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Abstract
Teaching is an important and valuable profession that functions as the basis of every other
profession. The status of the teaching profession is an important pillar of a quality educational
system. One of the crucial components of teacher status in society is respect for teachers. Teachers,
who are respected and feel safe in their workplace, can demonstrate a higher level of job
satisfaction contributing to teaching quality and learning outcomes.

The present research sought to understand teacher safety and to explore to what extent and
how often teachers in Kazakhstan experience intimidation or verbal abuse. To explain a particular
phenomenon and determine the drivers of teacher safety issues, this study employed a quantitative
approach, carrying out a secondary analysis of TALIS 2018 dataset on Kazakhstan.

The results of the study show that teachers in Kazakhstan experience intimidation or verbal
abuse less frequently by students. Moreover, individual factors such as gender, age, years of work,
and community factors such as school type and location have no statistically significant correlation
with the frequency of teacher victimization. While workplace conditions, school climate, and
relational aspects between teachers and students are found to be the main predictors of student
behavior stress. The study contributes to understanding the factors behind teacher safety issues in
Kazakhstan and suggests the possible ways for improving the predicting factors to reduce teacher

victimization.

Vi
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AHHOTAIUA

[Mpodeccuss yumrens — BaxHas W IeHHas mnpodeccus, Jekamas B OCHOBE JIOO0H Ipyrou
npodeccun. Cratyc mpodeccuu  yduTeNns SBISETCS BaXKHOW  OMOPOM  Ka4eCTBEHHOM
obpaszoBaTenbHON cucTeMbl. OTHUM M3 BaKHEMIIMX KOMIIOHEHTOB CTAaTyca YYHMTENsS B OOILECTBE
ABIISICTCA YBAXCHHE K YUHUTENSAM. YUHTENsI, KOTOPBIX YBaXAIOT M KOTOpBIE UYBCTBYIOT ceOs B
0€30IacHOCTH Ha CBOEM pabodeM MecTe, MOTYT MPOJEMOHCTPHPOBATh OOJiee BBICOKHI YPOBEHb
YIIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTH paboToOii, YTO CHOCOOCTBYET TOBBIMICHHIO KadecTBa MpENoJaBaHus U
PE3yIbTaTOB O0YUYCHHUS.

Llenpi0 HACTOSIIIETO MCCIIECAOBAHMS OBUIO MOHSTH O0E30MaCHOCTb YUYHMTENEH W BBIACHUTH, B
KaKoOW CTeNeHW U Kak 4acTo yuurtens B KazaxcTaHe moaBepraroTCsi 3allyTMBaHUIO WUJIM CIOBECHBIM
ockopOeHusiM. UToOBI OOBACHUTh KOHKPETHOE SIBIICHHE U OMPEACTUTH (PaKTOPHI, BIHIIOIMIME Ha
0€30MacHOCTh YYHUTEJICH, B 3TOM HCCIICIOBAHUH HCIOIB30BAJICS KOJMYECTBEHHBIH MOIXO0/, B XOJIE
KOTOpOro OblI IpoBeJeH BTOpUuHbIM aHanu3 AaHHbIX TALIS 2018 mo Kazaxcrany.

PesynbTarhl nccnenoBaHus MokasblBaloT, yTo yuuTens B Kasaxcrane pexxe mojseprarorcs
3allyTMBAaHMIO WJIM  CJIOBECHBIM OCKOPOJIEHMSIM €O CTOpPOHBI Y4YeHHMKOB. bonee Toro,
WHJIUBHUIyaJIbHBIE (DaKTOPBI, TaKWe, Kak IOJI, BO3PACT, Trojbl padoThl, U (aKTOpPhl COOOIIECTBA,
TakHe, Kak TUI U MECTOIOJIOXKEHHE IIKOJIbl, HE UMEIOT CTaTUCTHUUYECKHU 3HAUMMOMN KOppPEJsLUu C
4acTOTOW BUKTUMM3AIMM yuuTened. B To Bpemsi kak ycioBus Ha paboyeM MecTe, MIKOJbHBIN
KJIMMaT M acleKThl B3aMMOOTHOIICHUH MEXIY YYUTENIIMU U YUEHUKAMU OKa3bIBAIOTCS TJIABHBIMU
MPEIUKTOPaMH CTpecca yuuTeled H3-3a IMOBENEHUS Y4eHUKOB. lccienoBaHue crocoOCTBYyeT
MOHUMAaHUIO (aKTOpPOB, CTOSIIMX 3a mIpoOiiemMamu Oe3omacHocTH yuutenel B Kazaxcrane, u
npeaaraeT BO3MOYKHBIE MYTH YIYYIIEHHUsS MPOTHO3UPYIOMIMX (AKTOPOB, YTOOBI YMEHBIIUTH

BUKTHUMU3AIUIO YUUTEIEH.

Vil
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Anaarna

¥YcTa3aplK - Ke3-KeJIreH MaMaH/IbIKTBIH HEeri31H CalyIlbl MaHBI3/Ibl )KOHE KYHbI MaMaHIBIK. ¥ CTa3
Moptedeci - canaibl OimiM Oepy KyheciHiH MaHbI3ABI Tiperi. Korammarsl MyFainiM MOpTeOECiHiH
MaHbBI3bl KOMIIOHEHTTEPiHIH Oipi - MyramiMaepre KypMeT kepcery. KypMeTTi koHe XKyMbIC
OpPHBIH/A ©31H Kayilci3 Ce3iHeTIH MyFaliMep KYMBIC CalachbIHBIH KOFapbUIayblHA KOHE OKY
HOTIDKEJIEPiHIH KaKcapyblHA BIKIAJ €TETIH KYMbICKa KaHaraTTaHYABIH JKOFapbl JCHIeiliH Kepcere
aJajpl.

Ocwl 3epTTeyAiH MaKcaThl MYFATIMICPHAIH KayimncCi3[iriH TyciHy oHe KaszakcTanmarsl
MYFaJliMIIep KaHIIAIBIKTHl JKOHE KAHIIAIBIKTHI JKHMI KOPKBITYFa HeEMece aybl3lia KopJiayFa
YIIBIPANTBIHBIH ~ aHBIKTay Ooiabl. HakTel KyOBUIBICTBI TYCIHAIPY JKOHE MyFaliMAEpIiH
Kayincizairine ocep ereTiH (akTopiapibl aHBIKTAy YIOIH Oyl 3epTTeyle CaHIBIK TOCLUI
KOJITaHBUIIBI, OHBIH OapbickiHaa Kasakcran Ooiibiama TALIS 2018 nepexrep KHUbIHBIHA KaiiTanaMa
Taymay Kyprizuiii.

3epTTey HOTHKENEpl KepceTkeHel, Kazakcranmarsl MyFaidimMjaep OKYIIBUIAp TapanbIHAH
KOPKBITYFa HEMece Co3 apKbUIbl KOpiayFa CHpeK yiibipaiiapl. COHBIMEH KaTap, JKBIHBICHI, JKACHI,
JKYMBIC 1CTEr€H JKbUIIAPhI JKOHE MEKTEN TYpl MEH OpHAaJIAacKaH >Kepl CHUAKTHI kKeke (akTopiap
MyFaldiMaepAiH KypOaH 0oy >KMUIINIMEH CTAaTUCTHKAJIBIK MAaHbBI3[bl KOpPpENAlUsIFa He €MeC.
JKyMbIC OpHBIHAAFBI KaFIaiaap, MEKTEN KIUMAThl )KOHE MyFaTiMJIep MEH OKYIIbUIAp apachlHAarbl
KapbIM-KaTbIHAC ~aCMEKTUIepl OKYIIbUIAPABIH MIHE3-KYJIKbIHA OalJaHBICTBl  MYFaIIMIEPAiH
KYWU3ENICIHIH Heri3ri OomkaMmImbIickl 0okl TaObutaabl. 3eprrey Kazakcranmarbl myramimziep
KayINCi3airiHiH npobiieMaiapblHbIH apThIHAA TYpFaH (QakTopiapAbl TYCIHYTE BIKHAT €Tell >KOHE
MyFalliMaepAiH KypOaH OOMybIH a3alTy yImIiH OoJpKaMIibl (aKTOpiapabl JKaKCapTYIAbIH BIKTHMAI

YKOJITApPBIH YCBIHA/IBI.

