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Abstract: This chapter describes a consultant-client partnership approach to the diagnosis and treatment of workplace stress.  Two examples, a special courts judge and a family courts judicial community, provide detailed descriptions of applications of the Job Stress Survey (JSS) as a benchmarking tool for calibrating optimal productivity and pinpointing the effects of over-and-under-stimulation associated with specific workplace stressors.  The case of the individual judge provides perspective for interpreting the more complex judicial community data, and illustrates the wide-ranging idiosyncratic factors that influence individual employees within an occupational field.  In the judicial/legal culture of the family courts community, making critical on-the-spot decisions and dealing with crisis situations were identified as the most potent stressors for judges who must provide timely, fair, and quality decisions in emotionally-charged family litigations.  Diversity related to professional and gender subgroups was reflected in the perceived Severity and Frequency of occurrence of the stressors reported by members of the family courts judicial community. 

Calibrating Productivity in the Workplace:

Assessing Stress Judiciously

Burnout, overload, recurring traumatic experiences, and insufficient "spice of life" (Selye, 1974) are stressor conditions known to detract from employee morale and workplace productivity (Spielberger & Vagg, 1999).  However, in the explosion of professional and popular literature addressing occupational stress, little is said about the importance of striving for optimal-stressor conditions in the workplace.  Consulting psychologists who advise organizational leaders are frequently expected to identify factors that generate excessive job stress and reduce employee productivity.  A judicious response to this corporate expectation is to agree with the observations of executive realists who conclude that some stress is normal and can be beneficial to productivity.  Using a calibration consultation (CC) approach, those stressors that are excessive and likely to inhibit productivity can be broadly classified and, then, detailed in follow-up discussions in order to select action interventions likely to reduce effects of stress over loads and professional burnout.  In addition, employees need stimulation and challenges to make work interesting, to be productive, and to spark entrepreneurial initiative (Bass, 1997).  In most occupations, high performers also need to be free from hassles and trauma while working (Spielberger, Westberry, Grier, & Greenfield, 1981).  

Psychological assessment, which is analogous in some respects to engineering tools like thermostats and alarm indicators, relies on facts.  Consultants carefully observe and assess workplace conditions, collecting specifics about "what is" and "what is desired" in order to “calibrate” the effectiveness of current organizational, workgroup, or individual functioning.  Such information helps establish expectations, credibility, and acceptability for discussing improvements that are needed within an organization.  

A relatively stress-free environment is proven to be conducive to positive change and contributes to both productivity and learning (Combs, Miser, & Whitaker, 1999; Combs & Snygg, 1959).  Building on these research foundations, and before leaping to intervention, calibration consultation (CC) begins with an action research /process consultation mode (Shein, 1999): first, getting acquainted with current workplace conditions and norms; then, partnering with the leaders in the client organization to collect, organize, and analyze data that is accepted as descriptive of present status and the wanted future-status.  The objective of this joint analysis is to agree upon critical issues for intervention attention.  Productivity improvements as a result of consultation activities are more likely to be lasting when the method of intervention guides clients toward self-responsibility, proactive motivation, and interest in ongoing activities that enhance performance.  

Calibration Procedures and Selecting A Pivotal Instrument

The CC psychologist’s objective is to propose sound approaches for developing, maintaining, and revitalizing employee stamina and productivity.  Intervention effectiveness depends upon accurate identification of primary sources of stress that are experienced by individuals and work groups.  Generic remedies for stress-on-the-job are unlikely to be relevant to all situations, and universal / "canned" remedies are notoriously inept.  Thus, what works in a manufacturing plant may not be useful for managers, professionals and staff personnel employed in specialized work communities where emphasis is placed on achieving individual potentials for high achievement. 

In the initial action research phase, Consulting psychologists seek to recognize and describe the organization’s hardy, optimally-motivated workers.  These employees generally prove to be long-term "assets" and are the most productive human resources for the organization.  They make strong collaborators for the calibration and intervention activities. Psychologists want to discover, as quickly as possible, what is inhibiting workers’ motivation and interfering with performance.  The "hardy" elephant in Figure 1 symbolizes optimal performance.  The hypothetical bell-curve points out some of the conditions that are likely to exist when personnel are performing at maximal productivity, as well as those experienced by talented contributors who "derail".  Excessive stress leads to irrational problem solving, low self-esteem, exhaustion and physical illness.  

____________________

Insert Figure 1 about here

_____________________

Too little stress shows itself in boredom, fatigue, frustration, and dissatisfaction.  An optimal balance between too much and too little challenge is found in workers who are creative and actively engaged in rational problem solving.  Optimal stressor conditions keep current projects moving forward at expected rates, foster enthusiasm and health among employees, and stimulate innovative as well as adaptive changes.  Such conditions are associated with greater job satisfaction.  Individuals in the organization whose behavior is characterized by emotional balance, endurance, and inventiveness are said to be working in a "peak performance zone".

Calibration Methodology.  For CC approaches, one or more assessment instruments are used in conjunction with interviews, observational data, and group discussions for making recommendations that are given to organizational leaders, work or peer groups, and individual employees.  Formal assessment increases confidence in conclusions regarding interventions or follow-up activities.  CC permits both external and internal "benchmarking" to determine when results are typical or atypical.  Comparisons are readily made with norm tables developed for instrument validation studies, as well as with averages that emerge from results obtained from employees included in the client-organization assessment.  Initial steps in providing calibration consultation include selecting instruments that most directly examine issues presented by the client.  The major goal of the CC described in this chapter was to improve productivity and reduce workplace stress.  

