (a) salary and
resources, (b) support and resources, (c) support and workload satisfaction, (d)
resources and workload satisfaction, (e) self-efficacy and work engagement, (f) support
and work engagement, (g) workload satisfaction and work engagement. Correlations
beyond the .05 level of significance were found between: (a) salary and support, (b)
self-efficacy and support, (c) salary and work engagement, and (d) resources and work
engagement. Results of the simultaneous multiple regression analysis revealed the five
independent variables combined to account for 17.6% of the variance in work
engagement. Accordingly, the overall multiple regression was statistically significant,
R* =176, F(5, 328) = 14.02, p< .001. Further results of the regression analysis
indicated that support (p< .001), workload satisfaction (p< .001), self-efficacy (p<

001), and salary (p< .005) were statistically significant predictors of work engagement.
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Chapter I

Introduction

Teachers typically experience a variety of complex and difficult situations
within the workplace. These challenges can cause stress for teachers and can often
diminish the enthusiasm they have for teaching. Music educators may face additional
challenges as they often find themselves isolated from the rest of the staff while
receiving little support for their programs. More specifically, an elementary music
educator may be the only music specialist in the school building or possibly in an entire
small school district. Given these difficulties, how can an elementary music educator
maintain his or her enthusiasm and desire for teaching? If a music educator is not fully
engaged in the teaching and learning process, leaving the profession (attrition) can
become a viable option. However, if music educators are engaged in their work, they
have the potential to maintain long and successful teaching careers.

Work engagement is defined as an “active, positive work-related state,
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonazalez-
Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). Certain variables can influence a teacher’s work-
engagement levels. The following variables are typically included in research regarding
the work engagement of general classroom teachers: (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c)
salary, (d) workload, and (e) resources. However, no research has been conducted to
determine if the aforementioned variables are significant predictors of work engagement
among elementary general music educators.

Carlson (2004), Gardner (2010), and Melvin (2010) have suggested that

administrative support has an influence on teacher retention. Recent research by
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Maughan (2012) indicates support from multiple sources (e.g., colleagues, parents,
students, community members) may help increase teacher work engagement. Previous
research has also shown a strong positive correlation between work engagement and
self-efficacy (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &Schaufeli, 2007, 2009b). Self-
efficacy, as used in organizational research, is an individual’s perception of his or her
ability to meet demands in any context (general self-efficacy or GSE; Chen, Gully, &
Eden, 2001).

Workload satisfaction, salary, and resources have also been examined as
variables affecting work engagement. A teacher’s workload (i.e., the work
responsibilities expected of an individual) has been shown to have a direct influence on
his or her ability to teach effectively (Johnson, 2006; McCann &Joahannessen, 2004;
Scheib, 2003). Additionally, researchers found a heavy workload can negatively affect
a teacher’s attitude and, therefore, his or her work environment (Hamman, Daugherty,
& Mills, 1987; Heston, Dedrick, Raschke, & Whitehead, 1996).

Salary may have an influence on teacher work engagement as it has been
mentioned in various studies as a solution to teacher attrition and migration. Hancock
(2008) reported that a $10,000 salary increase might reduce the attrition and migration
risk for arts educators by 40%. Additional data has indicated that 17% of educators
have more than one job, and a salary increase may relieve the stress associated with
managing multiple jobs (Krantz-Kent, 2008). Teacher resources have also been
included as a variable in work engagement research. Johnson (2006) found that
curricular support, adequate resources and materials, and suitable facilities have a
strong influence on teacher job satisfaction.
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An elementary music educator’s lack of support and low self-efficacy, combined
with a heavy workload, low salary, and few resources, may result in a lack of work
engagement and possible attrition. The percentage of music educators who leave the
workforce has been a general concern for the music education community (Hamman,
Daughtry, & Mills, 1996; Heston, Dedrick, Raschke, & Whitehead, 1996; McLain,
2005; Scheib, 2004; Johnson &Birkeland, 2003; DeLorenzo, 1992; Gardner, 2010). Of
course, music educators may leave the profession for many reasons, and attrition cannot
be fully attributed to a lack of work engagement. However, more can be done to help
music educators who leave (or are considering leaving) the profession because of a lack
of work engagement. Determining what variables best predict work engagement among
elementary music educators could help supervisors and administrators develop better
work environments, promote positive work experiences, and alleviate attrition. In
addition, educators may be able to address certain variables themselves to raise their

level of work engagement.

Attrition

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a division of the U.S.
Department of Education, conducts the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and
Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) every four years to create statistical data concerning
teacher attrition and other education issues. The SASS asks teachers and administrators
general education questions, such as (a) number of students who are eligible for free or
reduced lunch, (b) number of teachers employed by the district, and (c) staff salary

schedules. The TFS is conducted to determine why teachers stay at their job, move to



another job, or leave the field of education. From the data, these teachers are
categorized as (a) stayers, (b) movers, or (c) leavers.

In 2004, the NCES reported that attrition rates in the fine arts were comparable
to other teaching positions. During the 2000-2001 school year, on average, 8% of fine
arts educators left their teaching positions and 11.4% migrated to a new
position(compiled by Luekens, Lyter, & Fox, 2004). In comparison, 9% of math
teachers, 7% of science teachers, and 8.7% of special educators left the profession that
year. After the financial collapse in 2008, the TFS revealed surprising changes in
attrition rates among fine arts educators. Data from the 2008 TFS (compiled by
Keigher& Cross, 2010) revealed that 4.1% of arts educators left their jobs and 7.5%
migrated to a new position. In contrast, 7.7% of math teachers, 9% of science teachers,
and 12.3% of special educators left their positions. Because of the current reduced rates
of attrition, there is no longer a shortage of fine arts teachers. However, in certain rural
districts and high-poverty schools, teacher attrition remains a problem (Ingersoll, 2001).
Furthermore, overall attrition rates of fine arts educators could return to higher levels as
the economy recovers.

Attrition affects the U.S. education system in multiple ways. When teachers
leave their schools, they take their experience and knowledge with them, and the school
loses human and financial capital. As a result, the school has no choice but to invest in
and train new teachers. In 2005, the Department of Labor estimated that attrition costs
an employer 30% of the previous employee’s annual salary in addition to the salary of

the new employee (as cited in Borman& Dowling, 2008).



Stress

Teacher stress has been a concern in education since the early 20"century
(Smith & Milstein, 1984) and provides the foundation for current work engagement
research. In the 1930s, the National Education Association (NEA) published a series of
articles pertaining to the selection and retention of public school teachers (National
Education Association, 1932). Some school district leaders thought that a salary
schedule, partially based on teaching effectiveness, would help teachers feel more
satisfied and happy in their jobs. The NEA researchers concluded that pay could not be
based on merit, as they believed there was no valid manner with which to measure
teacher effectiveness. The researchers proposed school boards should keep teachers
happy by providing job security through the development of tenure positions. However,
the NEA also realized that other factors contributed to teacher health and happiness and
recommended teachers should have (a) appropriate working conditions, (b) a balanced
workload, and (c) intelligent and sympathetic administration (National Education
Association, 1932).

In the 1940s and 1950s, researchers became more concerned with the mental
health of teachers. Blos (1942) recommended that teachers should have lives outside
their professional work. Rosey (1943) believed teachers needed to find ways to relax
and seek sources of support. In 1945, the NEA published survey results in which
teachers indicated a desire for numerous changes in their profession, including (a)
understanding and cooperative principals, (b) helpful fellow teachers, (c) suitable
equipment and building facilities, and (d) helpful supervisors (National Education

Association, 1945).



Throughout the 1950s, research focused more on the expanding role of schools.
Schools were dealing with a large influx of students and adjusting to the demands of the
baby boom generation. Schools began providing health care and more athletic and
extracurricular activities for students. With an exploding student population and new
services to deliver, research dedicated to teacher stress declined dramatically (Smith &
Milstein, 1984), although the debate soon returned in the 1960s and 1970s. Long and
Newman (1969) found that various problems, such as overcrowding, low salaries, and
lack of administrative support were contributing to teacher stress and poor mental
health. In addition, Edgerton (1977) gave an example of the conversation an outside
observer would hear at most teacher gatherings by stating, “teaching is the most
frustrating, narrowing futile job this side of purgatory” (p. 120). Once again, teacher
stress had returned to the forefront of education concerns.

To combat teacher stress in the 1970s, (a) smaller class sizes were created, (b)
teacher aides were added, and (¢) curriculum was improved (Edgerton, 1977).
However, even with these improvements, researchers found that teachers had too many
different responsibilities (role overload), some of which conflicted with each other (role
conflict). Role conflict occurs when a teacher is asked to assume two conflicting roles
(for example, the contradictory roles of disciplinarian and mentor). These multiple
responsibilities resulted in confusion and stress for educators. Youngs (1978)
conducted a study that examined teacher anxiety and stress and found that teachers had
four basic needs: (a) being recognized as unique, (b) being part of a group, (c) being
able to set goals for themselves, and (d) feeling their lives are meaningful. Youngs
recommended that principal leadership could help teachers meet these needs.
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With increasing public interest in teacher stress, Smith and Milstein (1984)
published their history of the subject. The researchers found that “declining
enrollments, school closings, budget crises, disciplinary breakdowns, and the sense that
schools are not performing up to expectations” were causing more stress in the teaching
profession (p. 45). Also, the changing demands on teachers and influence of outside
groups (e.g., communities, legislatures, and interest groups) were negatively affecting
the profession. However, these issues were no longer causing stress among teachers;

they were causing teachers to burnout.

Burnout

The phenomenon of occupational burnout was identified in the 1970s, but the
term burnout was first used to describe drug addicts who had reached bottom
(Schaufeli, Leiter, &Maslach, 2009). Freudenberger (1974), a psychologist who
worked at a drug addiction clinic, borrowed the term to describe the volunteers at the
clinic. The volunteers would reach a certain point in their employment and then suffer
from a “gradual emotional depletion, loss of motivation, and reduced commitment”
(Schaufeli et al., 2009, p. 205).

By the mid-1970s, other social service occupations began to describe employees
as burned out. The nation’s War on Poverty had encouraged many young, idealistic
people to take jobs in the human services sector to help change U.S. society for the
better. However, those employees came to the realization that there were factors
affecting poverty outside their control, and they would never be able to counteract those

factors. According to Schaufeli et al. (2009), the employees became frustrated idealists



who were burned out. Maslach and Schaufeli (1993) also encountered burnout when
studying human-service workers (e.g., social workers, teachers, and nurses). Many of
these workers developed a negative view of their workload, felt emotionally drained,
and were sometimes incompetent because of their emotional state.

By the late 1980s, researchers realized employees in most career fields were
experiencing burnout (Maslach, Jackson, &Leiter, 1996). Maslach (1982) first defined
burnout as “a state of exhaustion in which one is cynical about the value of one’s
occupation and doubtful of one’s capacity to perform” (p. 2). Maslach identified certain
conditions that could lead to burnout. These conditions included (a) work overload; (b)
lack of control; (c) negative peer relations; (d) lack of supervisor support; and (e) lack
of workplace rules, regulations, and procedures. Maslach also suggested that those in
educational and service institutions have the added burden of community approval and
after-hours work duties resulting in job spillover (Maslach, 1982).

Various factors affect burnout. However, an often-cited burnout trigger is an
imbalance between demands and resources at work. Also, conflicts between the
employee’s personal values and those of the organization, or between the officially
stated organizational values and the values in action at work, could elicit burnout
(Schaufeli, Leiter, &Maslach, 2009).

Maslach and Jackson (1981) initially developed the Maslach Burnout Inventory
(MBI) for assessing burnout in social service careers. Since then, they have expanded
the measure to include many fields. The MBI has been used in the majority of journal

articles and dissertations that address the topic of burnout (Schaufeli& Enzmann, 1998).



In the mid-1990s, Maslach and Leiter (1997) revised their definition of burnout
to “an erosion of engagement” (p. 23). In 2000, the idea of work engagement became
more popular in the field of psychology as it was an outgrowth of positive psychology.
An entire issue of the American Psychologist focused on the new research field of
positive psychology. In the introductory section of this issue, Seligmann and
Csikszentmihalyi stated: “The aim of positive psychology is to begin to catalyze a
change in the focus of psychology from preoccupation only with repairing the worst
things in life to also building positive qualities” (Seligmann&Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p.
5). This particular issue contained 15 positive psychology articles on three main topics:
(a) the positive experience; (b) optimism, happiness, and self-determination; and (c¢) the
relationship between positive emotions and physical health.

The general impetus of positive psychology came from Csikszentmihalyi’s
theory of flow. Csikszentmihalyi developed his theory of flow when he attempted to
discover what elements were necessary for a happy life. Using Aristotle’s idea of
eudaimonia, he discovered that happiness is not a matter of chance (Csikszentmihalyi,
M., &Csikszentmihalyi, 1., 2006). Rather, it is created when optimal experience is
combined with a sense of mastery, or flow. Also, “flow is the way people describe their
state of mind when consciousness is harmoniously ordered, and they want to pursue
whatever they are doing for its own sake” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, p. 4). Positive
psychology is based on the research of flow, recognizing that happiness, hope, courage,
gratitude, and enjoyment are concepts that need to be studied(Csikszentmihalyi, M.,

&Csikszentmihalyi, 1., 2006). At this point, research in the fields of positive



psychology and employee satisfaction/well-being have combined to focus on work

engagement.

Work Engagement

According to Bakker (2011), work engagement occurs when employees invest
themselves in their work and positively respond to job challenges while taking
advantage of job resources. Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonazalez-Roma, and Bakker (2002)
established the most universal definition for work engagement, which is “a positive,
fulfilling work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and
absorption” (p. 74). Work engagement differs from job satisfaction, work-related flow,
and motivation in that it combines dedication with high vigor and absorption. Work
engagement levels can also vary during the day as an employee completes different
tasks (Bakker, 2011).

Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker (2002) administered the MBI
and a new engagement survey to a sample of university students and employees in
Spain to determine if a correlation existed between burnout and work engagement. The
researchers found that the two scales were negatively correlated (p<.001). Two years
later, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) used the MBI and the new engagement measure
(now titled the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale or UWES) in their research. They used
data collected from employees representing four different Dutch service organizations
to compare the measures. Results indicated that the MBI and UWES were measuring
the same variable (burnout/work engagement), but once again, the data representing

each measure were negatively correlated (p<.001).
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The UWES was created to measure vigor, dedication, and absorption—all of
which contribute to work engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2002)—and has been used in
numerous studies internationally. In fact, it is the most often used measure in the area
of work engagement research (Schaufeli& Bakker, 2010). From an educational
perspective, researchers in Finland and the Netherlands have used the measure in
research addressing teacher work engagement (Bakker &Bal, 2010; Bakker, Hakanen,
Demerouti, &Xanthopoulou, 2007; Hakanen, Bakker, &Schaufeli, 2006). The UWES
is an effective tool that identifies whether or not employees are engaged in their work.

Bakker (2011) believes job resources and personal resources affect work
engagement. Job resources include collegial support, performance feedback, skill
variety, autonomy, and learning opportunities. Job resources can also include any
“physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that may (a) reduce job demands
and the associated physiological and psychological costs; (b) be functional in achieving
work goals; or (¢) stimulate personal growth, learning, and development” (Schaufeli&
Bakker, 2004, p. 296).

Additionally, an individual possesses personal resources that affect work
engagement. These resources can include the following: (a) self-esteem, (b) self-
efficacy, (c) locus of control, and (d) regulation of emotions. Also, positive self-
evaluations can be linked to resiliency and help individuals influence and control their
environment (Bakker, 2011). Previous research has shown that individuals with high
personal resources exhibit high levels of work engagement.

According to Bakker and Xanthopoulou (2009), four factors enable engaged
workers to perform job tasks in an efficient manner. First, engaged employees often

11



have positive emotions, which broaden their ability to think and respond within the job
environment. Second, they have better health so they can direct all their skills and
energy to their jobs. Third, engaged employees will work to create their own job
resources and personal resources. Fourth, engaged employees can transfer their
engagement to others in their workplace, thus elevating the performance level of the
whole group.

Engaged employees are likely to be involved in the process of job crafting. This
term is used to describe “the actions employees use to shape, mold, and redefine their
jobs” (Wrzesniewski& Dutton, 2001, p. 180). Through job crafting, the employee is
creating a better job fit and experiencing additional meaning from his or her work.
Teachers who are highly engaged in their work are able to align their strengths with the
job at hand.

A commonly used model for work engagement research is the Job Demands-
Resources (JD-R) model created by Bakker and Demerouti (2007). In this model, job
resources and personal resources interact with job demands to influence work
engagement and overall job performance. Also, while employees are engaged and
performing, they are job crafting to positively affect their job and personal resources to
further elevate their work engagement. The JD-R has been cited in multiple studies as
the basic framework for work engagement research (Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti,
&Xanthopoulou, 2007; Hakanen, Bakker, &Schaufeli, 2006; Jackson, Rothmann, &
Van de Vijver, 2006). Furthermore, the JD-R has been used as a theoretical framework
for work engagement more often than any other model (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter,
&Taris, 2008; Hakanen&Roodt, 2010).

12



Variables Affecting Teacher Work Engagement

Work engagement in the field of education may be influenced by many
variables. Research shows that support, self-efficacy, workload satisfaction, salary, and
resources influence a teacher’s work engagement and future employment decisions
(Gardner, 2010; Johnson, 2006; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). The following section will

explore these variables and their affect on teacher work engagement.

Support.

Support is crucial to a teacher’s work engagement, and this support may take
many forms. Within a school environment, teachers may or may not receive support
from students, colleagues, administrators, and members of the community. Most
burnout or work engagement research focuses on administrative support, as it seems to
have the most influence on a teacher’s job satisfaction.

Researchers have found that educators who were supported by their
administrators are more likely to stay in their jobs, while those who believe they are not
supported experience higher levels of stress (Borman& Dowling, 2008; Gardner, 2010;
McLain, 2005). Johnson and Birkeland (2003) conducted a longitudinal interview
study with novice teachers (N = 50) and found that those who have collegial interaction,
growth opportunities, appropriate workloads, and structured school support were more
likely to stay in their jobs. Heston, Dedrick, Raschke, and Whitehead (1996) surveyed
band directors and discovered that support from students, parents, administrators, and

colleagues could raise levels of job satisfaction. Conversely, McLain (2005) found that
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teachers who experienced negative feelings toward administrators, colleagues, parents,
and the community were highly burned out.

Gardner’s (2010) examination of the 1999—-2000 SASS and the 2000-2001 TFS
revealed that a lack of administrative support is the primary reason fine arts educators
change jobs or leave the profession. Tye and O’Brien (2002) found that the two main
reasons teachers leave education are accountability and increased paperwork
(workload); however, the next three reasons (no parent support, unresponsive
administration, and low status of the profession) are all evidence of a lack of support.
In addition, Borman and Dowling (2008) found that risk of attrition might increase if a

teacher experiences a lack of collegial collaboration and administrative support.

Self-Efficacy.

Self-efficacy, an individual’s perception of his or her ability to meet demands
(Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001), was first studied by Bandura (1977). Bandura theorized
that a person with high self-efficacy would be able to shape his or her own thoughts and
actions to reach specific goals. As goals are attained, a person’s sense of self-efficacy is
strengthened. Eventually, even failure at a task will not affect a person with high self-
efficacy. Workers with high self-efficacy will also be highly motivated and persistent
(Schunk, 1995).

Self-efficacy has been included as a variable in many work engagement studies.
It is logical to assume that employees with high self-efficacy would also have high
levels of work engagement because they are motivated, persistent, and optimistic.

Furthermore, previous research supports this hypothesis. In a literature review, Bakker,

14



Schaufeli, Leiter, and Taris (2008) found that multiple studies linked high self-efficacy
with high levels of work engagement. Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and
Schaufeli (2009a) examined Dutch engineers’ and electricians’ work engagement levels
and found that those employees with high self-efficacy were also more engaged in their
work. One year later, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli (2009b)
expanded their study to include fast-food employees in the Netherlands. Once again,
they discovered that employees with high self-efficacy exhibited high levels of work

engagement.

Workload Satisfaction.

Workload includes a teacher’s class size, paperwork, and other classroom
responsibilities. But, while most educators anticipate a heavy workload in their own
classrooms, they may not anticipate the extra duties outside the classroom. Meetings,
curriculum development, and various extra duties may add to a teacher’s classroom
responsibilities and create an untenable situation. A teacher’s satisfaction with his or
her workload varies according to subject area and abilities. Some teachers are able to
handle a heavy workload with ease, while others find the same workload impossible to
manage (McCann &Joahannessen, 2004).

A heavy workload is mentioned in multiple studies as an impediment to work
engagement. Hamman, Daugherty, and Mills (1987) found teachers with too much
work and not enough time (work overload) were susceptible to teacher burnout.
Heston, Dedrick, Raschke, and Whitehead (1996) found that both excessive teaching

and nonteaching duties were stressors for band directors. Additionally, Scheib (2003)
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found music teachers exacerbate their workload by setting very high expectations for
themselves and their students. Steg (1955) discovered that music teachers are more
likely to have heavier workloads, less planning time, and more out-of-school duties than
other teachers. Unfortunately, Steg’s thorough research concerning music teacher

workload has not been replicated.

Salary.

Salary increases are often discussed as a solution to teacher attrition. Data from
the Economic Policy Institute(Allegretto, Corcoran, &Mishel, 2004) estimated that
teachers are paid 23.4% less than other professionals who possess the same education
level (e.g., accountants, reporters, counselors, registered nurses). This difference in
compensation may lead many to believe that teachers could be leaving their jobs
because of their modest salaries.

In a recently published analysis of the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey,
Hancock (2008) found that among fine arts educators, a $10,000 salary increase reduced
the attrition and migration risk by 40%. Though salary may not solve all matters of
teacher attrition, it is interesting that 51.2% of teachers who left the profession in 2008
were dissatisfied with their salary (U.S. Department of Education National Center for

Education Statistics, 2008—2009).

Resources.
Resources may also affect a teacher’s work engagement. Resources include not
only items such as textbooks, desks, and chairs, but also money for classroom expenses.

Researchers have found that adequate resources can influence a teacher’s job
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satisfaction and teaching effectiveness (Johnson, 2006). Regardless of subject area, all
educators need adequate resources to be able to teach effectively. Unfortunately, the
current economic climate has severely limited many teachers’ resources. The U.S.
Department of Education National Center for Education Statistics (2007-2008a)
reported that 92.4% of educators spend their own money to purchase classroom
resources. A lack of resources could seriously impede teachers’ ability to engage in

their work because they may feel insignificant or unimportant.

Need for the Study

Researchers have found the following variables may influence a teacher’s work
engagement levels: (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary,
and (e) resources. Various forms of support have a great impact on teacher work
engagement (Borman& Dowling, 2008; Gardner, 2010; Heston et al., 1996;Johnson
&Birkeland, 2003; McLain, 2005;Tye& O’Brien, 2002). Self-efficacy is another
variable that has been shown to affect work engagement (Bakker et al.,
2008;Xanthopoulou et al., 2009a, 2009b). A teacher’s workload satisfaction may affect
his or her work engagement (McCann &Joahannessen, 2004; Hamman, et al., 1987;
Heston et al., 1996; Scheib, 2003; Steg, 1955). Salary, though not shown to have a
direct influence on work engagement, is an important factor in a teacher’s career
decisions (Allegretto, et al., 2004; Hancock, 2008; U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics, 2008—2009). Lack of resources is another
variable that can hinder a teacher’s work engagement (Johnson, 2006; U.S. Department

of Education National Center for Education Statistics, 2007-2008a).
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Previous research has also shown that teachers have higher levels of work
engagement if these factors are positive (Bakker &Bal, 2010, Bakker et al.,
2007;Hakanen et al., 2006). However, these studies have mostly been conducted in
countries outside the United States (e.g., Finland, the Netherlands). In the United
States, limited research has been conducted with work engagement in the field of music
education. Therefore, a need exists to determine which of these variables best predict

elementary music educators’ work engagement.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study was to determine which of the following variables best
predict work engagement among elementary music educators: (a) support, (b) self-
efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary, and (e) resources. By determining what
variables affect the work engagement levels of music teachers, appropriate solutions

may be developed to help these music educators attain job satisfaction.

Research Questions
1. What are the demographic characteristics of elementary music educators as
represented by the sample?
2. What are the descriptive statistics of the sample as represented by the following
measures: (a) the Maughan Elementary Music Educator Measure (MEMEM),
(b) the New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE), and (c) the Utrecht Work

Engagement Scale (UWES)?
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3. What are the interrelationships among the following variables: (a) support, (b)
self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary, (e) resources, and (f) work
engagement?

4. Which of the following variables best predict elementary music educators’ work
engagement: (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary,

and (e) resources?

Definitions

* Attrition: Term used to describe the exit of teachers from the teaching
profession.

* Burnout: “A syndrome of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced
personal accomplishment that can occur among individuals who work with
people in some capacity” (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 4).

* Migration: Term used to describe teachers who leave employment in one
school for another.

* Nonparticipation: Occurs when a teacher is not included in decisions that affect
his or her job (Scheib, 2003).

* Positive psychology: The study of positive life qualities such as optimism,
happiness, and self-determination.

* Resources: The physical environment needed to have a successful work
experience.

* Resource inadequacy: Occurs when an individual has inadequate resources to

perform their job effectively.
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Role ambiguity: Occurs when contradictory role messages are sent to an
individual (Scheib, 2003).

Role conflict: The psychological conflict that can occur when two or more
contradictory roles are demanded of one individual (Scheib, 2002).

Role overload: Often defined as too much to do with not enough time or
resources (Maslach, 1997). Overload can also occur when an individual is asked
to fulfill too many roles and none can be performed adequately (Scheib, 2003).
Salary: The fixed financial compensation for an educator.

Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS): Conducted by the U.S. Department of
Education National Center for Educational Statistics every 4 years to create
statistical data about teacher attrition and other education issues. The SASS
contains questions about education in general, such as (a) number of students on
free or reduced lunch, (b) number of teachers employed by school or district,
and (c) staff salary schedules.

Self-efficacy:“Beliefs in one’s capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive
resources, and courses of action needed to meet given situational demands”
(Wood & Bandura, 1989, p. 408).

Support: The various supports a teacher has within his or her work
environment. This support may come from colleagues, students, parents,
administrators, and community members.

Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS): Conducted by the U.S. Department of
Education National Center for Educational Statistics every 4 years (following

the SASS) to discover why teachers stay at their job, move to another job, or
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leave the field of education. Within the data, these teachers are categorized as
stayers, movers, or leavers.

* Underutilization of skills: Occurs when an individual has a set of skills that are
not used in his or her current employment situation.

* Vigor: An individual’s vitality and ability to grow and develop.

*  Work engagement: “An active, positive work-related state that is characterized
by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonazalez-Roma, &
Bakker, 2002 (p.74). Work engagement is different from job satisfaction, work-
related flow, and motivation in that it combines dedication with high vigor and
absorption. Work engagement can also vary during the day for an employee as
they complete different tasks (Bakker, 2011).

*  Workload satisfaction: A teacher’s feelings about the amount of work they

need to complete.

Operational Definitions
*  Workload, resources, and support are operationally defined by the Maughan
Elementary Music Educator Measure (MEMEM), which I created (Maughan,
2012).
* Self-efficacy is operationally defined by the New General Self-Efficacy scale
(NGSE) created by Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001).
*  Work engagement is operationally defined by the Utrecht Work Engagement

Scale (UWES;Schaufeli et al., 2002).
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Limitations

The study has certain limitations. The respondents were contacted through e-
mail, which may prove unreliable in districts that have outdated Internet sites or
sophisticated firewalls. As a result, some teachers may never have received the survey.
Also, job responsibilities can often overwhelm teachers (DeLorenzo, 1992) and work

overload may have caused certain teachers to ignore the e-mail.
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Chapter 11

Review of Literature

Research has shown that support, self-efficacy, workload satisfaction, salary,
and resources affect work engagement levels in a variety of occupations. However, no
one has measured these variables to predict elementary music teacher work
engagement. The following review of literature explores the history of teacher attrition,

in addition to the aforementioned variables.