viii



Running Head: Understanding Teacher Safety in Schools in Kazakhstan

Table of Contents

AUTHOR AGREEMENT ..ottt sttt sttt ne e nns I
D =Tod - =LA o] o S Il
CITHLraining CErtIfICAE ......cveiui e nre s v
ACKNOWIBAGMENT ...ttt bbbt V
A o111 - Tod SRS Vi
W 15 (o) 2111 S EPPRR VII
JAN £ 1 s 4 5 £ TR VIII
LI 101 L) 011 (=] ) SRS IX
TS 0 = o] LSS XI
LEST OF FIQUIES ...ttt bbbt e bbb ere s X
Chapter 1 INTrOUUCTION .......oiviiiece ettt et esae e teeneesnaenaeeneenreas 1
IO 1] (o [ o1  To  S S SSRTSS 1
1.2 Background: TEACNEr SAFELY .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiriesie e 2
1.3 Context: Teaching Profession in Kazakhstan ....................cooiiiiiiiiiiiii . 3
1.4 Statement Of the ProbIEmM ..........ccoiiiiii e 6
1.5 Purpose of the Study and Research QUESLIONS. ............oourieiiiiiiiiriseeeeee e 7
1.6 SIgNIficanCe OF the STUY ........coiiiiiei i 7
1.7 OULIINE OF the TRESIS ...ecuviiiieiei e re et eesreenas 8
Chapter 2 LITEIAtUIE TEVIBW ........ocuiiiiiiieiieietesie sttt sttt sttt nbe e 9
2.1 INtrodUCHION ....ceeevieree s Omubdka! 3akaaaka He onpenesiena.9
2.2 Framing Literature REVIEW ........c..ccccevvviieiiinienns Ommoka! 3aknaaka He ompenesnena.9
2.3 TheoretiCal FramMEWOTK ........c.oiiiiieie ettt snae e e e 10
2.4 The Importance of Teacher SAfely ... 11
2.4.1 INAIVIAUAL FACIOTS ..ottt sttt 12
2.4.2 Relationship Factors...........cccocevvvrieiinnnnnns Oumoka! 3aknagka He onpenesiena.1l4
2.4.3 COMMUNILY FACTOTS .....ccuiiiiiieitiiie sttt 15
2.4.4 SOCIETAl FACLOIS ......cviieiecieccie ettt ste e e re e s teeae e nre s 15

pA S o3 Tod [V 1] o] o IS PSR RROPSPN 16
Chapter 3 MethOUOIOGY .....cvoiviriiiiiiiieiee bbb 18
0200 I 101 (oo (1 o1 1 o o ISP 18
3.2 Research Design and RatioNale............cociiiiiiiiiii i 18
3.2.1 Sample and Secondary Data AnalysiS..........cooviiiiiiiii i 18
3.2.2 Sample Size and Description of Participants ................ccoceiiiiiiiiiiiniinnn. 19
3.2.3 Classification of Items and Instruments..................oooiiiiiiiiii i, 19
3.2.4 Instruments Used inthe Study...........cooiiiiiiii e 20

3. 2.5 PrOCRAUIES ...ttt e 22
3.2.6 Ethical Consideration ............c.oiiiiiiiiii i e e e 23
ChAPLEr 4 RESUITS ...ttt et e st e steese e s re e teeseesneenteeneenreeneeens 24



Running Head: Understanding Teacher Safety in Schools in Kazakhstan

g I a1 0o [V ox o] o RO P TR PR 24
AN b LY FIR] (=] SRR 24
4.2.1 Selection of Scales for the Measurenment and Structural Models ..............ccccene. 24
4.2.2 Semantically ReVErS IteMS ..o e 26
4.2.3 Demographic Variables. .........c.oiiiiiiiiii i 29
A .3 RESUIES ...ttt bttt a e reene s 29
4.3.1 RQ1a: What are teacher’s perspectives towards a student’s motivation? .............. 31
4.3.2 RQ1b: How are high school teachers’ approaches implemented to support student
00101 A A2 15 (o) 1 N OO PRROOPPRPRRPOTR 31
4.3.3 RQ2a: How are high school teachers’ approaches implemented to support student
00101 A A2 15 (0) 1 OO PRRPO PP 32
4.3.4 RQ2b: How are high school teachers’ approaches implemented to support student
00101 A A2 15 (o) 1 N TSP RRSOPPRRRRPRTR 34
A4 CONCIUSTON ..ttt b e bbbkt b bt e et et e st be b nbenbenne s 35
CRAPLET 5 DISCUSSION ...ttt bbbttt bbbt b et n bbb ebe s 36
TR oo [0 od 1 o] o TSRS TR SRRSO 36
5.2 INAIVIAUAT FACTOTS ...ttt et eneenneenne s 36
5.3 RealationShip FACIOIS .......ccviiiiieie ettt re e e e e e 37
5.4 COMMUNILY FACTOTS .....ccuiiiitiitiiteite ettt bbb 38
5.5 S0cCIetal FACIOrS ... 38
N O] o1 1 S e s E T 39
Chapter 6. CONCIUSION.........ccviiiieie et st re e s be e e sreesteeeeenaesreeneeas 41
6.1 Summary of ReSearch FINAINGS .........coviiiiiiiie e 41
6.2 Limitations and RECOMMENUALIONS..........coeiiiierieieeie et sre e 41
RS (7 T[0TSO P TP 43
AAPPENAIX A et bbb bbbt e bbbt bbb ens 51
APPENAIX B ..ttt 52
N o] 0= T0 3 RSP SSPR 53



Running Head: Understanding Teacher Safety in Schools in Kazakhstan

List of Tables

Table 1. Selection of Literature Review Categories Applied in the Current Literature
Review...Ommoéka! 3akjajaKka He onpeeliena....9

Table 2. Variables Classification into the Four-Level Social-Ecological Model. .............. Oummoka!
3akianka He onpenenena.20

Table 3. Teacher-level variables from the TALIS 2018 Teacher Questionnaire. .............cccoveeneen. 21
Table 4. Principal-level variables from the TALIS 2018 Principal Questionnaire..............c.c.c.c..... 21
Table 5. Teacher-Level Variables in Scales from the TALIS 2018 Technical Report.................... 25
Table 6. Descriptive StatiStiCs fOr SCAIES..........coviieii i 28
Table 7. Demographic Variables. ... ... ..o 29
Table 8. Teacher Safety Issue Variables (Dependent Variable). ..........ccevvvieieeie i 30
Table 9. Teacher Safety Factors Variables (Independent Variable) ..........ccccovveiiiiniiiniiiiens 31
Table 10. Model Fit Indices for Measurement and Structural Model.............cccoovvveiiiniiiiinnnn, 32
Table 11. Inter-Factor Correlation Matrix for the Measurement Mode l........................oo.ls 34

Xi



Running Head: Understanding Teacher Safety in Schools in Kazakhstan

List of Figures

Figure 1. Ecological Model for Understanding Violence

.......................................... Ommoka! 3akaaaka He onpeaesaena.0

Figure 2. Teacher safety in Kazakstan. Measurenment Model.............ccocoviiiieiiniiiiinie
Figure 3. Structural Equation Model ............oooiiiiiiiii e

Xii



Running Head: Understanding Teacher Safety in Schools in Kazakhstan

Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Teaching is an important and valuable profession that functions as the basis of every other
profession. Teachers have a wide range of responsibilities with regards to their students. One of
these responsibilities is to take care of students’ safety while they are in school. However, recent
studies have suggested that teachers are increasingly becoming victims of violence themselves
(DeVoe, Peter, Kaufman, Miller, Noonan, Snyder, & Baum, 2004; McMahon et al., 2014; Gregory,
Cornell, & Fan, 2012; Bang, 2018; Ofsted, 2019; Klassen & Anderson, 2009). Teachers might
confront a range of different safety issues from physical violence to subtle emotional abuse and
disrespect while carrying out employment activities. For example, an analysis of data collected by
the American Psychological Association Classroom Violence Directed Against Teachers Task
Force revealed that 80% of about 3,000 U.S. teachers sampled experienced victimization within one
and a half academic years at least once (McMahon et al., 2014). Furthermore, when the frequency
of student and teacher victimization was compared for all school crime safety indicators, it was
revealed that incidents of teacher victimization were more than two times higher than students (14
incidents per 1000 teachers, as opposed to 6 incidents per 1,000 students) (DeVoe, et al.,
2004). Assaulted, threatened with injury, harassed, and verbally abused educators may feel a mix of
various emotions such as anger, frustration, anxiety, and guilt (Chang, 2009). These negative
emotions can lead to impaired teaching performance. As a result, insights into teacher victimization
in schools may go some way to eliminating the adverse consequences of abuse and result in the
development of evidence-based policy solutions (Ricketts, 2007).

This chapter aims to provide background information on the teacher safety issue
internationally and in Kazakhstan. The chapter is organized into six sections. The first section
discusses teacher safety internationally and its impact on teaching performance. The second section
focuses on issues in the teaching profession in Kazakhstan. In the third section, the problem

statement and rationale for the current study are stated. The fourth section outlines the research
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purpose and research questions. The next section summarizes the significance of the study. The

final section outlines the thesis.

1.2 Background: Teacher Safety
In the context of education, the word “safety” is defined as the state of being free from emotional or
physical threat or harm (Gregory, Cornell, & Fan, 2012, p. 401). Teachers can feel safe when
colleagues and school leaders support them, and when relationships with parents are positive.
However, teacher-student relationships play the most significant role when teacher safety is
considered. Student-teacher interactions are the main linchpin driver of teacher motivation and
teachers’ intention to stay in the profession (Hargreaves 1998; Hargreaves, 2000; O’Connor 2008).
This means “personal relationships with children afford teachers internal rewards and give meaning
to their work” (Spilt, Koomen, & Thijs, 2011, p. 460). However, recent studies have revealed that
students are the main perpetrators of violence against teachers (Tiesman, Konda, Hendricks,
Mercer, & Amandus, 2013; Gerberich et al., 2011; Turkum, 2011). Moreover, it is common for
teachers to attempt to solve problems on the spot and forgive their students’ misbehavior (Turkum,
2011). In the CNN’s Schools of Thought blog, Goldberg (2013) mentioned as an example the words
of an expert on social media and cyber-bullying, Professor Tynes. The professor admitted that the
majority of victimized teachers are usually “very hesitant to report it to authorities or to the media”.
According to Tynes, the main reason for the lack of reporting is that educators “want to protect their
students, even though they are being victimized by them, and they are worried about the reputations
of the schools they work at”. Mainly due to this, the majority of educational bodies and other state
agencies lack reliable data concerning teacher safety in schools.