The Job Stress Survey (JSS: Spielberger & Vagg, 1999) brings immediate attention to workplace stressors associated with job pressure and lack of organizational support. This instrument provides the pivotal information to for developing strategies to improve productivity, and to move toward optimal stress -- by increasing stimulation for the under-motivated and eliminating stressor overloads.

Due to space limitations, it is not possible to present a detailed discussion of the various types of tests that can be incorporated in the CC process, and how each test contributes to the development of calibration consultation interventions.  Where the presenting issue is communication, the pivotal instruments have been the LIFO (Atkins, 1973/99) and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers & McCaulley, 1989/95).  For conflict resolution, the FIRO-B (Schnell & Hammer, 1993) and the State-Trait Personality Inventory (Spielberger, 1983) have proved useful.  Problem solving instruments are most appropriate for assessing decision making and cognitive approaches (Harrison, Bramson, Bramson & Parlette, 1992).  Recent client awareness of and interest in “emotional intelligence” and interpersonal skills suggests inclusion of instruments developed by Goldman (1995) that can contribute to team building interventions or others mentioned above. 

In the judicial community CC two other instruments provided supplemental information: the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and the State-Trait Personality Inventory (STPI).  In the following section, discussion of an individual judge’s profile includes suggested action planning based on extraverted personality characteristics identified by the MBTI.  Results from the STPI identifying persons with high levels of anger were significant in recommending a facilitated conflict resolution intervention for judges and lawyers, reported in the second section to follow.  Meaningful interpretation of complex psychological information brings the power of individual differences in personality to bear on productivity problems. 

What Does the JSS Tell Us?  The JSS explores perceived severity of commonly occurring workplace stressors and the frequency that these stressors are experienced.  The overall JSS Stress Index (JS-X) is based on the Severity (S) and Frequency (F) ratings for each of the 30 JSS stressor events.  Severity ratings for the individual JSS items can range from a very low score of 1 to high scores of 9, with mean item Severity scores falling between 4 and 5 on a 9-point scale in the normative samples (Spielberger & Vagg, 1999).  Ratings of the frequency of occurrence for each JSS stressor event on a 10-point scale can range from 0 to 9-or-more (9+) days, with mean F scores that varied from 3.5 to 4.0 in the normative samples (Spielberger & Vagg, 1999).  Responses for individual stressor items are examined and, along with responses of co-workers, are used to generate collective information on stressors.

The JSS items are: Assignment of Disagreeable Duties; Working Overtime; Lack of 

Opportunity for Advancement; Assignment of New or Unfamiliar Duties; Fellow Workers not doing their job; Inadequate Support by Supervisor;
Dealing with Crisis Situations; Lack of Recognition for good work; Performing Tasks Not on Job Description; Inadequate or Poor Quality Equipment; Assignment of Increased Responsibility; Periods of Inactivity; Difficulty Getting Along with Supervisor; Experiencing Negative Attitudes toward the Organization; Insufficient Personnel to Handle an Assignment; Making Critical On-the-spot Decisions; Personal Insult from customer/consumer/colleague; Lack of Participation in Policy Making; Low Salary; Competition for Advancement; Poor or Inadequate Supervision; Noisy Work Area; Frequent Interruptions; Frequent Changes from Boring to Demanding Activities; Excessive Paperwork; Meeting Deadlines; Insufficient Personal Time (e.g., coffee breaks, lunch); Covering for Another ; Poorly Motivated Coworkers; Conflicts with Other Departments.
The 30 JSS stressors include two embedded 10-item subscales that assess Job Pressure (JP) and Lack of Organizational Support (LS).  Job Pressure refers to the structural and technical aspects of the employee's workload.  Lack of Organizational Support involves relationships among employees who are carrying out the work, as well as the stress that results from the policies and procedures of the organization.  Scores for the two JSS subscales are computed in the same manner as the overall JSS Stress Index, Severity and Frequency scores.  The mean ratings for the JP and LS Severity (S) and Frequency (F) subscales range between 2 and 8.

Interpreting high and low JSS ratings.  Responses to the JSS provide information about generic sources of stress in the workplace.  Each of the 30 JSS stressors was selected because it represented a source of stress encountered by men and women at all pay levels in a variety of occupations in business and industry, government, and educational settings.  The simplicity of the JSS items makes it possible for respondents to associate a specific stressor with a particular experience in their own workplace.  The CC focuses on those items with the highest and lowest scores in follow up sessions that elicit observations, comments, and personal examples.  Items rated high in perceived Severity that are also frequently experienced, confirmed by critical incident examples collected from CC respondents, are selected for stress management targets to be addressed in intervention action plans.

Under-stimulation or Denial?  Very low ratings are also included in follow-up discussions and are factored into stress-management planning.  When individuals report very low Severity scores or infrequent exposure to a particular stressor, the consultant seeks to determine whether these ratings reflect a non-stimulating work environment or a denial process within the individual.  If the employee is experiencing boredom or a lack of challenge, more optimal working conditions may be established through interventions that involve job enrichment, added assignments, or expanded objectives.  The introduction of novelty can also reduce boredom and dissatisfaction, prevent depression, and improve performance.  

When denial is at work, the consultant strives to call attention to "realities" in the workplace by reviewing JSS normative data and "benchmark" ratings reported by peers.  Clients who are reluctant or too embarrassed to admit that they experience occupational stress are generally more comfortable in discussing their job pressures after the consultant explains the protective value of emotions.  Stress-related emotions, like anxiety and anger, serve as survival messengers, a signal that it is time for problem-solving action. 