Teacher Attrition

In 2012, the MetLife Survey of the American Teacher found that only 44% of
educators were satisfied with their jobs, 15% lower than in 2009. Additionally, 29% of
educators intended to leave the profession in 5 years, up 19% from 2009 (Heitin, 2012).
Novice teachers were the most at risk for attrition. Henke, Chen, Geis, and Knepper
(2000) found more than 23% of beginning general educators left the profession within
the first 3 years of service, and Ingersoll (2003) discovered that 40% to 50% left within
the first 5 years of service (Ingersoll, 2003). In 1998, teachers (active or inactive) were
4% of the U.S. population. Furthermore, there were twice as many teachers as there
were nurses and four times as many teachers as lawyers and professors combined
(Ingersoll, 2001). These statistics demonstrate the size and fluidity of the general
teaching population from year to year.

Research examining music educators’ attrition rates revealed that novice
teachers are at high risk for attrition (Madsen & Hancock, 2002). Beginning in 1995,

Madsen and Hancock conducted a longitudinal study of recent music education
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graduates (N = 137). Results indicated that 17.5% (N = 24) were not teaching during
the 1995-1996 school year. In 2001, the researchers were able to contact 122 of the
original respondents and found that 34.4% (N = 42) were not teaching. Respondents
indicated that a lack of support was the main reason for their leaving the profession.

More recently, Hancock (2009) found that 6% of music educators leave the
profession every year. This percentage is approximately the same for general educators.
Of that 6%, 33% planned on returning to the profession within 5 years and 25% planned
on returning after 5 years. However, whether the educators actually returned to the
profession is not known.

What factors could be contributing to music teacher attrition? Scheib (2004)
studied eight instrumental music teachers who were leaving their jobs to determine what
led them to their decision. Scheib concluded all eight teachers shared the following
concerns: (a) difficult working conditions, (b) low salary, (c¢) negative public
perceptions of teaching, and (d) low priority of music education within the school
curriculum.

Music teachers are often isolated from other classrooms and teachers. This
isolation (physical or by discipline) could have an effect on music teachers’ feelings of
collegial support. Physically, the isolation of music educators may be due to the school
building layout. A music educator may also feel isolated if he or she is the only music
teacher in the building or one of the few music teachers in the district. Sindberg and
Lipscomb (2005) found that music teachers (N = 36) who possessed strong feelings of
isolation were at risk for attrition, as they did not feel integral to the district. The
researchers collected responses to seven statements using a five-point Likert-type scale
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ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The teachers were also given
an opportunity to express their feelings through open-ended statements. The sense of
isolation exhibited by these teachers varied with experience. Teachers with 1 to 10
years of experience felt isolated, teachers with 10 to 25 years felt less isolated, and
teachers with 25 to 40 years of experience felt more isolated. The researchers did not
ask teachers to give their opinions on their isolation, but they theorized that teachers
with 10 to 25 years of experience may be more confident and immersed in their work or
they have full lives outside the classroom. The means of beginning teachers (less than
10 years) and very experienced teachers (24 to 40 years) were not equal on all
statements; however, the means representing three statements were similar:

* I believe professional isolation is related to the subject I teach (less than 10 years

M =4.00; 25 to 40 years M = 4.00).

* Scheduling has an impact on my level of professional isolation (less than 10

years M = 3.83; 25 to 40 years M = 3.92).

* I believe lack of administrative support contributes to causing professional

isolation (less than 10 years M = 3.08; 24 to 40 years M = 3.08).

Hancock (2008) published an analysis of the 1999—2000 Schools and Staffing
Survey from the U.S. Department of Education. Music teacher responses (N =1,931)
were analyzed using sequential multiple regression to determine if certain variables
were significant predictors of attrition. The analysis revealed some interesting
predictors, including (a) extracurricular duties, (b) school-wide concerns (e.g., cutting
class, physical conflicts, and theft), and (c¢) limited support from administrators and

parents. Hancock also discovered that female music teachers are one-and-a-half times

25



more likely to leave the profession than males, and a $10,000 salary increase reduced
the attrition and migration risk by 40%. Furthermore, Hancock found that music
teachers under the age of 30 are three times more likely to leave the profession than
their peers. Teachers from age 30 to 39 are almost two times more likely to leave their
positions. These results reiterate the influence of a teacher’s work experience on his or
her attrition risk.

Gardner (2010) also utilized the data from the 1999—2000 Schools and Staffing
Survey to develop a model for retention, turnover, and attrition. Gardner discovered
that music teachers were more likely to hold part-time positions and receive less support
for working with special needs students. Gardner also found music teachers changed
jobs because of inadequate working conditions or for better assignments. Some
positions were deserted for better salaries or benefits, but administrative support had the
most influence on teacher retention. In Gardner’s study, as in the previously mentioned
studies, the variables of salary, workload, work environment, and support were found to

have an influence in the teachers’ employment decisions.

Work Engagement

Research has shown that employees who are engaged in their work are less
likely to leave their jobs (Bakker, 2011; Bakker &Xanthopoulou, 2009; Hakanen et al.,
2006). According to Bakker (2011), work engagement occurs when employees put
themselves into their work, manage their job challenges, and mobilize resources. The

most often used definition for work engagement is “an active, positive work-related
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state that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova,
Gonazalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74).

Bakker (2011) shows that job resources and personal resources affect work
engagement. Job resources include collegial support, performance feedback, skill
variety, autonomy, and learning opportunities. Job resources can also include any
“physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that may (a) reduce job demands
and the associated physiological and psychological costs; (b) be functional in achieving
work goals; or (¢) stimulate personal growth, learning, and development” (Schaufeli&
Bakker, 2004, p. 296). Personal resources may also affect work engagement. These
resources can include self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control, and regulation of
emotions (Albrecht, 2010). Individuals with locus of control believe they have power
over events in their lives. Positive self-evaluations can also be linked to resiliency in
the workplace. This resiliency could help individuals maintain better control of their
work environment (Bakker, 2011).

According to Bakker and Xanthopoulou (2009), engaged workers have four
variables that enable them to work better than nonengaged workers. First, engaged
employees often have positive emotions that broaden their thought—action repertoire.
Second, they have better health, which enables them to direct all their skills and energy
to their jobs. Third, engaged employees will also work to create their own job resources
and personal resources. This process is known as job crafting. Through job crafting,
the employeecreates a better job fit and experiences additional meaning from his or her

work (Wrzesniewski& Dutton, 2001). Fourth, engaged employees can transfer their
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engagement to others in their workplace, thus elevating the performance level of the
whole group (Bakker &Xanthopoulou, 2009).

In countries outside the United States, the theory of work engagement has had
an immense impact in occupational research. Studies have shown that engaged
employees work better than non-engaged employees as they have positive emotions,
better health, create their own job resources, and transfer their engagement to others
(Bakker, 2011; Bakker &Xanthopoulou, 2009; Wrzesniewski& Dutton, 2001). These
outcomes are positive for educators and the schools in which they work (Bakker, 2010).
In 2006, Hakanen, Bakker, and Schaufeli (2006) conducteda study with a large sample
of Finnish teachers (N = 2,038). Results indicated that teachers who had control over
their duties, good supervisory support, and opportunities for creativity in their jobs were
more engaged in their work. These positive factors led to higher levels of work
engagement, which in turn provided better work environments and improved teacher
retention.

In another study conducted in Finland, Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, and
Xanthopoulou (2007) found that teachers (N = 805) who worked in elementary,
secondary, and vocational schools had more effective classroom management and were
able to engage in their work when appropriate job resources were present. The specific
resources included supervisor support, freedom to innovate, appreciation, and positive
organizational climate. When these resources were present, teachers were able to
maintain their work engagement even while dealing with discipline issues.

A more recent study was conducted with novice Dutch educators (N = 54) to
examine weekly work engagement levels and a possible relationship with job resources
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(Bakker &Bal, 2010). The educators, who worked in elementary, secondary, and
vocational schools, were measured every Friday for 5 consecutive weeks. Within the
study, the educators’ job resources included (a) autonomy, (b) social support, (c)
performance feedback, (d) supervisory coaching, and (e) learning opportunities.
Researchers found that educators were able to engage in their work if they had
autonomy, supervisory coaching, and opportunities for development. Interestingly,
social support was unrelated to work engagement. Determining what variables predict
the work engagement of successful elementary music educators can benefit the teaching
profession. This study will focus on work engagement in order to help educators find
new ways to connect with their work instead of focusing on negative aspects of the

education profession in the 21st century.

Support

Numerous research studies pertaining to teacher attrition and teacher work
engagement include the variable of support (administrative, collegial, community,
parental, and student). Maughan (2012) found that support was the strongest predictor
of work engagement among a sample of elementary music educators (N = 105). The
independent variables of workload, resources, and support combined to account for
26.6% of the variance in work engagement. Accordingly, the overall multiple
regression was statistically significant, R* = .266, F(3, 101) = 12.206, p< .001. Results
of the analysis further revealed that support was the only statistically significant

predictor of work engagement (p<.001). On average, for each standard deviation (SD)
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unit change in support, work engagement increased by .423 of a SD unit, once the other
variables were taken into account.

Other studies have found that support and leadership were integral to teacher
engagement. Carlson (2004) sought to determine if a principal’s behaviors influenced a
teacher’s decision to remain in the same school or move to another school. Carlson did
not include teachers who had left the profession, as their exit could be attributed to
many other factors. Wisconsin high school teachers (N = 214) participated in the study.
From this sample, 143 teachers had moved from another school within the past 5 years,
and 71 had been employed at their current school for more than 5 years. The
participants completed a two-part survey, which was sent to them through the U.S. mail.
Part 1 consisted of 10 factors that might influence their decision to stay or leave, and
Part 2 asked participants to answer 11 questions dealing with their overall job
satisfaction. Participants could also answer a third section of the survey, which asked
them to list the top three factors that might affect their decision to leave or remain in
their job.

Carlson found that administrative support was the most influential variable
pertaining to a teacher’s decision to stay at a school or move to a different position.
Teachers also felt that school environment, work assignment, teacher collaboration
time, and work rewards were variables that affected their decision to stay in the school
or move to a different position. Carlson recommended that administrators should (a) be
approachable and available to the staff, (b) be honest and straightforward with the staff,
(c) demonstrate an appreciation for the work teachers do, (d) assist teachers in solving
problems as they occur, and (¢) demonstrate a personal interest in teachers’ lives.
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Additionally, Carlson suggested that administrators should work on communication
throughout the school, treat all staff fairly, and give the staff a chance to share ideas and
have input on decisions.

Kellermeyer (2009) found that overall, elementary music teacher job satisfaction
was closely linked to relationships with the principal (i.e., support) and the school
environment. Kellermeyer examined whether job satisfaction, personal beliefs, and
professional relationships were the cause of job related stressors, role conflict, role
ambiguity, and burnout among a sample of Illinois music educators (N = 272).
Participants were asked to complete a Likert-type survey, which was composed of 86
modified statements taken from the Rice Teacher Survey (Rice, 2003).

The results revealed that participants were satisfied with their jobs when asked
about their classroom methods and responsibilities but were dissatistfied with school
politics and repetition of lessons for multiple classes. Participants stated administrative
support should be in the form of professional respect and personal support. Positive
collegial collaboration for the participants mostly consisted of meeting with the other
special-subject teachers (e.g., art, physical education). Though 54% of the participants
felt they had adequate administrative and collegial support, Kellermeyer reported that
many of the music educators felt belittled by the other staff members. These negative
attitudes resulted in a type of psychological exhaustion for music educators.
Kellermeyer suggested that elementary music educators would be better satisfied with
their positions if they worked to build relationships with their colleagues and their

principals.
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Support is an important variable in burnout research as well as work engagement
research. McLain (2005) administered the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach&
Jackson, 1981) to music educators (N = 514) from 42 states to determine their burnout
levels and the possible factors that contribute to burnout. McLain found that teachers
who were highly burned out exhibited negative feelings toward administrators,
colleagues, parents, and the community. The study also revealed that teachers with 1 to
5 years of experience were the largest response group to experience burnout. Teachers
who could not properly handle stress or classroom management issues also had high
burnout scores. Only 3% of the teachers received negative evaluations, but this
significantly impacted their burnout levels. Lastly, teachers who stated they probably or
definitely would not teach until retirement exhibited high levels of burnout.

Novice teachers are at high risk of attrition, and this cohort is often studied in
teacher attrition research. Grantham (2006) examined the effect of administrative
support on a sample of teachers (N = 25) who possessed different experience levels.
The researcher found novice teachers required more support from (a) the district, (b)
administrators, (¢) veteran teachers, (d) mentors, and (e) other first-year teachers.
Through an analysis of participant interviews, Grantham developed a better
understanding of what types of support could keep novice teachers in the profession.
For example, first-year teachers (N = 5) felt their induction training was inadequate and
simple survival knowledge was not communicated. One novice teacher never
understood the layout of the school building until the end of the year, while other
participants wished they had been told the procedures regarding office referrals, copy
machine protocol, substitute requests, and so forth. After the first year, however,
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teachers at all levels of experience felt that support was not as necessary, although
occasional administrator visits and encouragement from administrators were welcomed.
Hicks (2011) collected data from K—12 teachers (N = 736) and administrators (N
= 38) in Georgia to discover what specific supports are most important to teachers.
Participants completed an online version of either the Survey of Teachers’ Perceptions
of Administrative Support or the Survey of Administrators’ Perceptions of
Administrative Support. The survey instruments were created by Hicks and were based
upon previous research (Weiss, 2001). Statements concerning administrative support
were aligned with a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 not important at all to 4 extremely
important). Overall, the K—12 teachers felt their administrator’s first priority should be
to provide support with student discipline (M =3.67, SD = .51) and the second priority
should be to support teachers with parent interaction (M = 3.63, SD = .61). The third
priority that teachers considered important was trust between the administrator and the
teacher (M = 3.50, SD = .58). The top two priorities were equally ranked for
administrators: student discipline (M = 3.59, SD = .51) and teacher recognition (M =
3.59, SD = .51). Supporting teachers during interactions with parents was ranked fifth
(M =3.41, SD = .51). Interestingly, elementary teachers felt adequately supported by
both the head principal and the assistant principal while middle and high school
teachers felt much more support from the assistant principal. Hicks also examined the
Georgia Leadership Institute for School Improvement (GLISI), which is part of
administrator training in the state of Georgia. Hicks found the leadership modules

placed little, if any, attention on teacher support. To help reduce teacher attrition, Hicks
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recommended that administrators modify their own professional development to find
ways to improve teacher satisfaction through support.

