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# # 4983742627 : MAJOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH

KEY WORD: CAUSAL MODEL / WORK STRESS OF TEACHERS
ROJNARIN KOMONHIRUN: DEVELOPMENT OF A CAUSAL MODEL OF WORK STRESS OF TEACHERS UNDER THE
OFFICE OF THE BASIC EDUCATION COMMISSION.
THESIS PRlNCIPAL ADVISOR: ASSOC. PROF. AIMORN JANGSIRIPORNPAKORN, Ph.D., 236 pp.

The purposes bf this research were 1) to develop the causal model of work stress of teachers under the office of the
basic education I:ommission 2) to examine the model validity and 3) to test the model invariance between elementary teachers
and secondary teachers. The research sample consisted of 488 teachers under the office of the basic education commission.
Data consisted of 6 latent variables: work stress of teachers, factor of work characteristics, factor of family economics, factor of
students’ behavior, factor of time managemenf and factor of staff relationships; and 17 observed variables measuring those 6
latent variables. Data were collected by questionnaires having reliability for each variable ranging from .562 to .900. Data
analyses were descriptive statistics, Pearson’s product moment correlation, LISREL analysis and multiple group structural

equation model analysis.

The major findings were as follows:

1. The causal model of work stress of teachers under the office of the basic education commission consisted of two
types of factor variables, i.e., variables having direct effect work stress of teachers: factor of time management, factor of work
characteristics, factor of famity economics, factor of students’ behavior and factor of staff relationships; and variable having
indirect effects: factor of work characteristics. The factor variable which had the highest total effect was factor of students’
behavior, and the following was factor of work characteristics.

2. The model of work stress of teachers was valid and fit to the empirical data. The model! indicated that the Chi-
square goodness of fit test was 85.79, p = .083, df = 69, GFI = .980, AGF| = .955, RMR = .033. The model accounted for 33.4%
of variance in teachers’ work siress.

3. The model of work stress of teachers indicated invariance of model form between two groups of teachers. The
model indicated that the Chi-square goodness of fit test was 242.180; p=.016; df=197, GFI=.941; NFI=.950; RFI=.931;

RMR=.050. However, all parameters were not invariant between elementary teachers and secondary teachers.