For example, responses of one participant in an executive workshop illustrates how personality and denial can influence JSS scores.  This man, the president of an entrepreneurial engineering firm, turned-in extremely low Severity ratings, with an average score of less than 2 on the 9-point scale.  Frequency ratings indicated that he had experienced most JSS stressors on fewer than 2 days in the past six months.  Results for all workshop participants were posted anonymously for class discussion. When participants asked who had the bottom-of-the range scores, the high-energy president acknowledged that they were his.  Members of the group then provided immediate feedback, describing his workshop behavior, distinguished by strong opinions and frequent differences with others. They reminded him how he talked about his work setting as being full of high risks, time pressures, and the turmoil of changing technologies.  Classmates said they were convinced that he was likely a major source of stress for those working around him, just as he had been during the executive workshop.

The president explained the low JSS ratings by saying that a strong leader does not talk about feeling stressed.  He said that company loyalty demanded that he, as president, could not acknowledge imperfections in the organization, especially to "outsiders".  Later, in a private consultation, he indicated a growing awareness that it was time to retire, or to change organizations.  He was able to look directly at how his behavior might be doing damage to others around him, as well as to himself.

Consultant-Client Partnership.  Another important consideration in working with executive and professional populations is that they often prefer that the wording of stressor items include discipline-specific terminology. Sometimes, requests are made to add to the 30 JSS stressor events.  In the judicial community to be discussed later several JSS items were reworded without changing the focus of the query.  For example, item 5, Fellow workers not doing their job, was modified to Others in the judicial/legal system not doing their job.  Similarly, item 30, Conflicts with other departments, was changed to Conflicts with other persons or agencies in the judicial/legal system.  

Formulating adaptations of JSS items provides the consultant with insight into client realities, and facilitates establishing consultant-client partnership approaches to resolving organizational problems.  Adjusting questions to capture nuances of professional work demonstrates the consultant’s respect for a client’s special circumstances and unique challenges.  The consultant's attitude of collaboration carries over into feedback sessions, and builds the sense of self-responsibility in clients who must ultimately determine the implementation of plans for improvement.  Finally, collaborative modification of the JSS increases motivation for candid responding to the questionnaire.

Individual Calibration:  A Special Courts Judge

The JSS Report for a 46-year-old male special courts judge is presented in Table 1 in a format designed to be given directly to the client.  This report can serve as a scoring sheet, allowing the consultant and/or the individual client to easily calculate and better understand the results of the assessment.  During feedback, three types of information are discussed:  (1) The general concept of workplace stressors; (2) the perceived severity and frequency of occurrence of the specific stressors experienced by the client as most stressful; and (3) scores on the JSS subscales, which assess job pressures and organizational support as important domains of occupational stress.  The JSS Job Pressure (JP) subscale assesses stressful experiences that result from the nature of the work and the requirements of the job.  The Lack of Organizational Support (LS) subscale measures the effects of stressors that involve relationships with supervisors, co-workers, and management policies and practices.  

_____________________

Insert Table 1 about here

_____________________

In collaboration consultation, the consultant first provides feedback that engages the client in talking about earlier assessments and/or extenuating current circumstances:  "What recent events or pending decisions might have influenced your responses to the JSS questions?";  "What other assessments have you taken?".  The consultant also endeavors to identify those personality characteristics of the client that might help in interpreting the JSS results.  Following this introductory discussion, the consultant guides the client through a review and discussion of the data contained in the JSS Report, beginning with a discussion of the Stress Index, Severity, and Frequency scores based on all 30 items.  

Explaining the Profile and Calculations. In the JSS Report for the special courts judge presented in Table 1, the judge's overall Stress Index, Severity and Frequency scores were all lower than "5", the average level of job stress.  These scores are reported in the top row of the JSS Report, and are also noted in the shaded area at the bottom of columns A and B.  To compute the average perceived Severity score, the Severity ratings for each JSS item listed in Column A are added, and the sum of these ratings is divided by the number of items.  The average Frequency score is obtained in the same manner by adding ratings for each Frequency item in Column B, and dividing by the total number of items.  The overall Stress Index score is derived for the “quick hand scoring” method used here, by adding the average Severity and Frequency scores, and dividing this sum by two.  The Stress Index scores for each item, which are listed in Column C, were obtained by multiplying the item S rating by its F rating.  

Analyzing the Scores. The judge's relatively low Stress Index score of 4.2 resulted primarily from his very low 3.5 F score.  The frequency of occurrence of each stressor was rated on a 10-point scale; with a score range of 0 to 9-or-more (9+) to indicate the number of days the stressor was experienced in the last six months.  The scores for the JP and LS subscales indicated that the frequency of job pressures was the dominant stress-inducing factor.  The slightly above average JP Index score of 5.3 is obtained by adding the F score [5.9] to the S score [4.7] and dividing the total by 2.

The low LS Stress Index score of 3.2 is due to his very low mean LS F score of only 1.4.  Clearly, for this judge, the job pressures had a much greater impact than did lack of support, and the frequency that he experienced job pressures contributed most to his occupational stress.  Five of his 7 highest-rated JSS items were job pressure stressors (#s 7, 16, 23, 24, 26), with Item Index scores ranging from 45 to 54 (Column C). 