Additionally, research suggests that teacher safety might also be related to teacher-parent
collaboration. When teachers and parents share timely information about student's experiences,
capabilities, and gaps, they can provide better opportunities for the student to succeed in learning

(Bang, 2018). However, some parents’ attitude towards the teaching profession might impede
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teacher-parent collaboration. Generally, parents, by lobbying their children’s teachers to change
their children’s grades or questioning their competence to teach and assess children hinder effective
teacher-parent relations (Bang, 2018; Ofsted, 2019).

A variety of situations can emerge during the educational process which impact teacher safety.
In many cases, it is necessary for teachers to receive the support of competent and concerned
leaders. However, the outcomes of Ofsted (2019) highlight that teachers are sometimes “the last
people to be considered. Incidents are investigated with pupils before teachers being asked for their
opinions” (p. 37). Consequently, teachers might feel exposed because of their devalued status.
Additionally, studies have revealed that teachers working in unsafe environments become estranged
and strained with low motivation to make improvements to their craft (Allensworth, Ponisciak, &
Mazzeo, 2009; Galand et al., 2007). Reflecting on the problems, the effectiveness of the school

leadership plays a significant role in creating and maintaining a safe working environment.

1.3 Context: Teaching Profession in Kazakhstan

Irsaliyev, Kamzoldayev, Tashibayev, and Kopeyeva (2019) conducted a study on the identification
of factors that affect the motivations of youth to choose the teaching profession and the desire for
teachers to continue in the profession. Results suggested that 51 percent of fourth-year students of
teacher training institutions in Kazakhstan wish to join degree courses to study further in their
specialist field of interest, as opposed to moving into the teaching profession (Irsaliyev,
Kamzoldayev, Tashibayev, & Kopeyeva, 2019). However, the scholars based these findings on
focus groups. Moreover, some students aspired to work as university teachers, while others,
especially those who studied free of charge, just want to postpone or generally avoid compulsory
work at schools. Moreover, six percent of respondents did not express any desire to work at school
after any level of graduation. In addition, only 45 percent of these respondents entered the pre-

service training due to the belief that the teaching profession provides a good opportunity for them
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to contribute to the development of future generations and society. This reveals the low
attractiveness of the profession in the country.

Since independence (October, 1990), the educational system of Kazakhstan has undergone
in a series of reforms (Yakavets, 2014). During this short period of independence, thirteen policy
officials were appointed to the post of the Minister of Education and Science. While teachers and
school management were busy implementing reforms and fulfilling duties which were not related to
educational process, the status of the teaching profession in Kazakhstan gradually decreased.
Nevertheless, in the Strategic Plan of the Ministry of Education and Science for 2017-2021, it states
that the number of teachers increased by 10 percent in comparison to the 2013-2014 period and it is
claimed that this is closely linked to the annual republic teacher contests which recognize the “Best
teacher” enabling teachers to gain general recognition.

However, other studies provide a different picture of the low status of the teaching
profession in Kazakhstan (NUGSE, 2014; OECD, 2014; Kulakhmetova, McLaughlin, &
Ayubayeva, 2014). Firstly, the profession of teaching is less popular among high-performing high
school students. For example, according to the PISA 2015 survey, only 6 percent of 15-year-old
Kazakhstani students indicated the desire to become a teacher and the results of the test have
revealed that these particular respondents were generally not the high performing students (OECD,
2018). Secondly, policymakers have made it possible for low-performing students to apply for
teacher training scholarships by decreasing the passing score for the Unified National Test
(Koroleva, 2017). Thirdly, the pre-service teacher training content needs reforms because it “still
echoes the Soviet model” (Kanayeva, 2019, p. 14) and its content does not coincide with current
school curriculum. Finally, the main factor influencing the prestige of profession is the
uncompetitive salary. For example, the official salary of an urban schoolteacher with an average
qualification level and less than three years of experience in 2019, was 60,347 tenge which

constituted a third of the average wage of 186,815 tenge in 2019 in the country (Markova, 2020).
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In general, journal articles and papers on issues relating to the teaching profession and state
programs of education and research development in the Republic of Kazakhstan are mostly linked
to its uncompetitive income and workload (NUGSE, 2014; Koroleva, 2017; Kanayeva, 2019;
MOoES, 2010; MoES, 2016). However, international studies reveal that working conditions can have
an essential effect on teachers’ overall well-being (Roberts, Wilcox, May, & Clayton, 2007).
According to Irsaliyev, Kamzoldayev, Tashibayev, and Kopeyeva (2019), teacher’s working
condition refers to the workload, the number of students in the class, student relationships and
behavior, school leadership, the degree of autonomy, involvement in decision-making, possible
career advancement, and the competitiveness of the salary. However, there are no reported
nationwide statistics concerning teacher turnover in Kazakhstan; therefore, specifying these
conditions as the main factors that drive teachers’ wellbeing is not research based nor empirically
based.

Policymakers have considered each point in the Law on the Status of Teachers in
Kazakhstan (2019). For example, according to this law, disrespectful behavior towards teachers
expressed by verbal abuse, indecency, or violent actions is punishable by an administrative fine of
between 20 to 40 times the minimum wage, or administrative arrest. However, few, if any,
empirical studies on teacher safety have been undertaken in Kazakhstan to inform the provision of
these new regulations.

Moreover, in 2019 provincial based departments of the Committee for Quality Assurance in
Education and Science were created in Kazakhstan. One of the objectives of the committee is to
control the implementation of the legislation of the Republic of Kazakhstan and its regulatory legal
acts in the field of education, in addition to the state compulsory education standards in educational
organizations regardless of the form of school ownership and departmental hierarchical
subordination (Committee for Quality Assurance in Education and Science, 2019). Currently,
teachers can use direct telephone hotlines to the committee to report violence committed against

them. Nevertheless, the data on teacher victimization reports is publicly unavailable. Therefore, to
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learn more about the frequency and types of violence against teachers in Kazakhstan, a request for
data on criminal and administrative offenses against teachers was sent by this author to the
Committee on Legal Statistics and Special Records of the Office of the Procurator-General of
Kazakhstan (Appendix A). By way of letter received on the 13 of November 2020, the Committee
replied that only two criminal offenses were registered in the Unified Register of Pre-trial
Investigations in the last five years. Pre-trial investigations of these two cases were carried out
under Article 107 (Intentional infliction of grievous harm to health), and Article 106 (Intentional
infliction of average-gravity harm to health) of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan.
Concerning the administrative cases, the Committee has no registered data (Appendix B).

In summary, despite multiple reforms since the early 1990s, little is known about the extent
of poor and abusive student behavior in schools. Furthermore, little is known about what the drivers

of such incidents in classrooms in Kazakhstan might be.

1.4 Statement of the Problem
The aim of this thesis is to identify potential corollaries and drivers of teacher safety in Kazakhstan.
The study will use OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) 2018 data. The
survey was administered internationally to participating schoolteachers and principals. Kazakhstan
was one of forty-eight countries which took part in this survey (OECD, 2019). Multiple questions
addressed to teachers in the questionnaire pertained to the frequency with which they were abused
and the extent to which they had to deal with parental/guardian concerns. In addition, questions
addressed to principals pertained to perceived teacher-student relationships in schools and the
frequency of verbal intimidation and abuse in each principal’s school.

Studies often make the assumption that teachers, who it is assumed generally have positive
relationships with students and their parents, and receive support from colleagues and school
leaders, tend to feel less risk of victimization (Vettenburg, 2002). However, teachers’ job

satisfaction and instructional performance to some extent depend on their feelings of safety in
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schools (Ricketts, 2007). An analysis of literature for the period from 1962 to 2007 on teacher job
dissatisfaction suggests that students’ behaviors and attitudes regarding the teaching profession had
risen from the bottom to the top two positions of importance in 2007 (Klassen & Anderson, 2009).
Moreover, teachers report that parents have power over school staff, and mass media gives parents
the opportunity to openly communicate negative remarks about a school (Ofsted, 2019).
Researchers have revealed the consequences of teacher victimization which mostly leads to
negative emotions like depression, excessive worry, irritability, anxiety, stress, exhaustion, poor
concentration, insomnia, burnout, and physical symptoms (Fox, & Stallworth, 2010; Gerberich et
al., 2011). Therefore, it is essential to respond in a timely manner to challenges concerning teacher
safety.

In this paper, secondary data analysis, including descriptive and regression-based analyses,
will be undertaken on the Teaching and Leadership International Survey (TALIS) 2018 Kazakhstan
dataset with the assistance of the open course R software program and associated packages (R Core
Team, 2020; e.g., Ime4, Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Walker, 2015). It is intended that the findings

will inform teaching and administrative policy and practice in Kazakhstan.