Other studies have investigated administrator leadership, which is closely related
to administrative support. Byrum (2008) conducted research with teachers in North
Carolina to determine if principal leadership could influence teacher attrition.
Participants (N =271) were asked to complete the Teacher Perception and Intent Survey
(TPIS), which was created through an examination of previous surveys. Teachers with
less than 10 years of experience were the largest response group (N = 138). Using
correlation analysis, Byrum found that a teacher’s perception of school leadership had a
statistically significant correlation with teacher attrition (» = .31, p <.01). Other
variables that shared statistically significant correlations with teacher attrition included
(a) lack of classroom supplies, materials, and resources (» = .26, p < .01); (b) time issues
(r=.26, p <.01); (c¢) student discipline (r = .24, p <.01); and (d) inadequate
professional growth and development (» = .24, p <.01).

Melvin (2010) sought to determine if a teacher’s perception of administrative
leadership could affect teacher retention.Participants were K—12 educators (N = 114)
with 5 or more years of experience in Atlanta, Georgia. The researcher used the Atlanta
Federation of Teachers 2008 survey instrument, the Teacher’s Perception of Principal
Leadership. Participants responded to 36 statements, which were aligned with
following Likert-type response anchors: (a) always, (b) often, (c) sometimes, and (d)
never. Results indicated that 63.7% of the participants were contemplating leaving the
profession. Also, teachers who intended to stay in the profession ranked their
principal’s leadership skills higher than teachers who intended to leave. Furthermore,
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results of the logistic regression model indicated that for every 1-point increase in the
overall leadership score, teachers are five times more likely to remain in the profession.

Administrative support is important to teachers, but some novice educators find
support through mentor teachers. Conway (2003) interviewed beginning music teachers
(N = 13) in Michigan who were assigned a music education or general education mentor
for support in their first year of teaching. The mentees felt their mentors were helpful,
but that music mentors were the best fit. Conway made the following suggestions to
improve mentoring: (a) assign mentors early so mentees can meet them during the
summer, (b) schedule time for the mentors to be in the mentees’ classroom, and (c)
provide opportunities for the mentors and mentees to get to know one another. Conway
also stated that while undergraduate music education programs often receive criticism
for inadequate preparation, it is the administrative duties (paperwork, grades, etc.),
classroom management, and collegial relationships that a first-year teacher finds
difficult. Conway thought these lessons could not be learned in undergraduate classes.
Instead, they must be navigated by teachers throughout their first year of teaching with
the help of a mentor.

Teacher attrition can be attributed to many sources. However, multiple studies
point to a lack of administrative support as the main barrier to teacher work engagement
and the gateway to possible attrition (Byrum, 2008; Carlson, 2004; Conway, 2003;
Grantham, 2006; Hicks, 2011; Kellermeyer, 2009; McLain, 2005; Melvin, 2010).
Support, even when studied with other variables, had a powerful influence on educators

and their ability to engage in their work.
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Self-efficacy

Researchers in the Netherlands have used self-efficacy in their work engagement
models as a factor pertaining to personal resources (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti,
&Schaufeli, 2007). Self-efficacy, as used in organizational research, does not simply
pertain to the controlling of one’s thoughts or behaviors to reach certain goals (specific
self-efficacy; Bandura, 1977). Rather, it can be considered a general variable that
indicates an individual’s perception of their ability to meet demands in any context
(general self-efficacy; Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001). Individuals who possess strong
self-efficacy are able to manage and recover from negative experiences in an efficient
manner (Bandura, 1997).

Bandura first investigated self-efficacy in the late 1970s. Bandura explored
changes in behavior with different treatment practices. The theory of self-efficacy was
“based on the principal assumption that psychological procedures, whatever their form,
serve as a means of creating and strengthening expectations of personal efficacy”
(Bandura, 1977, p. 193). According to Bandura, perceived self-efficacy first influences
an individual’s initial choices, and if success follows, self-efficacy will influence an
individual’s persistence and effort in future tasks.

Bandura (1977) postulated that a person’s self-efficacy was based on four
information sources. The first information source is previous accomplishments, which
includes an individual’s previous successes. If an individual previously mastered a task,
he or she is more likely to try again or attempt something similar. The second
information source is vicarious experience, or the observation of others. Through
observation, an individual can examine another’s success or failure and then compare
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that scenario to his or her own situation. The third information source is verbal
persuasion, which includes suggestions and encouragement from others. The fourth
information source involves a person’s physiological state. Individuals who exhibit
high levels of stress and anxiety toward a task will have lowered levels of self-efficacy.

Self-efficacy, when used as a variable in organizational research, is somewhat
diversified. Specific self-efficacy (SSE) is described as a motivational state, while
general self-efficacy (GSE) is described as a motivational trait (Chen, Gully, & Eden,
2001). SSE and GSE have similar frameworks, as both represent an individual’s beliefs
about his or her ability to accomplish desired outcomes, but they differ in terms of
measurement. GSE includes a person’s entire life experiences, while SSE involves a
person’s perceived ability to carry out a specific task as it pertains to his or her current
psychological state.

GSE has been criticized because of flawed measurement (Bandura, 1997).
Critics believe measurement of general self-efficacy may impact relationships with
other variables and influence outcomes, thus affecting reliability. However, by using
item response theory (IRT), Scherbaum, Cohen-Charash, and Kern (2006) compared
GSE scores of three different measures and found this criticism to be misguided.
Participants (N = 606) completed three different GSE measures for item analysis.
Researchers found the GSE measures had exhibited adequate reliability, and the
difference between the three measures was small. Furthermore, it was determined that
Chen et al.’s (2001) general self-efficacy measure (New General Self-Efficacy scale or

NGSE) had the best overall performance of the three measures.
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In the field of work engagement research, general self-efficacy has been found
to have a positive effect on work engagement. Researchers in the Netherlands worked
with a group of Dutch engineers and electricians (N = 714) to determine if general self-
efficacy, organizational-based self-esteem, and optimism were predictors of work
engagement. Organizational-based self-esteem is the extent to which employees
believe that they can meet their needs by working in an organization. Results indicated
that personal resources, in which self-efficacy was a factor, had a direct effect on work
engagement ( = .45, p<.001; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &Schaufeli, 2007).
Job resources were also found to have a large direct effect on work engagement (f =
43).

Xanthopoulou et al. (2009a) returned to the same population to study the long-
term relationships among job resources, personal resources, and work engagement. A
sample of engineers and electricians (N = 163) was studied and observed for 18 months
on average as part of their employee psychosocial risk evaluation. Throughout this
period, the employees were surveyed twice to determine their levels of work
engagement, the effect of job resources, and the effect of personal resources. Self-
efficacy, which was included as a factor for personal resources, was measured with the
10-item Generalized Self-Efficacy scale (Chen et al., 2001). Work engagement was
measured with the 9-item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES;
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002). Analysis of the structural
equation model indicated an adequate fit asall fit indices were higher than .95, and the
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was lower than .05. Employees
with adequate job resources (autonomy, support, training, etc.) are more likely to be

38



engaged with their work over time. Also, personal resources exhibited a strong direct
effect on an employee’s work engagement levels in both surveys (B = .38 and B = .54).
However, both of the Xanthopoulou et al. studies included self-efficacy as a factor
within personal resources. Because of this, a need exists to measure self-efficacy as a
separate variable when determining what variables best predict elementary music
teacher’s work engagement.

A year after Xanthopoulou et al.’s 2009 study, the same group of researchers
studied a new sample of employees to confirm the results of the previous study
(Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &Schaufeli, 2009b). The new study examined
Greek participants who were employed in fast-food restaurants (N = 42). The
researchers investigated the extent to which multiple variables influence job resources
and work engagement. Results indicated that self-efficacy, optimism, and
organizational-based self-esteem contribute to the overall variance of work engagement.
Also, self-efficacy may affect the relationship between job resources and work
engagement.

Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, and Taris (2008) found that job resources and
personal resources both affect work engagement. Also, they discovered that self-
efficacy levels differed between engaged employees and unengaged employees. The
researchers examined multiple studies in this literature review and concluded that
personal resources, including self-efficacy, positively affect work engagement.

Collins (2009) examined the effects of personalized feedback on work
engagement and the possible mediating effects of self-efficacy with employees of
various professions (N = 68). In this study, employees were assigned to one of three
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groups: (a) control group, (b) generalized feedback group, and (c) personalized
feedback group. Both feedback groups completed the Strengths Self-Efficacy (SSE;
Flores, 2008) and UWES measures. The Strengths Self-Efficacy measure consisted of
34 items aligned with a 10-point semantic differential scale. The 17-item UWES
measure was also administered. Cronbach’s alpha indicated that the internal reliabilities
for each measure were internally consistent (» = .98, SSE; » = .95, UWES). The
correlation between self-efficacy and work engagement was statistically significant (» =
46, p< .01). Collins found that personalized feedback does not affect work
engagement; however, the link between high self-efficacy and work engagement was
quite strong within the binary logistic regression model. The study once again
confirmed the existence of a positive relationship between self-efficacy and work
engagement.

Bres6, Schaufeli, and Salanova (2012) studied the relationship between self-
efficacy and burnout. They examined university students in Spain (N =71) in an
attempt to understand their reasons for final examination anxiety. Students were
separated into the following groups: (a) the intervention group, (b) the stressed control
group, and (c) the healthy control group. The students were divided into groups based
on their responses gathered at an anxiety management workshop. Students’ work
engagement, self-efficacy, burnout levels, and performance were measured at the
beginning of the study and again six months later. During the six-month period, the
intervention group was given coping strategies for their anxiety through four additional
workshops. ANOVA results indicated the intervention group presented significantly
higher levels of self-efficacy and work engagement at the end of the six-month period
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than the other two groups. Additionally, Breso, Schaufeli, and Salanova found that low

self-efficacy corresponded with higher burnout levels within the stressed control group.

Workload Satisfaction

Though new educators may have been advised about the workload they will be
expected to shoulder, the reality can often be surprising. Teacher workload includes
regular classroom duties in addition to extra duties (e.g., meetings, lunchroom
supervision, grading). In a study conducted by McCann and Johannessen (2004),
novice English teachers (N = 11) were interviewed over a 2-year period to determine
their workload and resulting stress levels. At the beginning of the 2-year period,
teachers indicated the number of papers they had to grade was overwhelming. When
the teachers sought advice from experienced colleagues, they were told not to expect a
lighter workload later in their careers. The English teachers either gave up their
weeknights to grade endless stacks of essays or found another profession. By the end of
the study, 6 of the original 11 teachers were interviewed, and 2 were planning to leave
the profession as an overwhelming workload had negatively affected their attitudes
toward the profession.

Some teachers take another job to supplement their teaching income, resulting in
an increased overall workload. Krantz-Kent (2008) discovered that 17% of U.S.
teachers were employed outside school during the school year. Only 12% of other
professionals (e.g., health care professionals, business and financial operations

professionals, architects and engineers, community and social services professionals,
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managers) have multiple jobs. For some teachers, working more than one job may
increase their workload to unbearable levels.

Class size is a key component of a teacher’s workload satisfaction. Johnson
(2006) claimed that class sizes have decreased in response to educator complaints.
However, finding data to back up this claim is difficult. Data from the U.S. Department
of Education National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) indicate that student-
teacher ratios have been decreasing since 1955, when the average student-teacher ratio
was 27.4 to 1. In the latest reports from 2007-2008, the average student-teacher ratio
was 15 to 1 (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2009). This decrease in class size
represents an improved situation for teachers; however, this decrease in class size
should be closely scrutinized, as the NCES divided the total number of students in a
building by the total number of professional school staff members. As additional
support and special education staff has been added in the past 60 years, it is difficult to
judge whether class sizes have actually decreased or if the increase in staff has
improved student-teacher ratios.

The Center for Public Education, which is an initiative for the National School
Boards Association, promotes small class sizes as being the most effective indicator for
improving student learning. Its website recommends that elementary class sizes should
be between 15 and 18 students for optimal learning to occur (Ehrenberg, Brewer,
Gamoran, &Willms, 2001). While such class size reduction has been shown to improve
student learning, specific data on the average U.S. class size and its benefits are limited.

Teachers have typically found that teaching challenges increase with the number
of students under their tutelage (Johnson, 2006). Music teachers face the same
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problems as classroom teachers with regard to class size. A general music classroom of
40 students can present a challenge with movement activities, instrument use, and
general classroom management. On the other hand, teachers who work with ensembles
(band, choir, and orchestra) expect to have large class sizes. Based on these
considerations, no ideal class size can be defined for music education instruction.

In the field of music education, multiple studies have been conducted to
discover what factors contribute to a music teacher’s workload satisfaction. Steg (1955)
conducted an in-depth study of high school music teachers in Michigan to determine
their workload levels. The respondents (N = 345) consisted of instrumental teachers
(41%), vocal teachers (25%), and teachers who taught both subjects (34%). When the
teachers were asked to indicate the amount of strain they felt resulted from their work,
51% reported considerable feelings of strain. The teachers were also asked to give their
average teaching load per week in hours and indicate how they felt about their
workloads. Results indicated (a) 1% of respondents believed their teaching load was
light, (b) 41% believed their teaching load was reasonable, (c) 39% believed their
teaching load was heavy, and (d) 19% believed their teaching load was extremely
heavy. When the teaching loads were divided by teaching area, it was found that 27%
of vocal teachers, 40% of instrumental teachers, and 44% of vocal-instrumental teachers
reported heavy teaching loads. Working hours, reported by the teachers as
“reasonable,” averaged 43 hours per week. Hours reported as “heavy” averaged 45
hours per week, and working hours reported as “extremely heavy” averaged 50 hours
per week. Interestingly, 53% of those with “extremely heavy” workloads reported that
they enjoyed their jobs very much (Steg, 1955). It was also discovered that many
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teachers worked in other buildings or with other various grade levels. Within the
sample, 80% of the vocal teachers, 85% of the instrumental teachers, and 95% of the
vocal-instrumental teachers had assignments at more than one level in their schools.

Steg also investigated teachers’ additional workloads. Results indicated that
33% of instrumental teachers reported an average of 7.2 hours per week of nonmusic
assignments such as study hall or other subject areas while 38% of vocal teachers
reported working 6.8 hours per week in other subject areas. Furthermore, 42% of the
vocal-instrumental teachers reported teaching another subject for an average of 5 hours
per week. It is interesting to note that teachers, who already had complex workloads in
their own subject area, were likely to be teaching another subject.