Calibrating Severity. In the next stage of the CC, attention was directed to S ratings for each JSS item (Column A).  The perceived severity of each stressor event was rated on a 9-point scale, in terms of how stressful it was as compared to the standard stressor, disagreeable duties, with an assigned midpoint S rating of 5.  The judge rated only six items as greater than average in perceived severity, as indicated by S ratings of 6.  The stressors with the highest S ratings were #3 (lack of opportunity for advancement), #17 (personal insults), #18 (lack of participation in policy-making decisions), #19 (inadequate salary), #20 (competition for advancement), and #26 (meeting deadlines).  However, it is interesting to note that four of these stressors received "0" Frequency ratings; only inadequate salary and meeting deadlines were rated as occurring with a relatively high frequency.  

As may be noted in Column B, the judge assigned F ratings of 0 for 17 of the 30 JSS stressor events, and "9+" Frequency ratings for 10 stressors.  Sources of stress experienced with a high frequency of occurrence generally indicate that these stressors are inherent in the job.  An important reality check that a consultant must consider is whether the nature of a client's work inherently includes frequent encounters with particular stressors. Some business and service organizations have work conditions that are recognized as involving a highly intense pace, such as stock exchanges and emergency rooms at hospitals.  Likewise, dealing with criminals and antisocial incidents in courts of law can be considered as a stressful occupation in which particular job pressures are expected to be frequently encountered.  

Negative Consequences of Hi F - Low S Items.  In consulting with a client about achieving optimal stressor conditions, it is essential to recognize that even low severity stressors, when frequently experienced, can impair performance and productivity, and cause wear and tear on the body.  For example, police officers who reported relatively low severity levels for paperwork duties acknowledged experiencing daily aggravations as a consequence of such chores, which resulted in excessive paperwork becoming highly stressful for them (Spielberger, Westberry, Grier, & Greenfield, 1981).  In working with mid-level managers, we have observed that those who rated paperwork as one of their primary stressors were often comparative newcomers to management.  In feedback discussions, it was found that the severity of the paperwork stressor often reflected a client's lack of experience and efficiency, or a personal preference for the hands-on physical activity associated with "doing" a job.

Once the client is familiar with the JSS items, and with the meaning of the scores reported in Columns A, B and C of the JSS Profile Report, the major sources of stressor overload are discussed in depth. Examples describing particulars of encounters with the top stressor, referred to as critical incidents, are solicited from the client. Once validated, stressors with the highest scores are selected for immediate attention.  Stressors are rank-ordered in Column C of the Profile Report to establish priorities for critical incident discussion and action plan attention.  In the case of ties, as found in the results from the special courts judge, the two items with the highest rank were selected for primary attention.  

For JSS items with F ratings of 0, the Item Index score is also 0, indicating that the stressor was not experienced during the past six months, and therefore had little or no impact on the worker.  However, it can be informative to note stress-absent as well as the pressures of stress.  While a primary objective of CC is to engage clients in thinking about how to address situations associated with excessive trauma and hassles, it is equally important to be alert to profiles indicating stressor levels are very low and, then, to direct the client's attention to personal and organizational benefits of taking on fresh challenges or expanding responsibilities.  

Providing employees and professionals who participate in organization-wide surveys with their personal, confidential copy of their JSS Profile Report stimulates and reinforces self-responsibility.  For the judge whose JSS scores are presented in Table 1, #19 (inadequate salary) and #26 (meeting deadlines) were identified as top stressors, each with Item Index scores of 54 and "9+" Frequency ratings.  The judge's overall F Index of 3.5, which was relatively low, suggested that boredom might be detracting from peak performance.  With no salary increments on the horizon and increasing pressure from deadlines, the judge's motivation and productivity could suffer despite high achievement drive and prestigious civic/community status.  

Formulating Action Plans.  To help the judge sort out the implications of his JSS data, it was important to look at stressors ranked #2 (Column C), each with Item Index scores of 45.  The overload potential for these five stressors (dealing with crisis situations, making on-the-spot decisions, frequent interruptions, frequent changes in work intensity, conflicts with other departments) comes not from perceived severity, but from frequency of occurrence in the work environment.  Frequently occurring stressors affect multiple people, and are indicative of dysfunction in the workgroup or organization.  

The stressors that dominated the judge's profile were JP items; in contrast, none of the JSS LS items was rated as highly stressful.  Some judges consider “job pressures” as problems to be handled by court administrators and management staff. However, this special courts judge determined that his organization would benefit if he expanded his zone-of-responsibilities and offered to help solve problems associated with his five most highly rated job pressures.  He set a goal to initiate collaboration among peers in the work community for dealing with frequently occurring stressors.  He saw an opportunity to moderate development of "triage plans" that could lead to greater efficiency during times of crisis (item #7), and to facilitate preparation of check-list of criteria and priorities to use when making quick decisions (item #16).  

In moving toward an optimal stress level, the special courts judge considered specific stressors salient in his JSS scores and the lower levels of stress/spice in his worklife and decided to take initiative to apply his natural abilities more creatively.  His personal development / action plan included addressing the administrative JP problems:  dealing with crisis situations, making on-the-spot decisions, frequent interruptions, frequent changes in work intensity, and meeting deadlines. Systemwide improvements could also emerge from giving attention to his top-ranked stressor, inadequate pay.  Discussions with the courts’ state government hierarchy and wage-scale policymakers could lead to updating salary and compensation programs, not only for himself but also many others.  

Discussing frequent changes in work intensity offered a window of opportunity to suggest ways for making the best use of slow time, i.e., triage planning, scheduling conflicts, advocacy for adequate judicial compensation policies. The remaining high-ranked stressor, conflict with other departments, with a Stress Index score of 45, stimulated another addition to the judge's stress management plan.  Critical incident review of incidences of conflict among co-workers (item #30) and knowing himself to be characterized by a strongly extraverted personality as highlighted by results from the MBTI assessment, he decided to volunteer as the arbitrator for resolving specific interdepartmental conflicts. 