1.5 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of this quantitative focused study is to gain insights into the drivers of teacher safety
(or lack thereof) in Kazakhstan. The study will make use of the TALIS 2018 Kazakhstan data to
carry out this research. The following two main research questions are posed.

RQ1la: How frequently are middle-school teachers intimidated or verbally abused by students?
RQ1b: How much does teacher intimidation and verbal abuse vary within and between schools?
RQ2a: What measurement model best represents teacher safety in Kazakhstan?

RQ2b: What are the main student, workplace, and contextual drivers of teacher stress due to

student behavior in Kazakhstan?
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1.6 Significance of the Study

Research suggests that teacher safety affects teacher job satisfaction, teaching performance, and
overall teacher well-being. Currently, there is a lack of investigations on teacher safety in
Kazakhstan. This secondary analysis of data on Kazakhstan from the TALIS 2018 database will
inform us if teachers feel safe in schools or not, and provide insight into the specific drivers of
student behavioral stress for teachers. The findings of this thesis will benefit teaching and

administrative policy and practice in developing or updating school regulations.

1.7 Outline of the Thesis

The introduction chapter provides a theoretical background of teacher safety issues and rationale for
the current study. In Chapter 2, Cooper’s taxonomy is applied to provide a frame for a
comprehensive literature review of the previous studies on the issues of teacher safety, its drivers,
and corollaries. The methodology of the current study is depicted in detail in Chapter 3. The results
and discussion sections of the findings are presented in Chapters 4 and 5, respectively. Finally,

Chapter 6 concludes this thesis.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
This chapter examines and synthesizes available literature on key factors of teacher safety issues
and their corollaries. This chapter also includes a theoretical framework for the current study and is
divided into the following four sections: framing the literature review, theoretical framework, the

importance of teacher safety, and conclusion.

2.2 Framing the Literature Review
Cooper’s taxonomy was applied as a guide in this chapter to determine the focus, goal, perspective,
coverage, organization, and audience of the literature review categories (Randolph, 2009). Table 1

organizes all categories chosen for all six characteristics of this literature review.

Table 1

Selection of Literature Review Categories Applied in the Current Literature Review
Characteristic Selected categories

Focus Research outcomes

Goal Integration: (a) Generalization

Perspective Neutral Representation

Coverage Central or Pivotal

Organization Conceptual

Audience General Scholars; Practitioners or Policy Makers

Note. Adapted from “Organizing Knowledge Synthesis: A Taxonomy of Literature Reviews,” by H. M. Cooper, 1988,
Knowledge in Society, 1, p. 109. Copyright by Springer Science + Business Media. Adapted with permission of Springer
Science + Business Media. As cited in J. Randolph “A Guide to Writing the Dissertation Literature Review,” 2009,
Practical Assessment, Research and Evaluation, 14, p. 3.

Research pertaining to teacher victimization and its association with the teaching profession
overall will be analyzed and synthesized in this literature review by focusing on previous research
outcomes. As cited in Randolph (2009) “the Educational Resources Information Center suggests
that, in terms of a developing a research rationale, an outcomes-oriented review may help identify a
lack of information on a particular research outcome, thus establishing a justifiable need for an
outcome study” (p. 2). Consequently, the goal of this chapter is to integrate and generalize findings
across entities, results, and settings. Since teacher safety is one of the understudied topics in the
educational field, the central or pivotal articles in the field of teacher victimization and its

corollaries will be examined to gain insights into teacher safety. Randolph (2009) in his Guide to
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Writing the Dissertation Literature Review claims that “the perspective taken depends largely on
whether the review is conducted in quantitative or qualitative traditions” (p. 4). This paper follows
the quantitative tradition and, can, therefore, claim that it maintains a neutral position. Finally, the

main audience of the thesis is general scholars, practitioners or policy makers.

2.3 Theoretical Framework

This study uses the four-level social-ecological model (Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi, & Lozano,
2002) which was developed on the basis of Bronfenbrenner’s (1977) Social Ecological Theory of
Violence. The model allows for and addresses the drivers that put teachers at risk, and also accounts

for some preventative strategies for the experience of violence (Figure 1).

Figurel
Ecological Model for Understanding Violence

Societal Relationship

Note. Ecological model for understanding violence. From “World report on violence and health,” edited by E.G. Krug, L.L.
Dahlberg, J.A. Mercy, A.B. Zwi, & R. Lozano, 2002, 12, World Health Organization. Copyright 2002 by Universal Copyright
Convention.

Conceptually, the inner concentric circle represents the individual teacher surrounded by
immediate and broader relationships and connections. Consequently, this chapter reviews the
relationship between individual factors such as teachers' age, gender, work experience and the
frequency of intimidation and associated risk of experiencing teacher safety issues. The chapter then
focuses on teacher relationships as the next set of factors that research suggests are associated with

the frequency of interactions with the main perpetrators of violence against teachers. Further, a
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review of community factors explores schools and their neighborhoods as settings that influence
teacher safety. Finally, teacher wellbeing, job satisfaction, attrition, professional development and

social policies are observed as societal factors that create safe or unsafe workplace climate.

2.4 The Importance of Teacher Safety

Promoting feelings of safety in schools is one of the essential pillars of the educational system. A
safe school environment is a basic element for both teachers to provide quality classes and students
to succeed academically (Espelage et al., 2013; Galand, Lecocq, & Philippot, 2007). The meta-
analytic study by Clarke (2010) introduces an integrative model of safety climate. The model posits
that employees’ psychological climate contributes to a generalized safety climate in an
organization, and, in turn, this general safety climate contributes to commitment, wellbeing, safety
behavior, and satisfaction.

Regarding teacher safety in schools, it is considered to be one of the key aspects which
affects teachers’ status in society. For example, China, Malaysia, Taiwan and Indonesia led in the
Global Teacher Status Index in 2018, because teachers are highly respected in these communities.
Moreover, this survey reveals that parents in these countries probably or definitely encourage their
children to become a teacher. “This indicates that the higher the respect for teachers, the more likely
a person is to encourage their child to enter the profession” (Dolton, Marcenaro, De Vries, & She,
2018, p. 54). Contrasting the aforementioned East Asian countries, more respondents of European
countries believe that students disrespect teachers rather than respect them. In addition, the findings
of this study identified “a clear positive relationship between teacher status and PISA scores” which
means that the higher the status of the teacher in the country, the higher the students’ academic
outcomes in PISA (Dolton, Marcenaro, De Vries, & She, 2018, p. 125).

However, international studies have presented concerning evidence of violence against
teachers. The School Crime and Safety Report for the 2015-16 school years found that 10 percent of

US public school teachers experienced threats of injury or physical attack by students (Musu,

11
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Zhang, Wang, Zhang, Oudekerk, 2019). In these studies, the students themselves do not deny the
fact that they often instigate teacher-target violence. For example, approximately 30 percent of
Taiwanese students reported acting aggressively against their teachers at least once in the previous
year and most of them aimed to cause psychological harm (Chen, & Astor, 2009). Despite student-
violators, the list of perpetrators of teacher-targeted violence includes administrators, colleagues,
and parents (Espelage et al., 2013). Additionally, studies list verbal harassment, physical attacks,
damage to teacher property, social intimidation, and manipulative behavior with the intent to cause
emotional and psychological harm as the types of violence against teachers (Dzuka & Dalbert,
2007; Johnson & Barton-Bellessa, 2014).

International studies suggest that the frequency of teacher victimization and types of
violence against educators vary depending on the socioeconomic and demographic predictors
(Gottfredson, et al., 2005; Kondrasuk, Greene, Waggoner, Edwards, & Nayak-Rhodes, 2005).
Moreover, school climate, disciplinary standards, and school resources might be significant drivers
of teacher safety issues (Gottfredson, et al., 2005). The Social Ecological Theory of Violence
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977) indicates that investigating the background of teacher-directed aggression
allows people to better comprehend how and why violence against teachers happens (McMahon, et
al., 2014). Further, in this chapter, four factors identified as specific to teacher safety will be

addressed separately.

2.4.1 Individual Factors

Individual factors such as gender, age, and teachers’ work experience have been proposed as
defining factors contributing to teacher abuse on the grounds that female teachers reported
experiencing more attacks, while male teachers reported mostly experiencing threats. In addition,
teachers with master’s degrees and teachers with regular state certifications were less likely to
report being attacked and threatened (Curran, Viano & Fisher, 2019). Although findings are not

entirely consistent in this regard.

12
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A Croatian study which aimed to study the incidences of violence against teachers by
students, revealed that female teachers are less frequently subjected to violence in comparison with
male teachers (Lokmi¢, Opi¢, & Bili¢, 2013). In contrast female teachers in Canada reported higher
levels of physical symptoms compared to men (Wilson, Douglas, & Lyon, 2011). In addition, Wills
(2018) also revealed that female teachers were more likely to be victimized. However, the latter
study takes into account socio-demographic factors such as race and socio-economic status
indicating that female teachers in high-poverty non-White schools were more likely to be
victimized. So, research suggests that there may be mediating effects in some instances.