Teachers also reported using their planning time for lessons or additional
ensemble work. In fact, Steg found that 84% of instrumental teachers, 55% of vocal
teachers, and 81% of vocal-instrumental teachers reported having no free time during
the day. It was recommended that music educators take the time to explain their
workload to their administrators so possible solutions could be identified. Additionally,
it was recommended that the Music Educators National Conference (now the National
Association for Music Education) should work closely with state associations and
administrators to help alleviate the teaching loads of music educators.

While Steg’s (1955) study has not been duplicated over the past several decades,
many researchers have investigated music educators’ workload by examining burnout.
Scheib (2003) found that the six areas of role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload,
underutilization of skills, resource inadequacy, and nonparticipation could result in
stress that might lead to burnout. It was discovered that participants (N = 4) in this case
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study had experienced stress in all six defined areas. However, they did not blame
others for their stress. The participants blamed themselves for high standards, which
resulted in role overload stress or workload stress.

Hamman, Daugherty, and Mills (1987) measured burnout levels of music
teachers (N = 101) using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach& Jackson,
1981). The researchers found the following areas to be contributors to burnout: (a)
unclear administrative direction, (b) uncooperative faculty members, (c) no recognition
by students, and (d) too much work with not enough time. Accordingly, music
educators who have a high workload with limited administrative, faculty, and student
support are vulnerable to burnout and may leave the profession in search of a less
stressful job environment.

Heston, Dedrick, Raschke, and Whitehead (1996) indicated that educators who
received adequate support had better job satisfaction and lowered levels of stress. The
researchers administered a four-part questionnaire to a sample of band directors (N =
120). The researchers found that positive relationships between the band directors and
their students, administrators, and spouses corresponded to an increase in job
satisfaction and lower stress levels. Respondents also indicated several areas of
personal concern: (a) lack of support from parents, administration, and community; (b)
workload; (c) lack of student commitment; and (d) excessive busywork or nonteaching
duties. Workload was measured in two different forms (teaching and nonteaching
duties) as a stressor. Participants who had been teaching for more than 6 years (87.5%)
noted that student recruitment and the expansion of their music programs (i.e.,
supportive relationships) contributed to their professional stress.
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Recent data from the state of Kansas shows that music educators were taking on
increased workloads with minimal assistance and compensation (Burrack& Payne,
2011). Between 2007 and 2010, 185 music education positions had been cut within the
state. The majority of the cuts (26.4% or 49 positions) were elementary music
positions. A total of 20% of the respondents reported that they had been asked to take
on additional job responsibilities without additional compensation (Burrack and Payne,

2011).

Salary

Salary increases are often proposed as a solution for teacher attrition, lack of
support, and a heavy workload. Data from the Economic Policy Institute (Allegretto,
Corcoran, &Mishel, 2004) estimated that teachers are paid 23.4% less compared to
other professionals (e.g., accountants, reporters, counselors, registered nurses) of the
same education level. Hancock (2008) found that a $10,000 salary increase would
reduce the attrition and migration risk for fine arts educators by 40%. Hancock also
recommended that as salary is extremely influential, preservice teachers should be made
more aware of their future earnings potential so they will not be surprised by their
salary. Stinebrickner (1998) found that beginning educators base their attrition
decisions more on salary than other variables, such as class size or improved working
conditions. However, according to Ingersoll (2001), salary is a secondary factor in a
teacher’s decision to leave his or her teaching job. Primary factors include personal

reasons (e.g., pregnancy) or lack of support.
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National data from the U.S. Department of Education indicated that one of the
main reasons teachers move to a new job is for a better teaching assignment rather than
a better salary (as cited in Luekens, Lyter, & Fox, 2004). A better teaching assignment
was given as a reason for migration by 40% of the teachers surveyed while 38%
switched jobs because of a lack of administrative support. Only 19% of teachers
reported moving to a new job to obtain a better salary or benefits, and 14.9% of fine arts
educators changed jobs to obtain a better salary.

In the 2007-2008 School and Staffing Survey (SASS), data from the U.S.
Department of Education National Center for Educational Statistics revealed that 48.5%
of teachers who stayed in their jobs were dissatisfied with their salary while 53.7% of
teachers who moved to a new job were dissatisfied with the salary of their former job.
Teachers who left the profession were also dissatisfied with their salary (51.2%). In
addition, the following reasons were given for leaving the teaching profession: (a)
interference of routine duties and paperwork (66.9%), (b) lack of parental support
(40.8%), and (c) colleagues who do not address student discipline issues (27.3%; U.S.
Department of EducationNCES, 2008-2009b). According to the aforementioned data,
teachers leave the profession for many different reasons, but salary dissatisfaction

affects approximately half of the teachers working today.

Resources
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In many of the studies concerning teacher stress and burnout, poor resources
have been mentioned as an obstacle to effective teaching (Byrum, 2008; Gardner, 2010;
Scheib, 2003). For the general classroom teacher, these resources can include a suitable
classroom, visual aids (chalkboard, whiteboard, SMART Board), textbooks,
supplemental materials, and computers. Music educators also need appropriate
resources to teach effectively. Depending on the curriculum, an elementary general
music educator may require a keyboard, stereo, textbook series, supplemental texts,
instruments, visual aids, and classroom space.

A positive teaching environment with appropriate resources may have a strong
influence on teacher work engagement. In a recent literature review, Johnson (2006)
found that multiple variables affect teachers’ job satisfaction and teaching effectiveness.
These variables included (a) teaching assignments, (b) working relationships among
teachers, (c) support for new teachers, (d) support for students, (e) curricular support, (f)
resources and materials, (g) assessment, (h) professional development, (i) professional
influence and career growth, (j) facilities, and (k) administrative leadership. Facilities
and resources are probably not the only reason a music teacher leaves the profession,
but they may contribute to a teacher’s job satisfaction.

When resources are not available, many teachers choose to purchase supplies
with their own money. A study by the George Lucas Educational Foundation (2010)
found that the majority of teachers surveyed (N = 1,505) used their own money to
purchase school supplies and resources each year. Furthermore, 56% of respondents
indicated that, even though it’s not their responsibility, they purchase items to keep their
classroom stocked. Some respondents (37%) believed they would feel guilty if they did
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not purchase supplies not covered by the school budget. Only 6% of respondents did
not purchase supplies and felt it was the school’s responsibility to do so (Edutopia,
2010).

The U.S. Department of Education National Center for Educational Statistics
(2007-2008a) found that 92.4% of educators spent their own money on supplies and
resources for their classroom. On average, teachers spent $450 per year. Teachers who
worked in city schools spent more on supplies (M = $514), as did elementary teachers
(M =$479). Teachers who worked in schools in which 75% of students were approved
for free or reduced school lunch spent, on average, $556 each year on supplies.
Teachers who worked in town schools ($397), secondary schools ($399), or schools
without free or reduced school lunch ($364) spent the least on supplies (U.S.
Department of Education NCES, 2007-2008a).

The reduction of classroom budgets has left many teachers with little choice but
to purchase supplies with their own money. Students must have a certain resources to
learn effectively, and teachers must have resources to teach effectively. Using personal
funds to purchase classroom resources may leave teachers feeling underappreciated and

undervalued.

Summary of Related Research

A review of previous research has determined that support, self-efficacy,
workload satisfaction, salary, and resources have an impact on teacher work
engagement. Maughan (2012) found that support was a statistically significant

predictor of work engagement among a sample of elementary music teachers. Other
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studies have found a teacher’s high self-efficacy may result in high levels of work
engagement (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &Schaufeli, 2007, 2009b). Work
engagement may also be affected by workload (McCann &Joahannessen, 2004; Scheib,
2003). Also, work engagement may be indirectly affected by salary (Hancock, 2008;
Krantz-Kent, 2008). Johnson (2006) found curricular support, adequate resources and
materials, and adequate facilities had a strong influence on teacher job satisfaction.
While previous research has produced a variety of results, no research exists in
which all of these variables were employed to predict elementary music teachers’ work
engagement. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine which of the
following variables best predict work engagement among elementary music educators:

(a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary, and (e) resources.
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Chapter 111

Method

The purpose of this study was to determine which of the following variables best
predict work engagement among elementary music educators: (a) support, (b) self-
efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary, and (e) resources. This chapter will
address the instrumentation, procedures, and analysis needed to carry out the pilot study
and main study. The pilot study was conducted during the spring of 2011 to examine
the following variables as predictors of elementary music educators’ work engagement:
(a) support, (b) workload satisfaction, and (c) resources. The variables of salary and

self-efficacy were added to the main study, which took place in February 2012.

Instrumentation

Work engagement levels were measured with the Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002). The UWES
(see Appendix 1) measures vigor, dedication, and absorption, all of which contribute to
a person’s overall work engagement levels (Schaufeli et al., 2002). The UWES has
been used internationally, and it is the most often used measure in the area of work
engagement research (Bakker &Bal, 2010; Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti,
&Xanthopoulou, 2007; Hakanen, Bakker, &Schaufeli, 2006).

The UWES is composed of 17 items, which include statements such as “My job
inspires me” and “I am immersed in my work.” Participants responded to each
statement using the following 7-point Likert-type scale: (1)never, (2) almost never,

(3)rarely, (4) sometimes, (5) often, (6) very often, and (7) always. According to
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previous research, the three factors representing the UWES (vigor, dedication, and
absorption)are highly correlated, ranging from .80 to .90. For this reason, Bakker and
Leiter (2010) recommended use of the composite UWES score as an overall indicator of
work engagement. Previous studies (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli& Bakker, 2010)
have shown that estimates of reliability consistently exceeded .90, indicating the items
comprising the UWES were internally consistent.

For the main study, the variable of self-efficacy was measured using the New
General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE; see Appendix 2; Chen, Gully, & Eden,
2001).Participants responded to statements using the following 5-point Likert-type
scale: (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neutral, (4) disagree, and (5) strongly disagree.
Some examples of the statements included in the NGSE scale are, “Even when things
are tough at my job, I can perform quite well” and “I will be able to achieve most of the
goals that I have set for myself at my job.” According to Scherbaum, Cohen-Charash,
and Kern (2006), Cronbach’s alpha for the NGSE ranged from .85 to .90.

The Maughan Elementary Music Educator Measure (MEMEM; see Appendix
3), designed by the researcher, was used to measure the variables of workload
satisfaction, resources, and support. Items representing each variable were aligned with
the following 7-point Likert-type scale: (1) never true, (2) rarely true, (3) sometimes but
infrequently true, (4) neutral, (5) sometimes true, (6) usually true, (7) always true. This
measure was created based on the researcher’s personal experience, previous research,
and input from teaching colleagues.

To establish content validity for the MEMEM, the original statements were
shared with a group of colleagues consisting of five elementary general music educators
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and university faculty members. All suggested changes pertained to statements within
the workload variable. For example, an original question asked, “How many students
do you see each week?” The group consensus suggested that a response to this question
did not necessarily imply an elementary general music educator is overworked or
underworked, as teachers handle their workloads in unique ways. Thus, the original
question was replaced with the following statement, “The number of students that I
teach is manageable.”

In order to delineate specific information regarding the sample, participants
were also asked to complete a short demographic questionnaire (see Appendix 4). This
questionnaire was designed to collect the following information: (a) gender, (b) years of
teaching experience; (c) age; (d) state in which participants reside; (e) area(s) of

teaching expertise; and (f) school location (i.e., rural, suburban, urban).

The Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted to determine if the independent variables of
workload satisfaction, resources, and support were statistically significant predictors of
work engagement. Participants (N = 105) were representative of the elementary music
teacher population in Kansas and Oklahoma. Teachers’ e-mail addresses were selected
from the alphabetical school listings made available on each respective state’s
department of education website. The survey was administered through Survey
Monkey, a widely used online survey tool. The survey consisted of three parts: (a) the

MEMEM, (b) the UWES, and (c) the demographic questionnaire.
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An e-mail message was sent to 269 elementary music educators over a period of
8 weeks. A description of the study and a survey link were sent to each potential
participant. Recipients were given 2 weeks to respond. If they had not responded after
the initial 2-week period, a reminder e-mail message was sent at the start of the third
week. A final reminder e-mail was sent one week later, 4 weeks after initial contact. At
the end of the 8-week data collection period, 105 participants completed the measure for

a 39% response rate.

Data Analysis of the Pilot Study

Data were uploaded to the Statistical Software Product and Service Solutions
(SPSS) 19 software for analysis. Frequency distributions indicated that 52.4% of
respondents were elementary general music educators. Another 1% were elementary
instrumental educators, and 6.7% taught elementary general and instrumental music.
Thus, participants who taught only elementary students constituted 60.1% of the
sample. The remaining 39.9% taught elementary general music in addition to upper
levels of music (i.e., high school choir, music theory) or other subjects (e.g., English,
gifted and talented classes).

Teaching experience, as represented by the sample, was as follows:

(a) 10 participants (9.5%) taught 1 year,

(b) 34 participants (32.4%) taught 1-10 years,

(c) 24 participants (22.9%) taught 11-20 years,

(d) 24 participants (22.9%) taught 21-30 years, and

(e) 13 participants (12.4%) taught 31-40 years.
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One respondent reported having 40 years of teaching experience. Teaching location, as
reported by participants, revealed that 42.9% of the sample taught in rural areas while
38.1% of the sample taught in suburban school settings. Urban teachers (16.2%)
represented the smallest portion of the sample. Three teachers (2.9%) indicated they
taught in both rural and suburban areas.

A reliability analysis using Cronbach’s alpha indicated the items representing

the independent and dependent variables were internally consistent (workload o = .83,

resources o = .81, support o =.85, work engagement o0 = .94). Results of a
simultaneous multiple regression analysis indicated the three independent variables
combined to account for 26.6% of the variance in work engagement. Accordingly, the
overall multiple regression was statistically significant, R’ = 266, F(3, 101) = 12.206,
p< .001. Results further showed that support was the only statistically significant
predictor of work engagement (p< .001). On average, for each standard deviation (SD)
unit change in support, work engagement increased by .423 of a SD unit, once the other
variables were taken into account. Tests for tolerance and variance inflation factor
(VIF) were conducted to check for the existence of multicollinearity. It was found that
tolerance values were safely independent from each other and that the values for VIF

were below the levels that indicate any existence of multicollinearity.