Large Scale Calibration:  A Family Courts Agency

Given that stress is inherent in work, as in life, realistic executives and managers do not aim for a stress-free environment.  Furthermore, challenging levels of stress infuse motivational value to job-related activities, providing what Hans Selye (1974) called the spice-of-life.  Even with accurate occupational stress survey data, a vision of optimal stress becomes unrealizable if managers and executives ordain one set of conditions for all.  Controlling stress in the workplace needs to be tailored to the organization’s management philosophy, the nature of the work, and the personality characteristics of the individuals involved.  

Global, one-size-fits-all approaches did not result in harmonious productivity in the 18th century for paternalistic cottage industries, established by the English in their homes at the beginning of the industrial revolution.  Nor did similar concepts work in the 19th century for U.S. steel companies, farming plantations, or coal-mining towns.  During the early decades of the 20th century, residential compounds established by industries, initially intended to alleviate employees' most pressing stressors, were abandoned as unions sprang into power to voice workers’ opinions and concerns.  During that time professional associations expanded to assure quality standards of services and the well-being of practitioners.  In the 21st century, more and more employees and co-workers prefer to speak for themselves.

Assessing Stress Judiciously.  CC with a family courts judicial community is used here to illustrate how the JSS results are collated, subgrouped, and analyzed in ways that avoid the one-size-fits-all fallacy.  JSS partitioned data highlights differences in stressor experiences in the several work groups and peer groups within an organization so the consultant can tailoring stress management interventions not only for individuals, but also for unique segments of a workplace community.  A senior judge in the family courts community spearheaded the CC assessment as part of a state-funded program.  The first phase of this project involved selecting and, where appropriate, modifying assessment instruments; partnering with leaders in the client organization to determine best methods for providing feedback of results to individuals, groups, and leaders; and, then, collecting psychometric data.

 An assessment battery was administered to the individuals responsible for the activities and services provided by the full family courts “community.”  This community included 43 respondents (25 women, 18 men) and were client-classified as belonging to two groups of legal professionals:  (a) Judges and the lawyers representing the clients appearing before the family courts Judges; and (b) court administrative personnel, including diverse specialists, such as administrators, judicial assistants, and support staff consisting of counselors, family violence specialists, and clerks.  JSS results from these two groups are broken out into five work-related subgroups: judges, lawyers, administrators, judicial assistants, and support staff.

Table 2 reports the results of the JSS assessment for the total judicial community.  The overall mean Stress Index Score of 4.42 reflects a somewhat below average amount of stress.  At first glance, this finding is puzzling because of the intense nature of cases and issues that comprise the work of the family courts community.  A stressor climate that is reported to be lower than that reported in many private and commercial organizations becomes less surprising when considered in the context of a tendency among professionals and senior management to understate stress conditions.  Survey responses of persons motivated to be high achievers are influenced by internalized values, expectations, and attitudes, such as satisfaction associated with meaningful work, and loyalty to the group and/or organization.  Admirable as these characteristics may be, they cloud stress survey results if results are compared only to statistical tables for workplaces in general.  It can be detrimental to efforts to increase productivity and job satisfaction if survey results are not interpreted in light of the norm at that worksite, influencing the way respondents “use their numbers” when providing ratings or estimating severity. 

____________________

Insert Table 2 about here

____________________

The mean perceived S and F ratings of 4.66 and 4.17, reported in Table 2 for the total judicial community, were below generic average mid-points for these scales.  The rest of the story of optimal stress can not be known by examining only overall mean Stress Index, S and F, JP and LS scores.  CC consultants develop recommendations to fit unique circumstances by taking time to understand occupation-related attitudes and individual personality characteristics that influenced perceived S ratings, and the environmental conditions that contribute to the frequency of occurrence of a stressor.  Effective stressor management strategies emerge from one-on-one discussions with persons and groups, collecting examples of high rated stressors.

Stressor Differences in the Five Professional Groups. To get a useful picture of the major sources of stress for the judicial community, work force data for each of the five professional groups are prepared as shown in Table 2.  In addition to the overall mean Stress Index, S and F ratings for each group, the six stressor items rated as most stressful by the entire family courts judicial community are listed in the descending rank-order of their mean Stress Index ratings.  JSS Stress Index scores for each group were obtained in the same quick-score manner as described for determining the individual item Index scores: adding the mean item S and F scores for each stressor event, then dividing this sum by two. 

Lawyers Reported Highest Stressor Levels. The mean JSS Stress Index scores for three of the five professional groups were higher than the Index score of 4.42 for the total judicial community.  The lawyers, who are paid by their clients who are plaintiffs or defendants in court cases,  are not on the agency payroll, and as a group reported higher mean scores across all JSS dimensions than the other four family courts work groups.  They are also the only group with a mean Severity score above the 5.0 midpoint rating.  Stress management action planning thus shows as particularly important for this small, but highly involved, group of lawyers who voluntarily participated in the CC assessments.  Their participation allowed them to become better acquainted with judges and other court personnel.  Most likely, the CC process itself facilitated reduction of the lawyers’stress levels..

Judges and Court Administrators Reported Similar Stressor Levels. The judges and the court administrators, who serve as chief executives for their respective agencies, reported very similar mean Stress Index scores of 4.61 and 4.62, with S scores somewhat higher than F scores.  Administrators reported higher S scores and lower F scores than did judges.  While judges reported encountering JSS stressor events more frequently than administrators, they are apparently more sanguine about dealing with them [experiencing the stressor with less severity].  