Regarding age and years of work Martinez, McMahon, Espelage, Anderman, Reddy and
Sanchez (2016) found that the older educators with more years of teaching experienced less
violence from their students. However, the outcome of Casteel, Peek-Asa, and Limbos’s (2007)
study shows that more experienced teachers reported more violent attacks. Again, it appears that
that the broader socio-cultural context may be important.

According to the developers of the four-level social-ecological model (Krug, Dahlberg,
Mercy, Zwi, & Lozano, 2002), a teacher’s history of abuse is often related to individual and broader
school-related factors. Depending on individual and school demographics teachers experience one
of the following eleven forms of victimization: obscene remarks, obscene gestures, verbal threats,
intimidation, cyber violence, theft of personal property, damage to personal property, objects
thrown, physical attack not resulting or resulting in a visit to physician, and weapon pulled
(McMahon et. al, 2014) in a daily, weekly, monthly basis or during one academic year (Ofsted,

2019; Dinkes et al. 2009; Battle & Gruber, 2010). Understanding the source and drivers of violence

against teachers might enable the enactment of policies that function to eliminate teacher safety
problems. As part of a broader discussion about relational factors, the perpetrators of teacher

victimization will now be discussed.

13
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2.4.2 Relationship Factors
Relational factors are associated with teacher relationships that may increase the risk of
experiencing violence as a victim. Surveys such as that conducted by Mooij (2011) suggest that,
compared to students, teachers reported more incidents in which they were victims of verbal and
mild physical violence. Additionally, scholars have revealed that the main perpetrators of teacher
victimization are students in “first” place, then parents (Gerberich et al., 2011; Tiesman et al., 2013,
Ofsted, 2019), and verbal attacks happen more often than other types of violence against teachers
(Gregory, Cornell, & Fan, 2012). For example, the results of Gerberich and other scholars’ (2011)
survey found that 95% of physical assaults and non-physical violence against educators were
perpetuated by students.

However, school violence is not perceived as a major problem by many teachers (Zeira, Astor,
& Benbenishty 2004) and research has suggested that teachers and staff are sometimes hesitant to
report incidents to the authorities (Turkum, 2011). The reason might be connected to teachers’
misconduct as professionals. For example, Taiwanese students reported that they are mostly
engaged in violent behavior due to teachers’ unreasonable requirements (Chen, & Astor, 2009).

Some parents’ attitude towards the teaching profession might impede teacher-parent
collaboration. For instance, teachers involved in the study conducted by a non-ministerial
department, the Office for Standards in Education, Children's Services and Skills (Ofsted) 2019 in
the UK reported that the most frequent disrespectful and abusive parental behavior concerns
parents’ unreasonable expectations. The unreasonable expectations are more often expecting
‘unrealistic’, and ‘unfair’ high grades for their children (Bang, 2018; Ofsted, 2019). Furthermore,
by raising concerns straight to the highest authorities, parents usually make matters worse. As a
result, the study established that “relationships with some parents appear among the top causes of

moderate or high undue stress at work” (Ofsted, 2019, p. 37).
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2.4.3 Community Factors

Community factors can be defined as the settings in which social relationships happen and the
features of these settings that are associated with instances of victimhood. The main setting for
teacher interaction is a school, its type and location.

The National Center for Education Statistics has reported that in the 2003-2004 school year,
12.7% of public school teachers and 3.3% of private school teachers experience verbal abuse on a
daily basis. Additionally, about 20% of public school educators and 6.5% of private school teachers
reported students' disrespectful behavior on a daily basis (DeVoe et. al., 2004). Therefore, it would
appear that the frequency of such behavior is associated with socio-economic status of the school.

According to Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, and Gottfredson (2005), violence against
teachers occurs more often in overcrowded urban schools; whereas, schools with more positive
psychosocial climates have lower rates of teacher victimization. In addition, Dinkes, Kemp, Baum,
and Snyder (2009) found that teachers in suburban, town, or rural schools reported being threatened
with injury less frequently than teachers in urban schools. Therefore, the location and characteristics
of the school appear to be associated with instances of violence toward teachers. A discussion of the

societal factors that are associated with instances of violence toward teachers will be now discussed.

2.4.4 Societal Factors

This section of the literature review covers the sources of societal factors which can help create a
climate in which violence is inhibited. School climate, disciplinary standards, and school resources
might be significant drivers of teacher safety (Gottfredson, et al., 2005). Similarly, Steffgen and
Ewen (2007) revealed that teacher workload, time pressure, and the quality of school climate
considerably contributed to instances of victimization.

The analysis of the Schools and Staffing survey from the 2011-2012, administered by the
National Center for Education Statistics for the United States Department of Education, found that
teachers who experienced violence are less satisfied with their jobs and more eager to leave the

15
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profession (Kapa & Gimbert, 2018). Additionally, the outcomes of study conducted in Belgium
suggested that teachers who had been victimized reported increased feelings as anxiety and
depression (Galand, Lecocq, & Philippot, 2007). As a result, 14% of the 487 teachers surveyed
intended to leave the profession. This suggests that the management of violence toward teachers is
important to teacher retention.

Scholars listed the common symptoms and feelings among teachers who experienced
violence are antagonism, fear, anxiety, stress, frustration, sadness, fatigue, difficulty sleeping,
depression, and irritability (Gerberich et al. 2011; Galand, Lecocq, & Philippot, 2007). These
adverse consequences of teacher victimization might impact on teachers’ well-being and the quality
of teaching pedagogy and practice. One of the solutions suggested by researchers to maintain
educators’ psychological and professional well-being and performance is the capacity to provide
support services and training on classroom behavioral and stress management (Daniels, Bradley, &
Hays, 2007; Dominguez Alonso, Lopez-Castedo, & Pino Juste, 2009; Shernoff et al., 2011). While
Gregory and his colleagues (2012) claim that authoritative school leadership can create a safe
school climate with fewer incidents of violence.

To sum the management of more broad factors such as school climate, discipline, and
teacher workload might have positive influence in preventing teacher attrition and in fostering their
job commitment (Split, Koomen, & Thijs, 2011).

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter provided a literature review based on Cooper’s taxonomy for each of drivers that put
teachers at risk for experiencing violence. According to the studies, students are the main
perpetrators of teacher victimization and verbal abuse is the common type of student aggression.
Parents also violate teachers by expecting high grades for their kids and concerning physiological
problems. Individual factors such as gender, age, work experience and history of intimidation differ
depending on the violence type and location of the schools. However, urban teachers experience

victimization more frequently in comparison with other locations and school socio-economic status
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also appears to be involved. The acts of violence cause teachers light physiological problems to
physical harm. Scholars argue that support services and training on classroom management will
help teachers to cope with the consequences or avoid conflict situations. To sum up, there is a need
to study how these factors impact teacher safety in schools in Kazakhstan. In the next chapter of

this thesis, the methodology for measuring those drivers are presented and described.
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Chapter 3. Methodology
3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents and justifies the methodology that was implemented in this thesis to explore
the drivers of teacher safety (or lack thereof) in Kazakhstan. This chapter also provides a detailed
description of the research instrument and models applied to the data to answer the research

questions.

This research covers the following questions:

RQla: In Kazakhstan, how frequently are middle-school teachers intimidated or verbally abused by

students?

RQ1b: How much does teacher intimidation and verbal abuse vary within and between schools?
RQ2a: What measurement model best represents teacher safety in Kazakhstan?

RQ2b: What are the main student, workplace, and contextual drivers of teacher stress due to

student behavior in Kazakhstan?

3.2 Research Design and Rationale

3.2.1 Sample and Secondary Data Analysis

The data in this study was taken from the publicly available TALIS dataset (OECD, 2019). That
data was based on a multi-stage cluster sampling design and makes an attempt to provide a
representative sample of teachers in schools in Kazakhstan (OECD, 2019). Therefore, this study
makes use of secondary analysis of the stated data. Secondary analysis is common with quantitative
studies rather than with qualitative studies because it can be easily standardized, anonymized, and
coordinated (Maclnnes, 2020). According to Johnston (2014) “secondary analysis is an empirical
exercise that applies the same basic research principles as studies utilizing primary data and has
steps to be followed just as any research method” (p. 619). The following sub-sections provide

details as to the sample size and description of participants in the study (3.2.2), the classification of
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the items and instruments in the study (3.2.3), the instruments in the study (3.2.4), the procedures

utilized to answer the research questions (3.2.5), and ethical considerations (3.2.6).

3.2.2 Sample Size and Description of Participants
The TALIS 2018 dataset involved 6,566 middle-school teachers and 331 associated principals
(from 331 schools) in Kazakhstan. The dataset in SPSS (.sav) format used in this study was
obtained from the official website of the OECD and imported into the R software program with the
haven package (Wickham & Miller, 2020). Data were subset from the international dataset based on
the unique Kazakhstan identifier, 398, under the “IDCNTRY” variable (see Appendix C).

The procedure started from merging teacher and principal datasets with the assistance of the
R merge function. Further, only 49 variables of interest concerning teacher safety were drawn out
from the broader Kazakhstan dataset. Missing data were dealt with likewise with the percentage of
complete cases constituted 88.4 percent. With the assistance of the tidyr R package (Wickham,
2014) 5805 cases were retained. Thereafter, measures of central tendency (means) and variation
(SDs) for each variable were explored with the assistance of the R base tapply function (Becker,
Chambers, & Wilks, 1988). In order to explore RQ1b, with respect to the amount of variance in
intimidation and verbal abuse within- and between-schools, schools with no within school variance
for variables of interest were removed. This procedure resulted in a final 4,544 cases (teachers)

ready for analysis.