Main Study
The main study was conducted with current elementary general music educators
representing the following U.S. states: (a) Missouri, (b) Iowa, (c) Nebraska, and (d)

Kansas. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, these states are part of the Midwest
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West North Central region of the United States. Procedures approved by the University
of Oklahoma’s Institutional Review Board were followed (see Appendix 5). Teachers’
e-mail addresses were selected as per their availability on school websites. These
websites were drawn from the alphabetical school listings made available on each
state’s department of education website. As music educators from Kansas were also
included in the pilot study, an effort was made not to include any participants who had
been previously contacted. The survey was administered through Survey Monkey. No
paper surveys were used in the study. The survey consisted of four parts: (a) the
MEMEM, (b) the UWES, (c) the NGSE, and (d) the demographic questionnaire.

While the pilot study measured the independent variables of workload
satisfaction, resources, and support, the main study was expanded to include the
independent variables of self-efficacy and salary. In previous work engagement
research, self-efficacy, and salary have often been included (Bakker et al., 2008;
Hancock, 2008; Stinebrickner, 1998; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007)as independent
variables. Salary was measured in $5,000 increments as part of the demographic
questionnaire (“My salary is between: (a) $25,000-$30,000, (b) $30,000-$35,000,”
etc.).

In February 2013, a survey request was sent via e-mail to 1,000 elementary
music educators in Missouri, lowa, Nebraska, and Kansas (250 per state). A description
of the study and a survey link were sent to each potential participant (see Appendix 6).
A conscious effort was made to include teachers from schools and districts representing
urban, suburban, and rural areas. It was determined that 71 of the original e-mail

addresses were undeliverable. In response, the researcher collected an additional 85 e-
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mail addresses from the four states (14 extra addresses were collected in case of
delivery error). One week later, a follow-up e-mail was sent to any of the original
participants who had not responded. In addition, an initial request was sent to the 85
new email addresses(three were undeliverable). One week later, a follow-up e-mail was
sent to all those who had not responded. The subject title for this e-mail was “Final
Week: Elementary Music Educators and Work Engagement.” The survey was closed at
the end of the 3-week period. Altogether, 1,011 valid e-mail requests were solicited.
By the end of the data collection period, 334 participants completed the measures,

resulting in a 32.9% response rate.

Data Analysis of the Main Study

To answer the first research question, participants’ demographic information
was analyzed using frequency distributions. To answer the second research question,
descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the following measures: (a) MEMEM,
(b) NGSE, and (c) UWES. In order to answer the third research question, Pearson
product-moment correlations were calculated to determine the interrelationships
between the independent and dependent variables. To address the fourth research
question, a simultaneous multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine
which variables (support, self-efficacy, workload satisfaction, salary, and resources)

best predict teacher work engagement.
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Chapter IV
Results

The purpose of this study was to determine which of the following variables best

predict work engagement among a sample of elementary music educators: (a) support,

(b) self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary, and (e) resources. Data were

collected and analyzed based on the following research questions.

Research Questions

1.

What are the demographic characteristics of elementary music educators as
represented by the sample?

What are the descriptive statistics of the sample as represented by the following
measures: (a) the Maughan Elementary Music Educator Measure (MEMEM),
(b) the New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE), and (c) the Utrecht Work

Engagement Scale (UWES)?

. What are the interrelationships among the following variables: (a) support, (b)

self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary, (e) resources, and (f) work
engagement?

Which of the following variables best predict elementary music educators’ work
engagement: (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary,

and (e) resources?

Reliability Analysis

Cronbach’s alpha was used to calculate the internal reliability for each measure

(see Table 1). The internal reliability for the variables representing the Maughan
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Elementary Music Educator Measure (MEMEM) ranged from .85 to .89. In addition,
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) had a reliability coefficient of .93 and the
New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE) had a reliability coefficient of .94. These

results indicate the items for each measure were internally consistent.

Table 1

Reliability Coefficients

Measure Reliability

Maughan Elementary Music Educator Measure (MEMEM)

Support .86

Workload Satisfaction .89

Resources .85
New General Self-Efficacy (NGSE) .94
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) 93
Note. N=1334

First Research Question

Participants’ demographic information was analyzed to answer the first research
question. A sample of elementary music teachers (see Table 2) was solicited from the
following states: (a) Kansas (n =94, 28.1%); (b) Missouri (n = 90, 26.9%); (c) lowa (n
=82, 24.6%); and (d) Nebraska (n = 68, 20.4%). The overall sample (N = 334) was
composed of 270 female and 57 male participants. Seven participants included in the

sample chose not to identify their gender.
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Table 2

Participant Representation by State

Cumulative
n Percent Percent
Kansas 94 28.1 28.1
Missouri 90 26.9 55.1
lowa 82 24.6 79.7
Nebraska 68 20.4 100.0

Note. N=334

Results indicated 166 (49.7%) participants taught general music classes

exclusively (see Table 3). A large portion of the sample (n = 157, 47%) taught

elementary general music in addition to other music classes. Participants representing

this subgroup taught a variety of music subjects, including, but not limited to,

elementary choir, high school choir, middle school instrumental music, show choir, and

music appreciation. The remaining portion of the sample (n = 11, 2.7%) did not teach

elementary general music. Instead, they taught a variety of music subjects at various

grade levels. It is interesting to note that ten participants taught classroom guitar and

seven participants (2%) taught non-music classes as part of their teaching

responsibilities.
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Table 3

Participants’ Teaching Responsibilities

Cumulative
Variable Frequency  Percentage  Percentage
Elementary General Music 166 49.7 49.7
Elementary General & 1 other subject area 58 17.4 67.1
Elementary General & 2 other subject areas 30 9.0 76.0
Elementary General & 3 other subject areas 27 8.1 84.1
Elementary General & 4 other subject areas 13 3.9 88.0
Elementary General & 5 other subject areas 13 3.9 91.9
Elementary General & 6 other subject areas 9 2.7 94.6
Elementary General & 7 other subject areas 1 0.3 94.9
Elementary General & 8 other subject areas 3 0.9 95.8
Elementary General & 9 other subject areas 3 0.9 96.7
Elementary Orchestra 2 0.6 97.3
Elementary Instrumental & MS Instrumental 1 0.3 97.6
Elem Inst/MS Inst/HS Inst 3 0.9 98.5
Elem Inst& 4 other subjects 1 0.3 98.8
Elementary Orchestra & MS Orchestra 1 0.3 99.1
Middle School Choral 1 0.3 99.4
Elementary Inst. & Elem Orchestra 1 0.3 99.7
Elem Inst. & 7 other subjects 1 0.3 100.0

Note. N=334.

Table 4 shows teaching experience as reported by participants. Data indicated

that half the sample (n = 167,50.0%) had 1-15 years of teaching experience and 12.9%

of the sample (n = 43) had more than 30 years of teaching experience. Participants
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were also asked to indicate their teaching location. Rural (n = 167) teachers represented
50.0% of the sample, and suburban teachers (n = 101) represented 30.2% of the sample.
Urban teachers (n = 52, 15.6%) represented the smallest portion of the sample. The
remaining teachers (n = 14, 4.2%) indicated they taught in a combination of rural,

suburban, or urban areas.

Table 4

Participants’ Years of Teaching Experience

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
1-5 years teaching experience 64 19.2 19.2
6—10 years teaching experience 55 16.5 35.6
11-15 years teaching experience 48 14.4 50.0
16-20 years teaching experience 43 12.9 62.9
21-25 years teaching experience 36 10.8 73.7
26-30 years teaching experience 45 13.5 87.1
31-35 years teaching experience 26 7.8 94.9
3640 years teaching experience 15 4.5 99.4
40 plus years teaching experience 2 0.6 100.0

Note. N=334

Participants were also asked to report their annual teaching salary. Salary was

divided into $5,000 increments and participants selected the appropriate salary range
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(see Table 5). The majority of participants (n =237, 71%) reported salaries between
$30,000 and $55,000. One respondent reported a salary in the range of $80,000—

$85,000.

Table 5

Frequencies for Teacher Salary

Cumulative
Variable Frequency  Percentage  Percentage
$25,000-$30,000 22 6.6 6.6
$30,000-$35,000 44 13.2 19.8
$35,000-$40,000 51 15.3 35.0
$40,000-$45,000 43 12.9 479
$45,000-$50,000 48 14.4 62.3
$50,000-$55,000 51 15.3 71.5
$55,000-$60,000 20 6.0 83.5
$60,000-$65,000 18 54 88.9
$65,000-$70,000 22 6.6 95.5
$70,000-$75,000 0 0.0 95.5
$75,000-$80,000 6 1.8 97.3
$80,000-$85,000 1 0.3 97.6
No Response 8 2.4 100.0

Note. N=334
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Second Research Question

Descriptive statistics were calculated and normal distributions were found for all
variables except self-efficacy (see Table 6). The negative skewness (-2.1) and elevated
level of kurtosis (8.9) may be attributed to the high self-efficacy consistently reported

by the majority of the sample.

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics for the Composite Scores Representing Each Variable

Variable Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Support 76.1 10.2 -1.1 1.3
Workload Satisfaction 38.3 10.5 -0.6 -04
Resources 41.1 10.0 -0.8 0.2
Self-efficacy 334 5.1 -2.1 8.9
Work Engagement 95.6 12.9 -0.6 0.6
Note. N=334

Further analysis revealed several notable details regarding certain items from
each measure. The mean scores for the statements representing the workload
satisfaction variable within the MEMEM ranged from 3.55 to 5.38 (see Table 7).
However, the three lowest rated statements were attributed to transition time (M = 3.55),
class size (M = 4.61), and planning time (M = 4.28). Additionally, the highest rated

mean statement concerned the ease of managing musical performances (M = 5.38).

64



Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for the MEMEM—Workload Satisfaction

Mean SD
My workload is manageable. 5.26 1.45
I manage the number of performances required of me 5.35 1.39
with ease.
I have adequate transition time between classes. 3.55 2.07
The number of students that I teach is manageable. 5.03 1.72
I have a reasonable number of classes to teach each day. 5.12 1.77
I am not overwhelmed by the number of classes that I 5.06 1.74
teach each week.
I teach classes that have an ideal number of students in ~ 4.61 1.74
them.
I have adequate planning time during every school day.  4.28 2.06
school day.

Note. Participants responded to each statement using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(never true) to 7 (always true).

The highest rated statement from the resource variable concerned adequate
keyboard instruments (see Table 8). The three lowest rated statements concerned audio
systems (M = 4.97), textbooks (M = 4.67), and support for purchasing instruments and

supplies (M = 4.66).
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for the MEMEM—Resources

Mean SD
I have adequate classroom space to teach effectively. 5.49 1.78
I have an adequate sound system 4.97 1.99
I have an adequate keyboard instrument in my room. 5.94 1.53
I am satisfied with my textbook series 4.67 1.95
I have adequate musical instruments to teach effectively. 5.01 1.82
I have satisfactory student supplies to teach effectively.  5.04 1.73
I have satisfactory teacher supplies to teach and work 5.39 1.53
effectively.
I have support to purchase additional instruments and 4.66 1.83

supplies as needed.

Note. Participants responded to each statement using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(never true) to 7 (always true).

Overall, data representing the items from the support measure exhibited means
that ranged from 5.46 to 6.33 except for two statements concerning adequate orientation
(M =4.92) and adequate training (M = 5.00; see Table 9). A number of participants
indicated that their current job orientation and training were not effective; but the low
mean scores for these two items may be attributed to the sample demographics. Many
respondents were from rural or smaller districts and may be less likely to have new-
teacher orientation and training. The highest rated response item within the measure

pertained to positive relationships with students (M = 6.33).
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for the MEMEM—Support

Mean SD
I have a good relationship with other music teachers 6.15 1.08
in my district.
I have a good relationship with other music teachers in ~ 5.46 1.39
my school building.
I have a good relationship with other staff members in 6.28 0.69
my school.
I have a good relationship with members of the 6.20 0.84
community.
I have a good relationship with students in my school. 6.33 0.52
I have a good relationship with others employed in the  6.30 0.67
school district.
I have received good guidance from my administrator. 5.64 1.35
I am respected by my administrator. 6.08 1.31
I am treated fairly by my administrator. 6.04 1.36
My administrator recognizes achievements in my 5.66 1.49
classroom.
I am supported by my administrator. 5.99 1.33
I received adequate orientation when I took my position. 4.92 1.79
I received adequate training when I took my current 5.00 1.72
position.

Note. Participants responded to each statement using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(never true) to 7 (always true).
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Analysis of the mean scores from the New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE)
revealed that the participants exhibited high levels of general self-efficacy (see Table
10). In fact, the highest rated mean statement concerned participant’s ability to attain
success at any work endeavor (M = 4.34). The work engagement measure (UWES) also
exhibited consistently high responses (see Table 11). One statement, which pertained to

educators’ pride in their jobs, had the highest overall mean score (M = 6.21).

Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE)

Mean SD
I will be able to achieve most of the goals I have set 4.05 0.87
for myself at my job.
When facing difficult tasks at my job, I am certain I 4.09 0.75
will accomplish them.
In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are 4.20 0.71
important to me at my job.
I believe I can succeed at most any work endeavor to 4.34 0.73
which I set my mind.
I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges 4.17 0.77
at my job.
I am confident that I can perform effectively on many 4.28 0.73
different tasks at my job.
Compared to other people in my profession, I can do 4.12 0.77
most tasks very well.
Even when things are tough at my job, I can perform 4.20 0.73

quite well.

Note. Participants responded to each statement using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).
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Table 11

Descriptive Statistics for the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)

Mean SD
At my work, I feel bursting with energy. 5.32 1.07
I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose. 5.88 1.01
Time flies when I’'m working. 5.93 0.91
At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. 5.45 1.06
I am enthusiastic about my job. 5.95 0.93
When I am working, I forget everything else around me. 5.43 1.27
My job inspires me. 5.63 1.08
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.  5.36 1.21
I feel happy when I am working intensely. 5.84 1.04
I am proud of the work that I do. 6.21 0.88
I am immersed in my work. 5.81 1.03
I can continue working for very long periods of time. 5.70 1.12
To me, my job is challenging. 5.81 1.12
I get carried away when I’'m working. 5.35 1.20
At my job, I am very resilient, mentally. 5.52 1.02
It is difficult to detach myself from my job. 4.59 1.59
At my work I always persevere, even when things do 5.86 1.01

not go well.

Note. Participants responded to each statement using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(never) to 7 (always).