Support Staff and Judicial Assistants Reported Lower Stressor Levels. As may be noted in Table 2, there is a clear difference between the JSS scores of the top three professional groups and those of the last two groups, whose lower Stress Index scores resulted primarily from less frequent exposure to major stressor events.  The judicial assistants, who work as executive aides to one judge, report experiencing JSS stressor events less often than any of the other groups.  These executive aides are mid-level administrative staff and work in a sheltered situation.  As gatekeeper for a judge they are infrequently exposed to many of the major court stressors.  It is also possible that judges prefer to hire those who have low-key Type-B personality characteristics and reaction patterns, and would report lower stress experience than the Type-A achievers would report.  An alternative interpretation of low JSS scores in a group is that respondents are not willing to admit experiencing stress.  The reason for the lower stressor results can only be determined by follow-up interviews and discussion about hiring practices.

Stressor Item Analysis Is the Foundation for Intervention Recommendations. Stressor salience for the five separate professional groups can be clarified by contrasting the mean Stress Index, Severity and Frequency scores for the principal JSS stressors, six of which are listed in Table 2  and Table 3.  Table 2 shows the order of item mean scores for the total judicial community.  The top two stressors, with Stress Index scores of 6.18 and 6.16, are frequent interruptions and dealing with crisis situations.  The mean S score of 5.84 for dealing with crisis situations  is higher than the frequent interruptions mean score of 5.25, whereas the interruptions F score of 7.11 is higher than the crises score of 6.48.  While dealing with crisis situations is clearly more traumatic for most people than frequent interruptions, the very high frequency ratings for interruptions gives this stressor added impact, as indicated by its higher mean Stress Index score.  

Decision Making. In Table 2, note that the stressor ranked third highest, making critical on-the-spot decisions, with a F score of 7.07, is reported as experienced almost as often as frequent interruptions, but was rated as provoking less than an average amount of perceived S.  Given that the responsibility of courts is to render decisions, this finding is consistent with what would be expected.  Family courts produce many decisions relating to child and spousal abuse, and divorce and custody settlements, ideally handed down in a fair, ethical, and timely fashion.  Decisions are based on points of law, judicial precedents, or procedural judgment-calls by judges and attorneys.  Emotional reactions and dramatic behaviors by defendants and prosecuting parties are encountered frequently.  Consequently, members of the judicial community are required to make numerous on-the-spot decisions.  Individuals seeking employment in this organization are likely  those who enjoy the adrenaline rush produced by this stressor. 
Paperwork and Deadlines. The mean perceived S scores for the judicial community of 5.09 for excessive paperwork and 5.05 for meeting deadlines were close to generic averages, whereas the F means for these stressors were considerably higher than found in other organizations.  Indeed, five of the top six stressors showed elevated frequencies.  Stressors that are generated frequently by a work environment are ideally addressed collaboratively where joint perspectives can be presented and mutually acceptable changes in work flow or assignments can be considered. 

Fellow Workers.  The impact of the sixth-ranked stressor, fellow workers not doing their job, with a mean Stress Index score of 5.55, ranks second only to dealing with crisis situations in perceived severity.  Could this indicate that dealing with crises and the limitations of fellow workers are yoked stressors?  Could the incompetence or lack of effort by fellow workers have a causal role in precipitating crisis events?  Such questions are formulated by the consultant in order to probe deeper into organizational conditions.
Recommendations Emerge from Item Level Analysis.  The mean JSS Stress Index scores of the six principal stressors for the five judicial community professional work groups are reported in Table 3, in which the ranks of the top three stressors for each group are also noted.  The differences noted here serve as the basis for tailoring follow up interventions with separate group or combinations of groups.

Four Groups Without Judges. Frequent interruptions heads the list of organization-wide stressors, but it would not be appropriate to recommend that all members of the judicial community spend time on devising ways to reduce the number of their interruptions.  Frequent interruptions is one of the top two stressors for four of the five professional groups, this stressor is rated very low by the judges.  An intervention could be suggested that included all groups except the judges.

 All Subgroups. Dealing with crisis situations is also ranked as one of the top two stressors by four of the five groups, but this item is ranked fourth by the lawyers.  Their Stress Index score of 7.36 is much higher than the scores of three of the other four groups.  This suggests it would be advisable to include all five groups in sorting out a stress management action plan for this item.  Critical incident reports associated with dealing with crises and frequent interruptions were provided in follow-up discussions and reflected a organization wide need to give attention to employees' work schedules, and to revising management practices that are out of date, uncoordinated, or inefficient.  

____________________

Insert Table 3 about here

____________________

Judges and Judicial Assistants. Making critical on-the-spot decisions was the most problematic stressor for the judges, and was also ranked relatively high by their judicial assistants.   Judicial assistants ranked frequent interruptions as their number two stressor, whereas their bosses, the judges, are protected from interruptions by their assistants, and, thus relatively free from this stressor. Both judges and judicial assistants could be included in a follow up intervention that focused on the on the spot decisions, and could open up the judges’ awareness to how much the assistants are protecting them from interruptions.  As is seen in Table 2, judicial assistants enjoy the lowest overall level of stress, as indicated by their mean Stress Index score of 3.77 and a very low F score of only 3.16.  One-on-one discussions with judicial assistants indicated that they felt protected by the judges on matters relating to adequate salaries and job security, which likely accounted for much of the lower stressor ratings.