3.2.3 Classification of Items and Instruments

In this study, a total 49 both principal- and teacher-level variables are analyzed. These variables
pertain to school peculiarities, perceptions, and practices of principals and teachers. Multiple
variables constituted each scale so therefore, the scales needed to be validated. In addition, a four-
level social-ecological model is used to categorize different sets of scales that may make teachers in

Kazakhstan feel unsafe in schools (Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi, and Lozano, 2002).
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Table 2

Variables Classification into the Four-Level Social-Ecological Model

Factors for violence Item in TALIS TALIS code

Individual Gender TT3G01
Categorized teacher age TCHAGEGR
Years of work as a teacher in total TT3G11B
Being intimidated or verbally abused TC3G30D

Relationship Teacher-Student Relations (scale of 4 items) T3STUD
Work stress Addressing parent or guardian concerns TT3G52]

Community School type TC3G12
School’s location TC3G10

Societal Teaching was a secure job. (Personal utility motivation to teach) TT3G07C
Areas prof.dev. Student behaviors and classroom management. (12 m.) TT3G23F
Areas prof.dev. Teacher-parent co-operation (12 m.) TT3G23M
Prof.dev needs Student behaviors and classroom management TT3G27F
Prof.dev. needs Teacher-parent co-operation TT3G27M
School staff enforces rules for student behaviors TT3G48G
Satisfied with performance in this school TT3G53I
Teachers who began work at this school during the last 12 months TC3Gl4A
Teachers who permanently left this school during the last 12 months TC3G14B
ESCS TT3G35E
Workplace Well-Being (scale of 4 items) T3WELS
Job Satisfaction (composite of 2 scales consisting 8 items) T3JOBSA
Teachers Perceived Disciplinary Climate (scale of 4 items) T3DISC
Student Behavior Stress (scale of 3 items) T3STBEH

Table 2 organizes variables according to factors for violence against teachers in terms of

individual, relationship, community, and societal related factors.

3.2.4 Instruments Used in the Study

Multiple questions pertaining to teacher safety were addressed to teachers and principals in both the
Teacher and Principal Questionnaires. These selected measurement scales were developed by
experts with details available in the TALIS 2018 Technical Report. To gain insights into teacher
safety in Kazakhstan, other teacher-level variables were included into Table 3 (OECD, 2019). In
order to examine the data correctly, the semantic direction of each question was identified and,

where negative, was reversed where necessary.
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Table 3

Teacher-level variables from the TALIS 2018 Teacher Questionnaire

Variable ID Item

TT3G35E ESCS.sch

TT3G01 Gender

TCHAGEGR Categorized teacher age

TT3G11B Years of work as a teacher in total

TT3G07C Teaching was a secure job (How imp. following for you to become a teacher?)
TT3G23F Avreas prof.dev. Student behaviours and classroom management (12 m.)
TT3G23M Avreas prof.dev. Teacher-parent co-operation (12 m.)
TT3G27F Prof.dev needs Student behaviours and classroom management
TT3G27M Prof.dev. needs Teacher-parent co-operation

TT3G48G School staff enforces rules for student behaviour
TT3G52] Work stress Addressing parent or guardian concerns
TT3G53I Satisfied with performance in this school

T3STBEH Student Behavior Stress

TT3G52F A. Responsible for students’ achievement

TT3G52G B. Maintaining classroom discipline

TT3G52H C. Being intimidated or verbally abused

T3DISC Teachers Perceived Disciplinary Climate

TT3G41A A. Long time for students to quieten down

TT3G41B B. Students create a pleasant learning atmos.

TT3G41C C. Students interrupting the lesson

TT3G41D D. Much disruptive noise in this classroom

T3JOBSA Job satisfaction, composite

T3JSENV Job Satisfaction with Work Environment

TT3G53C A. Would like to change to another school

TT3G53E B. Enjoy working at this school

TT3G53G C. Would recommend this school

TT3G53] D. All in all, satisfied with job

T3JSPRO Job Satisfaction with Profession

TT3G53A A. Advantages outweigh disadvantages of being teacher
TT3G53B B. Still choose to work as a teacher.

TT3G53D C. Regret that become a teacher (rev.)

TT3G53F D. Better to choose another profess.

T3STUD Teacher-Student Relations

TT3G49A A. Teach. and students usu. get on well

TT3G49B B. Most teachers believe that the students’ well-being is important
TT3G49C C. Teachers interested in students have to say
TT3G49D D. School provides extra assistance

T3WELS Workplace Well-Being

TT3G51A A. Experience stress in work (rev.)

TT3G51B B. Job leaves time for personal life

TT3G51C C. My job neg. impacts my mental health (rev.)
TT3G51D D. My job neg. impacts my phys. health (rev.)

Note. Items separated by scale where possible; rev. = semantically reversed.

Table 4 displays principal-level variables of interest.

Table 4

Principal-level variables from the TALIS 2018 Principal Questionnaire

Variable ID Item

TC3G12 School type

TC3G10 School’s location

TC3G14A Teachers who began work at this school during the last 12 months
TC3G14B Teachers who permanently left this school during the last 12 months
TC3G30D Intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff
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3.2.5 Procedures

All analysis was undertaken with the assistance of the open-source R software program and
associated packages (R Core Team, 2020; e.g., Ime4, Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Walker, 2015).
RQ1a involves gaining an understanding of the frequency with which middle-school teachers are
intimidated or verbally abused by students in Kazakhstan. Therefore, descriptive statistics is an
appropriate way to answer this question. Specifically, means and standard deviations for all of the
variables of interest will be reported.

RQ1b involves gaining an understanding of how my teacher experience of intimidation and
verbal abuse varies within and between schools. For this question, multi-level modeling is an
appropriate method. Specifically, intra-class correlations for the variables of interest will be
determined with the assistance of the lme4 R package (Bates, ...). If the ICC values for the
variables of interest exceed .10, then multilevel modeling would be chosen as the most appropriate
technique to answer research questions RQ2a and RQ2b. This is because ICCs above .10 suggest
some level of systemic differences between schools which would need to be accounted for by the
form of analysis.

RQ2a involves the validation of the scales proposed for measuring teacher safety in
Kazakhstan. For this question, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is chosen as the most appropriate
method. Specifically, in accordance with the two-step approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1998) a
measurement model will first be specified with the assistance of the lavaan package (Rosseel,
2012). Model fit indices will be interpreted in accordance with the following_indices including the
x2/df ratio (under 3.83) and associated non statistically significant p value (Walker, 2013), SRMR
(below .08) (Hu & Bentler, 1999), RMSEA (below .08) Browne and Cudeck (1989, 1992) and
Byrne (2001), CFI (above .90) and TLI (above .90) (Hoyle, 1995) will be examined. Cronbach’s
alpha estimates of reliability (above .70) for factors construct validity are also interpreted. In
addition to meeting the requirements for model fit, item factor loadings should also be greater than

.40 to meet the requirements for indicator reliability (Ab Hamid, Sami, & Mohmad Sidek, 2017).
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Additionally, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for each factor should also exceed .50 (Ab
Hamid, Sami, & Mohmad Sidek, 2017). Finally, discriminant validity is met when the AVE is
greater than the shared variance (with connected factors) for each respective factor (Ab Hamid,
Sami, & Mohmad Sidek, 2017).

For RQ2b pertaining to identifying the main student, workplace, and contextual drivers of
teacher stress due to student behavior, structural equation modeling will be employed with the
assistance of the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012). For this question, the dependent variable of

interest will be teacher experience of Student Behaviour Stress.

3.2.6 Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations are not required because human participants have not been directly involved
in this study. The study makes use of secondary data analyses on the data from the online TALIS
database. Importantly, “the manner in which data were collected during TALIS 2018 ensured the
anonymity of teachers and principals in the reporting of results. It also ensured that any information
encountered that may have identified the teachers or principals participating in the survey remained

confidential” (OECD, 2019, p. 131).
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Chapter 4. Results

4.1 Introduction

This chapter will present and describe the results in a systematic and detailed way. The purpose of this
study is to identify potential corollaries and drivers of teacher safety in Kazakhstan. This secondary
analysis involved the utilization of OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS)
2018 dataset. This chapter displays the findings of the analysis including comments on the process of
data analysis. Also, each research question will be addressed separately to provide information about

outcomes.

4.2 Analysis Steps

Principal and Teachers Questionnaires of TALIS 2018 (OECD, 2019) were examined carefully to
identify variables of interest of this thesis in line with the theoretical framework. After data preparatory
procedures mentioned in methodology chapter a total 4,544 teacher responses from 331 schools, and
49 variables of interest remained. Further, descriptive statistics were applied to visualize and present
the data in meaningful way (Thompson, 2006). To identify the intra-class correlations for the variables
of interest, multi-level modeling was required. However, the ICC values for the variables of interest
were not substantive; consequently, the regression-based analysis was carried out at the single level
(Stapleton, McNeish, & Yang, 2016). Since, there was a need to validate the scales proposed for
measuring teacher safety in Kazakhstan confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied. Finally, a full
structural equation modeling (SEM) was specified to identify the main student, workplace, and

contextual drivers of teacher stress due to student behavior in Kazakhstan.