Third Research Question
Pearson product-moment correlations were conducted (see Table 12) to answer
the third research question. All of the independent variables exhibited statistically

significant (p <.01) correlations with the dependent variable of work engagement: (a)
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support (» = .46, p < .01), (b) workload satisfaction (» = .28, p <.01), (c) resources (r =
12, p <.05), (d) self-efficacy (r = .20, p <.01), and (e) salary (» = .13, p <.05).
Additional correlations beyond the .01 level of significance were found between the
following variables: (a) salary and resources (» = .15), (b) support and resources (» =
.46), (c) support and workload satisfaction (» = .40), and (d) resources and workload
satisfaction ( = .34). Correlations beyond the .05 level of significance were found
between the following variables: (a) salary and support (» = .14) and (b) self-efficacy

and support (= .13).

Table 12

Intercorrelations between Work Engagement Variables

Variable WkEng Sal SE Sup Res Wkld Sat
WkEng - 3% 20%* A46%* 2% 28%*
Sal - .09 14%* 5% .01

SE - 3% .08 .09
Sup - A46%* A40%*
Res - 34%*
Wkid Sat -

Note. WkEng = Work Engagement; Sal = Salary; SE = Self-efficacy; Sup = Support;
Res = Resources; Wkld Sat = Workload Satisfaction.
* p<.05, two-tailed. ** p<.01, two-tailed.
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Fourth Research Question

To answer the fourth research question, a simultaneous multiple regression
analysis was conducted to determine which of the following variables were statistically
significant predictors of elementary music educators’ work engagement: (a) support, (b)
self-efficacy, (c) workload satisfaction, (d) salary, and (e) resources. The five
independent variables combined to account for 17.6% of the variance in work
engagement. Accordingly, the overall multiple regression was statistically significant,
R*= 176, F(5,328) = 14.02, p< .001.

Results further revealed that support (p< .001), workload satisfaction (p< .001),
self-efficacy (p< .001), and salary (p< .05) were statistically significant predictors of
work engagement (see Table13). On average, for each SD unit change in support, work
engagement increased by .252 of a SD unit, once the other variables were taken into
account. Second, for each SD unit change in workload satisfaction, work engagement
increased by .216 of a SD unit, once the other variables were taken into account. Third,
for each SD unit change in self-efficacy, work engagement increased by .369 of a SD
unit, once the other variables were taken into account. Finally, for each SD unit change
in salary, work engagement increased by .611 of a SD unit, once the other variables
were taken into account.

Tests for tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) were conducted to check
for the existence of multicollinearity (see Table13). Tolerance values ranged from .710
to .980, indicating that all variables were safely independent from each other. Values
for the VIF ranged from 1.02 to 1.41, which fall well below the levels that indicate the

existence of multicollinearity.
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Table 13

Summary of the Simultaneous Regression Analysis (N = 334)

Variable B SE B p Tolerance  VIF
Salary .61 28 A3 .03 95 1.05
Self-efficacy 37 A3 A5 .00 97 1.03
Support 25 .08 .20 .00 1 1.40
Resources .09 .08 .07 25 75 1.34
Workload 22 .07 17 .00 78 1.28
Satisfaction

Note.R> = .176, F(5, 328) = 14.02, p< .001

Summary

The majority of participants taught elementary general music (96.7%) in one
building, and they had an average of 15 years teaching experience. Results also
indicated the majority of participants were female and approximately half worked in
rural school districts. The variables of workload satisfaction, resources, and work
engagement had a normal distribution while self-efficacy was negatively skewed. The
participants’ responses for the MEMEM were mostly positive, with the exception of a
few areas. Participants exhibited high levels of general self-efficacy and work
engagement. Statistically significant correlations (p < .01, p <.05) were found between
work engagement and all independent variables with the exception of resources.

Results of a simultaneous multiple regression analysis determined the variables of
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support, workload satisfaction, self-efficacy, and salary were statistically significant

predictors of work engagement.
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Chapter V

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to discover which variables best predict
elementary music educator’s work engagement. After a thorough review of the
literature, it was determined that the following independent variables may be effective
predictors of work engagement: (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c) workload, (d) salary,
and (e) resources. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, Salanova,
Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002) was used to measure the dependent variable of work
engagement. The Maughan Elementary Music Educator Measure (MEMEM) was
designed by the researcher to measure the independent variables of support, workload
satisfaction, salary, and resources. The New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE; Chen,
Gully, & Eden, 2001) was used to measure the independent variable of self-efficacy.

In February of 2012, an e-mail message was sent to a sample of elementary
music educators representing four states (Kansas, Missouri, [owa, and Nebraska). The
sample was selected from the alphabetical school listings made available on each state
department of education Web page. The Internet-based service Survey Monkey was
used to administer the measures to participants. An initial e-mail request was sent to
1,000 elementary music educators (250 per state). Potential participants received a
request for participation, which included a direct link to the survey. Based on the initial
request, it was discovered that 82 e-mails were undeliverable. Subsequently, additional
e-mail addresses were collected. After one week, a follow-up e-mail was sent out to
any potential participants who had not yet responded. After the second week, a third

final e-mail was sent to all those who had not responded. The survey was closed at the
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end of the three-week period. Once all the data were collected, it was determined that
334 participants completed the measures, resulting in a 32.9% response rate.
Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine the reliability for all measures and their
subscales. The reliability analysis of the MEMEM, UWES, and NGSE indicated all
items were internally consistent. Descriptive statistics were calculated for the
dependent and independent variables followed by a correlation analysis. A
simultaneous multiple regression analysis indicated the following variables were
statistically significant (p< .01) predictors of work engagement: (a) support, (b)

workload, (¢) self-efficacy, and (d) salary.

Summary of Results

First research question.

Participants’ demographics were analyzed to answer the first research question.
Results indicated that the majority of participants were female (80.0%). This finding is
similar to data from the U.S. Department of Education (2007—-2008c), which indicated
the majority (75.6%) of U.S. teachers in public and private schools are female.
Furthermore, participants taught for an average of 16.9 years. Participants taught at the
following locations: (a) rural (50%), (b) suburban (30.2%), (c) urban (15.6%), and (d)
other (4.2%).

Participants who taught only elementary general music represented 49.7% of the
sample, while 47% taught elementary general music in addition to at least one other
music or academic subject. The remaining participants (2.7%) taught elementary
instrumental music. In terms of teaching responsibilities, these results are similar to

those reported by Ciorba and McLay (2010) who found that only 42% (n = 528) of the
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Illinois music educators surveyed were teaching in one area of expertise (e.g., general
music) while the majority of the sample (n = 723) reported teaching in more than one
area of expertise (e.g., general music and middle school choir). Since less than half the
elementary educators representing the current study were given the sole responsibility
of teaching elementary general music, future music educators would be best served if
they were prepared to teach in various areas of music (e.g., elementary general,
secondary band and choir, etc.).

In terms of salary, 71% of the sample reported a yearly income ranging from
$30,000 to $55,000. This finding is not surprising, as the National Education
Association (2012) has determined the average teaching salary in the United States is
$57,218. According to the NEA, the average salaries by state were as follows: (a)
Kansas, $46,401; (b) Iowa, $50,634; (c) Missouri, $46,411; and (c) Nebraska, $44,957

(National Education Association, 2013).

Second research question.

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze each item and the composite scores
for the following measures: (a) the Maughan Elementary Music Educator Measure
(MEMEM), (b) the New General Self-Efficacy scale (NGSE), and (c) the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES). Normal distributions were found for all measures with the
exception of self-efficacy. The severe skewness, as represented by the self-efficacy
measure, may be attributed to the high levels of self-efficacy reported by the sample.

Further analysis revealed several details regarding the individual items within

each measure. The mean scores for the items representing the workload satisfaction
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variable were fairly high.The highest rated mean statement revealed that participants
believed they could manage various music performances effectively. The three lowest
rated statements addressed the issues of transition time, class size, and planning time.
Thoughspecific data on the average U.S. class size and its benefits are limited,
researchers generally recommend smaller class sizes for more effective teaching
(Ehrenberg, Brewer, Gamoran, &Willms, 2001; Johnson, 2006). Hamman, Daugherty,
and Mills (1987) revealed that large class sizes, in combination with limited planning
time or transition time, can lead to burnout among music educators. More than 50 years
ago, planning time was thought to be inadequate as many used their planning time for
lessons, rehearsals, and so forth (Steg, 1955). Recent research has shown that these
issues are still an area of concern for music educators (McCann &Joahannessen, 2004;
Scheib, 2003).

Within the resource portion of the MEMEM, the four lowest rated statements
concerned audio systems, textbooks, classroom instruments, and support for purchasing
instruments and supplies. Music educators vary in their expectations of adequate
resources, and thus, these results do not reveal new information. The highest rated
statement concerned adequate keyboard instruments.

Overall, data representing the support section of the MEMEM indicated high
mean scores with the exception of two statements. Many participants reported
ineffective job orientation and training procedures, suggesting that music educators
would benefit from more guidance and support when they begin a new job. The highest
rated responses were attributed to positive relationships with and support from the
students. This is an important finding, as teachers spend the majority of their day with
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students. If these relationships remain healthy, teachers are more likely to have a
positive work experience.

Analysis of the mean scores from the New General Self-Efficacy scale showed
that overall, the participants exhibited high levels of general self-efficacy. The
statement with the highest mean concerned participant’s ability to attain success at any
work endeavor. The work engagement measure also exhibited consistently high
responses. One statement (“I am proud of the work that I do.”) had the highest overall
mean. These results confirm that participants generally reported high self-efficacy, and

they were also highly engaged in their work.

Third research question.

A correlation analysis was conducted to answer the third research question:
What are the interrelationships among the variables of (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c)
workload, (d) salary, (e) resources, and (f) work engagement? Based on the results,
several conclusions can be made regarding the intercorrelations between the variables.
The correlation between support and work engagement was particularly noteworthy(r =
46, p <.01). This finding supports previous studies that have discovered a connection
between work engagement and support (Carlson, 2004; Maughan, 2012; Hakanen,
Bakker, &Schaufeli, 2006; Kellermeyer, 2009).

Furthermore, there was a significant correlation between workload satisfaction
and work engagement (» = .28, p <.01). These results are similar to previous studies,
which have indicated that excessive workloads might hinder teachers’ work engagement

levels (McCann &Joahannessen, 2004; Hakanen, Bakker, &Schaufeli, 2006). In
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addition, Scheib (2003) found music teachers may exacerbate their workload by setting
very high expectations for themselves and their students. Moreover, work engagement
shared a significant correlation with self-efficacy (» = .20, p <.01). This finding
supports previous research that linked high self-efficacy with work engagement (Bakker
et al., 2008; Collins, 2009; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &Schaufeli, 2007,
2009a, 2009b).

There was a small but significant correlation between work engagement and
salary (r =.13, p <.05). This result does support previous research, which has indicated
salary increases may help educators remain engaged in their work (Hancock, 2008).
Conversely, Ingersoll (2001) found that salary is a secondary factor in a teacher’s
decision to leave his or her job.

Significant correlations were also discovered between the independent variables
of support and workload satisfaction (r = .40, p <.01), as well as between resources and
workload satisfaction ( = .34, p<.01). The correlation between support and workload
satisfaction is notable as previous research has not been able to determine a relationship
between these two variables. However, this study indicates appropriate support may
help teachers attain workload satisfaction. In addition, the correlation between support
and resources (» = .46, p <.01) may be expected as teachers who are well-supported

may see evidence of that support in their resources.

Fourth research question.
A simultaneous multiple regression analysis was conducted to answer the fourth

research question: Which of the following variables best predict elementary music
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educators’ work engagement: (a) support, (b) self-efficacy, (c) workload, (d) salary, and
(e) resources? Results indicated that supportis a statistically significant predictor of
work engagement beyond the .01 level, which is similar to findings reported by Gardner
(2010), Maughan (2012), andMelvin (2010). The regression analysis also revealed that
workload satisfaction (p< .01),self-efficacy (p<.01) and salary (p<.05) were
statistically significant predictors of work engagement.

Numerous studies have indicated that multiple forms of support (administrative,
parent, community, etc.) can increase a teacher’s job satisfaction and work engagement
(Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007; Hakanen, Bakker, &Schaufeli,
2006; Johnson &Birkeland, 2003; Kellermeyer, 2009). Previous researchers have found
that support does more than aid teachers’ work engagement; support also helps teachers
deal with pupil misconduct more effectively (Bakker et al., 2007). Additionally,
researchers have found that workload can influence an educator’s decision to leave his
or her job (Hancock, 2008; Scheib, 2003; Stinebrickner, 1998). Self-efficacy has also
been positively linked to work engagement in previous research (Bakker, et al., 2008;

Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou, 2009a, 2009b).

Implications

The findings from this study provide numerous implications for elementary
music educators’ work engagement. The results of the multiple regression analysis
indicate that support, workload satisfaction, self-efficacy, and salarywere statistically
significant predictors of work engagement. Music educators have some control over

these variables, which can affect their levels of work engagement.
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Music educators should expect to be supported by administrators, colleagues,
parents, students, and the community. Previous research has indicated elementary
administrators not only were supportive of the music programs in their schools, but the
majority (92.5%) also required music education as an elementary subject (Abril&Gault,
2006). Furthermore, many researchers have recommended that administrators take a
more active role in helping educators attain job satisfaction (Carlson, 2004; Hicks,
2011; Ingersoll& Smith, 2003).

However, elementary administrators and fellow teachers may not have the time
or inclination to build supportive relationships with special subject teachers (e.g., art,
music, physical education). In this case, it is recommended that elementary music
educators become their own advocates and work to build supportive relationships with
the entire school community. To start this process, music educators need to overcome
the social isolation that may exist in their schools and take time out of their days to
interact with teachers, parents, and administrators. It is very important that music
educators share their classroom successes with the educational community. By sharing
this information, perhaps administrators and other teachers would be more likely to lend
support to the music education program.

Participants in this study reported a variety of teaching assignments. Less than
half the sample taught only elementary general music, while the remainder of the
sample performed various teaching responsibilities. This discovery has implications for
university teaching programs, as future music educators require diverse training to

successfully navigate their future career path successfully.
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Traditionally, universities tend to track music education majors into two
categories: vocal music education and instrumental music education. Often, the
students who major in vocal music education are possible candidates for the elementary
general classroom. Some vocal music education majors may even decide to become
elementary general educators during their university training. Vocal music education is
an excellent place for elementary general music educators to begin their training;
however, based on the results of this study, elementary music educators may be
expected to teach a variety of music-related subjects, including instrumental music and
secondary choral classes. Instrumental music education majors may also be asked to
teach a variety of music classes. A number of participants indicated they were teaching
instrumental music, guitar, and music theory in addition to their elementary general
music classes. Because of this, it is recommended that universities should prepare
music education majors to teach at all levels and areas in music education to assist
preservice teachers with their future professional responsibilities.