Administrators and Lawyers.  Excessive paperwork and meeting deadlines are strong stressors for court administrators and lawyers with Stress Index scores of 7.50 or higher, but not for the other three work groups.  Fellow workers not doing their job, with a Stress Index score of 6.11, is the third strongest stressor for the judges, and is rated even higher by the lawyers (7.00).  For the administrative staff, inadequate salary is their third strongest stressor, with a mean Stress Index of 5.20, yet not highly rated by any of the other groups.  Lack of opportunity for advancement is the fourth strongest stressor for the administrative staff, and is among the lowest rated stressors for the other four groups, who also reported low JSS ratings for periods of inactivity, inadequate or poor equipment, and fellow workers not doing their job.  

Judges and Lawyers.  For the judges, the stressor mix of making critical on the spot decisions, fellow workers not doing their job, and dealing with crisis situations suggests that they would benefit from stress management recommendations directed toward helping them find effective ways of coping with these three stressors.  In follow up discussions reporting critical incident examples, the judges attributed fellow workers not doing their job to the lack of case preparation by lawyers or their failure to adequately explain matters to their clients.  On the other side of the bench, the lawyers, who rated meeting deadlines, frequent interruptions, and dealing with crisis situations as most stressful, complained that judges brought stress into the court situation by their demands for perfection, by not maintaining time schedules, and by too little communication.  Changes in the scheduling of trials increased the frequency that lawyers experienced interruptions and crises.  A conflict resolution recommendation for addressing stress associated with fellow workers not doing their job and meeting deadlines may lead to an improved collaborative climate for the judges and lawyers.

Gender Differences.  Gender provides an important perspective for interpreting job stress in the workplace.  Mean JSS Stress Index, Severity, and Frequency scores for the men and women in the judicial community are reported in Table 4, in which it can be noted that both sexes had below average JSS Index, Severity and Frequency scores.  The men's slightly higher Stress Index scores resulted from their substantially higher Frequency scores, indicating that they experienced the 30 stressor events considerably more often than women.  Although the women had somewhat higher perceived Severity scores than the men, they reported experiencing fewer encounters with most of the 30 JSS stressor events, which might be attributable to the smaller proportion of women working at higher-level positions with more arduous duties.  

____________________

Insert Table 4 about here

____________________

In previous studies with the JSS (Spielberger & Reheiser, 1994a; 1994b), gender differences observed at the item level were lost in averaged Stress Index scores for which no significant differences were found.  For the judicial community, almost half of the Severity items and 60% of the Frequency items reflected significant gender differences.  Some stressors were rated stronger by women while others are rated as more stressful by men, enough to level out gender differences in the JSS scale and subscale scores.  However, both women and men tend to perceive the same stressors as highest and lowest in severity.  Lack-of-support stressor items relating to matters of supervisory and interpersonal relationships and organizational policy are rated highest in perceived Severity for both sexes.  

Women’s Stressors. The perceived Severity scores of women in the judicial community are significantly higher than those of the men for inadequate salary, frequent interruptions, competition for advancement, making on-the-spot decisions, covering work for another employee, performing tasks not in the job description, and insufficient personal time.  The Frequency ratings of women  are also greater for inadequate salary, personal insult from customer/colleague, noisy work area, covering work for another employee, assignment of increased responsibility, and insufficient personal time.  Four of these stressors  are job pressures that  relate more to workload and job structure than to relationships with supervisors and organizational policies.

Men’s Stressors. Men  show higher perceived Severity scores for lack of participation in policy decisions, experiencing negative attitudes towards the organization, poor or inadequate supervision, and conflict with other departments, and higher Frequency ratings for insufficient personnel, lack of recognition for good work, lack of participation in policy decisions, experiencing negative attitudes toward the organization, making critical on-the-spot decisions, conflict with other departments, and working overtime.  Five of these seven stressors are lack of support items, suggesting that the strongest sources of occupational stress for the men are relations with supervisors and organizational support, rather than workload and job structure.  These outcomes would not likely be intuitively deduced, and appear to be strongly influenced by men working at higher organizational levels.

A confounding factor in interpreting gender differences in organizational cultures is the ratio of women and men working at each organizational level.  In many organizations, there is a preponderance of men working at senior-level, higher-paying positions, and more women in lower-paying clerical or non-professional positions.  Comparing stressors in university, corporate, and military work settings showed substantially higher scores for corporate personnel than for the university or military groups (Spielberger & Reheiser, 1994a, 1994b).  Nevertheless, the military women reported perceiving stressors of greater severity than any other subgroup, an interesting statistic in light of subsequent legal actions on behalf of these women.  

In investigations of differences in the sources of stress experienced by managerial, professional, and clerical personnel (Spielberger & Reheiser, 1994a), professionals rated the JSS Job Pressure subscale stressors as more severe than other groups.  Managers reported experiencing job pressures more frequently than professionals, who reported more frequent job pressures than clerical personnel.  In the collaborative consultation with the judicial community reported in this chapter, there was a prevalence of women in the lower organizational level groups of judicial assistants and administrative staff.  Thus, the finding of inadequate salary as a leading stressor for women was consistent with the results cited in the normative studies.  Since more women  are working at lower wage and salary levels in this and in most previous studies, further research will be required to tease apart the gender and hierarchical work factors that contribute to the magnitude of occupational stress.
Discussion and Conclusions

This chapter reports the results of using the JSS in collaborative consultation with clients interested in cultivating optimal performance conditions in professional work settings.  Assessing individuals and work groups in order to identify targets for possible stress management interventions provided a foundation for a consulting partnership with clients in the judicial community by actively engaging them in specifying the special circumstances and unique challenges that might contribute to successful outcomes in intervention efforts.  It was also noted that assessing stressors judicially requires that attention be given to both over-stimulation and under-stimulation of uniquely trained and talented workers.  