4.2.1 Selection of Scales for the Measurement and Structural Models
In order to perform the analysis for RQ2a (CFA measurement model) and RQ2b (full structural
model), this study draws upon six associated measurement scales developed by TALIS experts (see

TALIS, 2018, Technical Report). These six scales are represented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Teacher-Level Variables in Scales from the TALIS 2018 Technical Report
# TALIS CODE Scale/ltem
(1) Student Behavior Stress'

1. TT3G52F Responsible for students’ achievement

2. TT3G52G Maintaining classroom discipline

3. TT3G52H Being intimidated or verbally abused

(2) RTeachers Perceived Disciplinary Climate?

4. TT3G41A Long time for students to quieten down (reverse coded)

5. TT3G41C Students interrupting the lesson (reverse coded)

6. TT3G41D Much disruptive noise in this classroom (reverse coded)

(3) RJob Satisfaction with Work Environment?

7. TT3G53C Would like to change to another school (reverse coded)

8. TT3G53E Enjoy working at this school

9. TT3G53G Would recommend this school
10. TT3G53) All in all, satisfied with job

(4) RJob Satisfaction with Profession?
11. TT3G53B Still choose to work as a teacher
12. TT3G53D Regret that become a teacher (reverse coded)
13. TT3G53F Better to choose another profess (reverse coded)
(5) Teacher-Student Relations?
14. TT3G49A Teachers and students usually get on well
15. TT3G49B Teachers believe students’ well-being important
16. TT3G49C Teachers interested in students have to say
17. TT3G49D School provides extra assistance
(6) *workplace Well-Being

18. TT3G51A Experience stress in work (reverse coded)
19. TT3G51C My job negatively impacts my mental health (reverse coded)
20. TT3G51D My job negatively impacts my physical health (reversed coded)

Note. Denotes scale using 11 = Not at all, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot; 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 =
Somewhat disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly agree. Reverse-coded factors are given in Rsuperscript.

In terms of the scale, Student Behaviour Stress, this was the outcome variable of interest in the
study. The question included the following stem: “Thinking about your job at this school, to what
extent are the following sources of stress in your work?”” The scale includes two items pertaining to
student behavior while the other item pertains to stress associated with teacher responsibility (OECD,
2019, p. 317). Response options for this scale were coded 1 = Not at all, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite
a bit, 4 = A lot.

Another question stem “How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about this?” was followed by items regarding student behavior that were used to form the scale
Teacher’s Perceived Disciplinary Climate (originally 4 initial items). However, an item TT3G41B
(Students in this class take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere) was removed because of poor
item-factor loading (OECD, 2019, p. 333). Response options for this scale were coded 1 = Strongly
disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly

agree.
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The next two subscales formed the multidimensional scale Job Satisfaction, composite
(T3JOBSA). These subscales measuring teacher job satisfaction were derived from this question stem:
“We would like to know how you generally feel about your job. How strongly do you agree or
disagree with the following statements?”” The items about the school following this question were used
to form the subscale Job Satisfaction with Work Environment (originally 4 initial items), while the
items on the teaching profession were used to form the subscale Job Satisfaction with Profession
(originally 4 initial items) (OECD, 2019, p. 300). However, one item from the latter scale TT3G53B
(The advantages of being a teacher clearly outweigh the disadvantages), was removed due to poor
item-factor loading. Response options for these two scales were coded 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 =
Disagree, 3 = Somewhat disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly agree.

To note, the Teacher-Student Relation scale which concerns teacher background characteristics
was developed from the following question stem: “How strongly do you agree or disagree with the
following statements about what happens in this school?” This four-item scale addresses teacher-
student interaction facets (OECD, 2019, p. 333). Response options for this scale were coded 1 =
Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 =
Strongly agree.

The final scale Workplace Well-being was originally made up of four items. However, one
item, TT3G51B (“My job leaves me time for my personal life”), was removed due to poor item-factor
loading. Response options for this scale were 1 = Not at all, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A

lot.

4.2.2 Semantically-Reverse Items

Research has shown that scales that include both positive and negative wording of items can
potentially distort factor structure (Eggers, 2000; Johanson & Osborn, 2000). Additionally, DeVillis
(2012) assumed that respondents might become confused with negatively worded items. Therefore,

careful attention will be made to inspect the item factor loading for items that were originally worded
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negatively as this may be reason for poor item factor structure. To note the following items were
originally semantically negative: TT3G41A, TT3G41C, TT3G41D, TT3G53C, TT3G53D, TT3G53F,
TT3G51A, TT3G51C, and TT3G51D. To ensure that they have the same interpretative meaning with
the other items, all of these items were reverse coded.

The originally considered item-factor structure, for the six scales presented in Table 5, was 3-4-
4-4-4-4, respectively. However, after removing low-loading items, a 3-3-4-3-4-3 item-factor structure
was retained (for factors of Teachers Perceived Disciplinary Climate, Job Satisfaction with Profession,
and Workplace Well-Being, respectively) and represented a well-fitting theoretically rational final
measurement model (Table 5).

Though the factor loading for the item TT3G49B from the scale of Teacher-student relations
was slightly under .40, it was not removed due to the meaning of the latent variable. The translation of
the concept ‘students’ well-being’ can be interpreted slightly in a different way in Kazakh and Russian
languages. If in the English language “students’ well-being refers to the psychological, cognitive,
social and physical functioning and capabilities that students need to live a happy and fulfilling life”
(OECD, 2017, p. 61) in Kazakh and Russian languages the meaning of the concept narrowed to simply
social or material contexts. If the student was from nuclear family, where parents or one parent earns a
living that would be reflected in their interpretation of their well-being. This item plays key role in the
scale since it helps to determine teacher-student relationship.

Table 6 presents a descriptive account for each item of six scales.
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Table 6

Descriptive Statistics for Scales

Variable ID Description Min Max M SD Skew. ICC Codes

T3STBEH Student Behavior Stress 6.986 14.961 9.127 1.87 0.78 .06 [ TT3G52] To what ext. are the fol. sources of stress in your work?
TT3G52F A. Responsible for students’ achievement 1 4 2.152 0.94 0.35 .05 1 =Not atall, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot
TT3G52G B. Maintaining classroom discipline 1 4 1.828 0.86 0.77 .06 1 =Not atall, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot
TT3G52H C. Being intimidated or verbally abused 1 4 1.446 0.77 1.73 .06 1 = Not atall, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot
T3DISC Teachers Perceived Disciplinary Climate 6.723 14.445 8.751 1.34 0.48 .04 [ TT3G41] How str. do you agr./disagr. with fol. statem. <target class>?
TT3G41A A. Long time for students to quieten down 1 4 3.19 0.65 0.52 .03 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G41C C. Students interrupting the lesson 1 4 3.245 0.67 0.60 .04 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G41D D. Much disruptive noise in this classroom 1 4 3.265 0.67 0.59 .05 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
T3JOBSA Job satisfaction, composite 5.851 15.502 12.091 1.58 -0.06 .06

T3JSENV Job Satisfaction with Work Environment 5.25 14.80 12.04 1.55 -0.25 .07 [TT3G53] We would like to know how you gen. feel about your job.
TT3G53C A. Would like to change to another school 1 4 3.088 0.69 0.49 .05 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G53E B. Enjoy working at this school 1 4 3.196 0.62 -0.59 .05 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G53G C. Would recommend this school 1 4 3.101 0.64 -0.58 .07 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G53J D. All'in all, satisfied with job 1 4 3.094 0.56 -0.33 .03 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
T3JSPRO Job Satisfaction with Profession 6.871  14.490 11.429 1.60 -0.26 .04 [TT3G53] We would like to know how you gen. feel about your job
TT3G53B B. Still choose to work as a teacher. 1 4 2.747 0.82 -0.38 .03 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G53D C. Regret that become a teacher (rev.) 1 4 3.108 0.73 0.55 .03 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G53F D. Better to choose another profess. 1 4 2.818 0.81 0.13 .02 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
T3STUD Teacher-Student Relations 4.666 16.599 13.323 1.63 0.44 .06 [ TT3G49] What happens in this school?

TT3G49A A. Teach. and students usu. get on well 1 4 3.264 0.50 0.23 .06 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G49B B. Teachers bel. stud. well-being important. 1 4 2.996 0.66 -0.42 .08 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G49C C. Teachers interested in students have to say. 1 4 3.161 0.51 0.08 .03 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
TT3G49D D. School provides extra assistance 1 4 3.22 0.53 -0.07 .05 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree,3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree
T3WELS Workplace Well-Being 7471 15.606 9.502 1.93 0.95 .07 [ TT3G51] In your experience at this sch., to what extent do the foll. occur?
TT3G51A A. Experience stress in work (rev.) 1 4 3.252 0.81 0.91 .08 1= Not atall, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot
TT3G51C C. My job neg. impacts my mental health (rev.) 1 4 3.303 0.81 1.00 .06 1= Notatall, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot
TT3G51D D. My job neg. impacts my phys. health (rev.) 1 4 3.258 0.82 0.94 .05 1= Notatall, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot

Note. #1 = None, 2 = 1% to 10%, 3 = 11% to 30% 4 = 31% to 60%, 5 = More than 60%; N = 6,566 teachers; Number of Schools = 331. Item descriptions slightly abbreviated
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Because the ICC values were consistently under .10, there was no need to undertake

multilevel modeling of the data for the measurement and full structural models

4.2.3 Demographic Variables

Four teacher demographic variables were included as control variables in this thesis. Table 7
provides descriptive statistics for these variables. However, structural equation model showed that
demographic variables were non-significant predictors of teacher intimidation or verbal abuse, so

they were all excluded from the final SEM model.