Other concerns from participants included the issues of transition time and
planning time. Transitions between classes in the elementary general classroom are
typically brief. This is a result of elementary schedules that are designed to have the
maximum number of special subject classes each day (e.g., library, physical education,
computers, music, art). These classroom schedules may be set up so that one class
leaves the room while another enters. Based on data from this study, music educators
would like to have more transition time in their schedules. However, those who create
elementary schedules may not always take teacher input into consideration. In this

case, music educators need to advocate for themselves and their students. Music
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educators and other special subject teachers need to approach administrators to discuss
changes to the schedule. Abril and Gault (2006) found administrators are aware that
increased testing and scheduling issues have had a negative impact on elementary music
programs. If music educators make a concerted effort to communicate their concerns
and build positive working relationships, perhaps administrators would work to create
more satisfactory schedules.

Another concern among participants was the issue of planning time. While the
effect of an in-school planning period has not been studied in relation to work
engagement, adequate planning periods may positively affect elementary music
educators’ work engagement. Music educators should draw attention to inadequate
planning time, especially if it is negatively affecting their teaching.

On average, participants indicated dissatisfaction with their classroom audio
system, textbooks, instruments, and budget. However, the current study did not
examine the specific reasons behind this dissatisfaction. For example, do most music
educators use an audio system every day? Are educators using textbooks or their own
materials from Orff, Koddly, and other training? Additionally, it is not known whether
the participants in this study had a small classroom budget or none at all. Before
implications can be drawn from this data, additional research is needed.

Teacher orientation and training are not always considered necessary for
successful teaching. However, a number of participants revealed that their orientation
and training were inadequate when they took their current jobs. This discovery has
implications for administrators, counselors, and personnel management in school

districts. These groups should approach teachers in their districts to discover the
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deficiencies of their current orientation and training to improve the experience for new
employees.

Results of this study also indicated that salary is a significant predictor of work
engagement, implying that educators should have adequate salaries —comparable to
other professionals with the same training. Since salaries are set by individual school
districts, this recommendation has little substance other than a reminder that teachers

still require better compensation for their work.

Recommendations

This is the first research study to measure elementary music educators’ work
engagement. As a result, this study has the potential to provide many avenues for future
research. Participants were frequently concerned about time issues in their workday.
Many indicated that they do not have enough transition time between classes. A study
that addresses how transition times affect work engagement would allow music
educators to make research-based recommendations to their administrators.

Further investigation into class size and its relationship to work engagement is
also recommended. The current study included one general statement about class size.
Future research could include a series of detailed questions and/or statements to
determine the effect that class size, total student enrollment, and so forth, has on music
teacher work engagement.

Additional research is needed to understand what resources are required in the
music education classroom and their impact on an educator’s work engagement. A

comparison of work engagement levels of teachers with adequate resources (e.g., audio
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system, textbooks, instruments) to those with inadequate resources could prove
beneficial to the profession.

It is recommended that further investigation should be conducted on classroom
budgets and their effect on teacher work engagement. Budgets are a form of support,
and lack of a budget could negatively affect a teacher’s work engagement. Currently,
there is very little research connecting classroom budgets to work engagement.

Further research should be conducted with other populations to determine if the
results of the current study can be replicated across other teaching populations (high
school vocal music educators, middle school instrumental music educators, etc.).
Additional investigation on the effect of support, workload, and salary on work
engagement would also be useful within these populations. As secondary and
elementary music educators have distinct and separate responsibilities, the variables that
affect work engagement may be different.

Future research could also include the development of a path analytical model to
fully examine the direct and indirect effects among the selected variables. Such a
model could lay important groundwork and lead to future research developing an
educational theory pertaining to work engagement among music educators.
Conclusion

These findings contribute to the current literature by providing a new awareness
of the impact that support, workload, self-efficacy, and salary have on the work
engagement of elementary music educators. Workload and salary were previously
considered possible predictors of work engagement. The current study indicates these

variables are indeed statistically significant predictors of work engagement among
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elementary general teachers. This study has revealed that elementary music educators
are not able to fully engage in their work without the help of others. As such, adequate
support is crucial for educators to remain fully engaged in their work. It is hoped that
this and future research will encourage music educators to build positive relationships
within their work environments while continuing to improve their overall work

engagement.
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UTRECHT WORK ENGAGEMENT SCALE (UWES)
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The following 17 statements are about how you feel at work. Please read each
statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job.

1 —never

2 - almost never
3 —rarely

4 — sometimes

5 — often

6 - very often

7 — always

1. Atmy work, I feel bursting with energy.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Time flies when I’'m working.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Atmy job, I feel strong and vigorous.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. I am enthusiastic about my job.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. When I am working, I forget everything else around me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. My job inspires me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. I feel happy when I am working intensely.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. I am proud of the work that I do.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. I am immersed in my work.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. I can continue working for very long periods at a time.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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13. To me, my job is challenging.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. T get carried away when I’'m working.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. At my job, I am very resilient, mentally.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. It is difficult to detach myself from my job.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. At my work I always persevere, even when things do not go well.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Using the scale provided, please rate how these statements describe your current
teaching position.

1- strongly agree

2 - agree

3 - neutral

4 - disagree

5 - strongly disagree

1. T will be able to achieve most of the goals that [ have set for myself at my job.
1 2 3 4 5

2. When facing difficult tasks at my job, I am certain that I will accomplish them.
1 2 3 4 5

3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me at my job.
1 2 3 4 5

4. Ibelieve I can succeed at most any work endeavor to which I set my mind.
1 2 3 4 5

5. T'will be able to successfully overcome many challenges at my job.
1 2 3 4 5

6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks at my job.
1 2 3 4 5

7. Compared to other people in my profession, I can do most tasks very well.
1 2 3 4 5

8. Even when things are tough at my job, I can perform quite well.
1 2 3 4 5

99



APPENDIX 3

MAUGHAN ELEMENTARY MUSIC EDUCATOR MEASURE (MEMEM)
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Please rate how these statements describe your current teaching situation.

I — Never true

2 — Rarely true

3 — Sometimes but infrequently true
4 — Neutral

5 — Sometimes true

6 — Usually true

7 — Always true

WORKLOAD SATISFACTION
1. My workload is manageable.
1 2 3 45 6 7
2. I 'manage the number of performances required of me with ease.
1 2 3 45 6 7
3. T have adequate transition time between classes.
1 2 3 45 6 7
4. The number of students that I teach is manageable.
1 2 3 45 6 7
5. T have a manageable number of classes to teach each day.
1 2 3 45 6 7
6. I am not overwhelmed by the number of classes I teach each week.
1 2 3 45 6 7
7. 1teach classes that have an ideal number of students in them.
1 2 3 45 6 7
8. I have adequate planning time during every school day.
1 2 3 45 6 7

9. Iteach in multiple buildings.
Yes No
RESOURCES
10. I have adequate classroom space to teach effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. I have an adequate sound system.

1 2 3 45 6 7
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12. T have a keyboard instrument in my classroom.
1 2 3 45 6 7
13. I am satisfied with my textbook series.
1 2 3 45 6 7
14. T have adequate musical instruments to teach effectively.
1 2 3 45 6 7
15. I have satisfactory student supplies to teach effectively.
1 2 3 45 6 7
16. I have satisfactory teacher supplies to teach and work effectively.
1 2 3 45 6 7
17. T have support to purchase additional instruments and supplies as needed.

1 2 3 45 6 7

SUPPORT
18. I have a good relationship with other music teachers in my district.

1 2 3 45 6 7
19. I have a good relationship with other music teachers in my school building.

1 2 3 45 6 7

20. I have a good relationship with other staff members in my school.

1 2 3 45 6 7

21. I have a good relationship with members of the community.

1 2 3 45 6 7

22. I have a good relationship with students in my school.

1 2 3 45 6 7

23. I have a good relationship with others employed in the school district.

1 2 3 45 6 7

24. I have received good guidance from my administrator.

1 2 3 45 6 7

102



25. I am respected by my administrator.

1 2 3 45 6 7

26. I am treated fairly by my administrator.

1 2 3 45 6 7

27. My administrator recognizes achievements in my classroom.

1 2 3 45 6 7

28. I am supported by my administrator.
1 2 3 45 6 7

29. I received adequate orientation when I took my current position.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

30. I received adequate training when I took my current position.

1 2 3 45 6 7
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ELEMENTARY MUSIC EDUCATOR DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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. Gender

Male
Female

Prefer not to respond

. How many years have you been teaching?

Years of experience

. Please state your age (this information will be anonymous and confidential).

Age

. What is your teaching speciality? (check all that apply)

____elementary general music
____elementary instrumental music
_____ elementary orchestra
____middle school choral music
____middle school instrumental music
_____middle school orchestra
_____middle school jazz band

___ high school choir

____ high school instrumental music
_____ high school orchestra

high school jazz band
105



music theory
guitar class
mariachi

other (please specify)

5. What is your annual teaching salary?
__$25,000 - $30,000
___$30,000 - $35,000
__$35,000 - $40,000
___%40,000 - $45,000
__$45,000 - $50,000
____$50,000 - $55,000
___$55,000 - $60,000
____%60,000 - $65,000
____$65,000 - $70,000
_____$70,000 - $75,000
___$75,000 - $80,000

$80,000 — $85,000
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6. In what state do you teach?

7. In your opinion, your school district is(check all that apply):

Rural
Suburban

Urban

8. Do you intend to teach music until you reach retirement age?
___yes

no

not sure
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% Me UNIVERSITY o OKLAHOMA

Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
Approval of Initial Submission — Exempt from IRB Review — AP01

Date: February 15, 2013 IRB#: 2322

Principal Approval Date: 021472013
Investigator: Elizabeth G Hagman, MS

Exempt Category: 2

Study Title: Factors Affecting Elementary General Music Educators' Work Engagement

On behalf of the Institutional Review Board (IRB), | have reviewed the above-referenced research study
and determined that it meets the criteria for exemption from IRB review. To view the documents
approved for this submission, open this study from the My Studies option, go to Submission Hisfory, go
to Completed Submissions tab and then click the Details icon.

Az principal investigator of this rezearch study, you are responsible to:

*  Conduct the research study in a manner consistent with the requirements of the IRB and federal
regulations 45 CFR 46.

* Reqguest approval from the IRB prior to implementing any/all modifications as changes could
affect the exempt status determination.

*  Maintain accurate and complete study records for evaluation by the HRPP Quality Improvement
Program and, if applicable, inspection by regulatory agencies andfor the study sponsor.

# Notify the IRB at the completion of the project.

If you have questions about this notification or using iRIS, contact the IRB @ 405-325-8110 or
irbiiou.edu.

Cordially,

Lara Mayeux, Ph.D.
Vice Chair, Institutional Review Board
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Dear music educator,

My name is Elizabeth Hagman and [ am a PhD student majoring in music
education at the University of Oklahoma. I am conducting a study that involves
work engagement and elementary music teachers. As you have been identified as
an elementary music educator, [ would like to invite you to participate in this
study.

The link below will lead you to a short survey. The survey will help
determine what factors are necessary for elementary music educators to have
optimal work engagement. If you would like to participate in this research, click
the link below. Participation is completely voluntary and all results will remain
completely anonymous. You will not be identified or compensated in any way for
your participation. If you have any questions, please email me.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/HT3X96D
Thank you,
Elizabeth Hagman
University of Oklahoma doctoral student

Elizabeth.G.Hagman-1@ou.edu

The University of Oklahoma is an Equal Opportunity Institution
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University of Oklahoma
Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent to Participate in a Research Study

Project Title: Examining Work Engagement Among Elementary
Music Educators
Principal
Investigator: Elizabeth Hagman
Department: Music

Dear Participant,

My name is Elizabeth Hagman and | am a PhD student at the University of
Oklahoma. You are being asked to volunteer for this research study, which is
being conducted as an online survey. This study is part of my dissertation
research and is being conducted at University of Oklahoma. You were selected
as a possible participant because you are employed as an elementary general
music educator in your district. Please read this form and ask any questions
that you may have before agreeing to take part in this study.

The purpose of this study is to discover how workload, resources, and support
affect work engagement in elementary music educators. Approximately 1,000
music educators will take part in this study.

If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to complete a short online
survey which should take a few minutes to complete. There are no risks to
participation in this study. You will not be reimbursed for your time and
participation in this study. There are no benefits to participating in this study.

All data generated during this study will remain completely anonymous. The
survey utilizes SSL encryption technology. This technology insures a secure
line of communication, keeping your survey responses completely private
during transmission. Your name, the name of your school, and your email
address will not be recorded. In published reports, there will be no information
included that will make it possible to identify you. Research records will be
stored securely and only approved researchers will have access to the
records.There are organizations that may inspect and/or copy your research
records for quality assurance and data analysis. These organizations include
the OU Institutional Review Board.

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you withdraw or decline participation,
you will not be penalized or lose benefits or services unrelated to the study. If
you decide to participate, you may decline to answer any question and may
choose to withdraw at any time.
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If you have concerns or complaints about the research, the researcher(s)
conducting this study can be contacted at (785) 567-7849 or
Elizabeth.G.Hagman-1@ou.edu (researcher) or cciorba@ou.edu (faculty
sponsor).

If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, concerns,
or complaints about the research and wish to talk to someone other than
individuals on the research team or if you cannot reach the research team, you
may contact the University of Oklahoma — Norman Campus Institutional Review
Board (OU-NC IRB) at 405-325-8110 or irb@ou.edu.

Please feel free to print a copy of this information to keep for your
records.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Hagman

Graduate Student

University of Oklahoma

School of Music

500 W. Boyd

Norman, OK 73019-2071

Cell: (785) 567-7849

Email: Elizabeth.G.Hagman-1@ou.edu

Charles R. Ciorba, Ph.D.

Associate Professor of Music Education
University of Oklahoma

School of Music

500 W. Boyd, Rm 031

Norman, OK 73019-2071

Office: (405) 325-4146

Email: cciorba@ou.edu
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