Three important features of the calibration consultation method were noted:  (1) The advantage of providing a report of assessment results that can be given to the client for joint analysis;  (2) examining and integrating a broad range of assessment information (e.g., psychometric tests, current problems, imminent choices or decisions); and  (3) not over-generalizing.  The mean JSS scores that were obtained for the total judicial community proved to be less pertinent for intervention planning than the ratings for the five professional work groups.  Evidence is mounting that global results may be misleading, and that considering the effects of gender and cultural differences on occupational stress is also essential.  

The JSS profile of the prevalent stressors in the judicial community revealed that global prescriptions often lead only to partial or minimal success.  While multi-level interpretation of JSS data for the total judicial community helped to identify strategies for addressing the principal stressors that were felt by most employees to inhibit productivity, the major stressors for a particular work group or task unit may not have a negative impact in other parts of the organization.  Partitioned JSS data, taking gender differences and organizational level of specific work groups into account, will help management to make informed decisions about where and how to invest time, effort and resources for improving the quality of worklife.
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Table 1

	Table 2.

Mean JSS Stress Index, Severity and Frequency Scores for the Judicial Community and the Five  Professional Work Groups, and the Principal Sources of Stress for the Total Community



	
	Stress Index
	Severity
	Frequency

	Judicial Community  (N=43)

	4.42
	4.66
	4.17

	Professional Work Groups
	
	
	

	  1.  Lawyers (N=3)
	4.94
	5.05
	4.83

	  2.  Court Administrators (N=4)
	4.62
	4.90
	4.33

	  3.  Judges (N=9)
	4.61
	4.66
	4.57

	  4.  Administrative staff (N=18)
	4.15
	4.33
	3.97

	  5. Judicial assistants (N=9)
	3.77
	4.38
	3.16

	
	
	
	

	Principal Stressors
	
	
	

	1. Frequent interruptions
	6.18
	5.25
	7.11

	2. Dealing with crisis situations
	6.16
	5.84
	6.48

	3. Making critical on-the-spot    

    decisions
	5.84
	4.61
	7.07

	4. Excessive paperwork
	5.67
	5.09
	6.25

	5. Meeting deadlines
	5.55
	5.05
	6.05

	6. Fellow workers not doing their job
	5.55
	5.73
	5.36

	NOTE.  Professional groups are rank-ordered as a function of the mean JSS Stress Index scores for each group.  The principal stressors are rank-ordered as a function of mean JSS Index scores for the Total Judicial Community.


	Table 3.

Mean JSS Item Index Scores of the Principal Stressors for the Five Professional Work Groups

	JSS Stressors Items
	Judges

(N=  9)
	Court

Admin.

(N=  4)
	Judicial

Assists.

(N=  9)
	Admin.

Staff

(N=  18)
	Lawyers

(N=  3)

	1. Frequent interruptions
	    3.34
	7.50-2
	6.45-2
	5.86-1
	7.76-2

	2. Dealing with crisis situations 
	6.22-2
	7.50-2
	6.50-1
	5.59-2
	    7.36

	3. Making critical on-the-spot 

    decisions
	7.22-1
	    6.50
	6.11-3
	    4.97
	    4.98

	4. Excessive paperwork
	    5.88
	7.50-2
	    5.50
	    4.22
	7.50-3

	5. Meeting deadlines
	    6.00
	7.63-1
	    4.62
	    4.92
	8.36-1

	6. Fellow workers not doing 

    their job
	6.11-3
	    5.00
	    4.45
	    5.09
	    7.00

	NOTE.  The principal stressors are rank-ordered as a function of the mean Item Index Scores for the Total Judicial Community.  The ranks of the top three stressors are noted for each professional group following the mean item score.  Inadequate salary ranked third for the Administrative Staff, but was not ranked among the top ten stressors for the Total Judicial Community.




Table 4.

Mean JSS Stress Index, Severity and Frequency Scores for Gender Groups.
	Gender
	Index
	Severity
	Frequency

	Women (25)
	4.10
	4.55
	3.64

	Men (18)
	4.41
	4.33
	4.48

	NOTE.  In the Professional Manual for the Job Stress Survey (Spielberger & Vagg, 1999), mean Stress Index scores are more precisely computed by adding Item Index scores and dividing by 30, the number of stressor items.  The method for determining JSS scores in this, and in previously reported consultations (O'Roark, 1995), is a time-saving variation that facilitates the consultant's work with client groups in scoring their own results in a workshop or in feedback calibration.


Figure Captions

Figure 1.  Stress and the Performance Curve.  The elephant represents the hardy performers, leaders of the workforce parade, who engage in rational problem solving leading to progress and innovation.  Similar to the normal population bell curve, the optimal stress arch shows that too much or too little stress results in minimal or impaired performance.  Irrational problem solving and illness are symptoms of excessive stimulation.  Boredom and depression are symptoms of insufficient stimulation.

Figure 1

Due to space limitations, it is not possible to present a detailed discussion of the various types of tests that can be incorporated in the consultation process, and how each test contributes to the development of calibration consultation interventions.  Where the presenting issue is communication, the pivotal instruments have been the LIFO (Atkins, 1973/99) and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers & McCaulley, 1989/95).  For conflict resolution, the FIRO-B (Schnell & Hammer, 1993) and the State-Trait Personality Inventory (Spielberger, 1983) have proved useful.  Problem solving instruments are most appropriate for assessing cognitive style (Harrison, Bramson, Bramson & Parlette, 1992).  
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