Table 7.

Demographic Variables

Item TALIS Code M SD skew ICC
ESCS.sch TT3G35E 1.89 0.87 0.94 17
Gender TT3G01 1.23 0.26 1.23 .04
#Categorized teacher age TCHAGEGR 39.99 10.84 0.10 .07
Years of work as a teacher in total TT3G11B 9.77 8.96 117 .05

Note. *Age has been recoded as a continuous variable whereby under 25 = 23, 25 to 29 = 27, 30 to 39 = 34.5, 40 to 49 = 44.5, 50 to 59 = 54.5, & 60 and
up =61.5.

4.3 Results

This section will be organized according to four research questions:

RQ1la: How frequently are middle-school teachers intimidated or verbally abused by students?

RQ1b: How much do teacher intimidation and verbal abuse vary within and between schools?

RQ2a: What measurement model best represents teacher safety in Kazakhstan?

RQ2b: What are the main student, workplace, and contextual drivers of teacher stress due to student

behavior in Kazakhstan?

4.3.1 RQla: How frequently are middle-school teachers intimidated or verbally abused by
students?

This research question was made based on the items from the TALIS 2018 Questionnaires. The
original versions are from the Teacher Questionnaire: “Thinking about your job at this school, to

what extent being intimidated or verbally abused by students is a source of stress in your work?” (p.
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26) and from Principal Questionnaire: “In this school, how often does intimidation or verbal abuse
of teachers or staff occur amongst students?” (p. 16).

Table 8 presents the item descriptives for two teacher intimidation or verbal abuse items.
Teachers tended to report that they experience intimidation or verbal abuse from students very
seldom with mean responses closer to response option 1, not at all (M = 1.122, SD = 0.35).
Principals confirm that teachers in their schools are very rarely subjected to intimidation or verbal

abuse by students with mean closer to option 1, never (M = 1.446, SD = 0.77).

Table 8.

Teacher Safety Issue Variables (Dependent Variable)

Item TALIS Code M SD skew ICC
Teacher-level variable

#Being intimidated or verbally abused TT3G52H 1.446 0.77 1.73 .06
Principal-level variable

®Intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff TC3G30D 1.122 0.35 3.43 .07

Note. *1 = Not at all, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot; "1 = Never, 2 = Less than monthly, 3 = Monthly, 4 = Weekly, 5 = Daily

Table 9 presents the descriptive statistics for the potential drivers of teacher safety.
Teachers’ quite positive belief about teaching being a secure job likely led them to join the
profession (M = 3.148, SD = 0.72). Also, 97% of teachers agree that students and teachers usually
get on well with each other (M = 3.264, SD = 0.50).

The more surprising result to emerge from the data is that addressing parent/guardian
concerns in Kazakhstan are slightly higher (problematic) as a source of stress than intimidation or
verbal abuse by students, with a mean closer to “to some extent” (M = 1.782, SD = 0.81).

In terms of professional development, 83.7% of respondents feel prepared to manage the

classroom. Still the majority of teachers needed professional development to a moderate level for
both (1) Teacher-parent/guardian co-operation with M = 2.59 (SD = 0.98) and (2) Student behavior

and classroom management with M = 2.54 (SD = 1.03).
Overall, teachers were satisfied with their performance in their schools and the degree of

teacher mobility was moderate.
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Table 9.

Teacher Safety Factors Variables (Independent Variable)

Item TALIS Code M SD skew ICC

Teacher-level variable

*Teaching was a secure job (Motivation to Teach) TT3G07C 3.15 0.72 -0.81 .03

PTeach. and students usu. get on well TT3G49A 3.26 0.50 0.23 .06

®School staff enforces rules for student behaviour TT3G48G 3.21 0.54 -0.12 .03

°Addr. par./guard. concerns source of stress TT3G52) 1.78 0.81 0.75 .04

bSatisfied with performance in this school TT3G53l 3.07 0.55 -0.30 .02

Avreas prof.dev. student behaviour & class. management (last 12 m.) TT3G23F 1.21 0.40 1.43 .02

Avreas prof.dev. teacher-parent co-operation (last 12 m.) TT3G23M 1.27 0.44 1.04 .03

9prof.dev. needs stud. behaviour and classroom management TT3G27F 2.54 1.03 -0.18 A2

“prof.dev. needs teacher-parent co-operation TT3G27M 2.59 0.98 -0.28 17
Principal-level variable

*Teachers who began work at this school during the last 12 months TC3G14A 2.81 1.09 0.63

*Teachers who permanently left this school during the last 12 months TC3G14B 2.18 0.86 1.39

Note. 21 = Not important at all, 2 = Of low importance, 3 = Of moderate importance, 4 = Of high importance; "1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 =
Agree, 4 = Strongly agree; °1 = Not at all, 2 = To some extent, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = A lot; “1 = No need at present, 2 = Low level of need, 3 = Moderate
level of need, 4 = High level of need; °1=0, 2 = 1-5, 3 = 6-10, 4 = 11-15, 5 = 16 or more; N = 6,566 teachers; Number of Schools = 331. Item
descriptions slightly abbreviated.

4.3.2 RQ1b: How much do teacher intimidation and verbal abuse vary within and between
schools?

In order to identify the degree to which teacher intimidation and verbal abuse varies within- and
between-schools, multi-level modeling was utilized. For this question, the following variables were
of particular interest: Being intimidated or verbally abused (TT3G52H) ICC .06, Teachers and
students usually get on well (TT3G49A), ICC = .06, and Addressing parent/guardian concerns
source of stress (TT3G52J), ICC =.04.

Results for RQ1b were illustrated in Tables 8 and 9. For these outcomes of interest, intra-
class correlations were under .10 suggesting that less than 10% of the variance in those results could
be allocated to between-school effects. Due to minimal effects, to account for clustering, multi-level
modeling of outcomes at both the within- and between-school levels was not undertaken. As an
alternative, it was decided to estimate CFA and SEM parameters by conducting single level factor
analyses (see Skinner, Holt & Smith, 1989; Satorra & Muthen, 1995). This approach was
implemented in R with the assistance of the lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) package’s CFA and SEM

functions, in addition to the lavaan.survey (Oberski, 2014) package’s lavaan.survey function.
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4.3.3 RQ2a: What measurement model best represents teacher safety in Kazakhstan?

In order to validate the scales proposed for measuring teacher safety in Kazakhstan, a CFA was
conducted. According to the fit indices (Table 10), the X*/df = 10.84, i.e., statistically significant
with a p < .001. Though, this is sensitive to large numbers. In terms of the more robust fit statistics,
the CFIl and TLI are greater than .90 conservatively .94 and .92 indicative of good fit. Additionally,

the RMSEA value of .05 indicates good fit.

Table 10.
Model Fit Indices for Measurement and Structural Model.

Model Fit Indices

Model N X? df  X%df p CFl  TLI SRMR RMSEA
CFA& 4544 1311171 121 10.84 <001 .94 .92 .05 .05(L=.04, U =.05)
SEM

Note. N = number of observations; X*= Chi-squared; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI =
Tucker-Lewis Index; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of
approximation; U = upper 90% confidence interval; L=lower 90% confidence interval.

Item-factor loadings for all factors were reasonably high (8 > .44) while some inter-factor

loadings were negative and other correlations consistently lower on average (r = -.34 and .45)
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Table 11 presents inter-factor correlation matrix for the measurement model which best
represents the main student, workplace, and contextual drivers of teacher stress due to student

behavior in Kazakhstan.
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All populations exhibit an acceptable fit for all six scales included in this study since factors

meet requirements for AVE-SE rule for discriminant validity: AVE>.50; related inter-factor

variance (r?) < AVE. This was suggestive of discriminant validity.

Table 11.

Inter-Factor Correlation Matrix for the Measurement Mode |

Factor Student Teachers Job Satisfaction Job Teacher- Workplace
Behavior Perceived with Work Satisfaction Student Well-Being
Stress Disciplinary Environment with Profession Relations r ()
r (r’) Climate r(rd) r (r’) r (r’)
r (r’)

AVE 69" 66" 73" 77" 747 847
Student 1.0 - - - - -
Behavior Stress
Teachers -.26***(,0676) 1.0 - - - -
Perceived
Disciplinary
Climate
Job Satisfaction .03™(.0009) .05™(.0025) 1.0 - - -
with Work
Environment
Job Satisfaction -.06°(.0036) 16%***(,0256) A44***(,1936) 1.0 - -
with Profession
Teacher- -.05*(.0025) 12*%**(,0144) .34***(,1156) 21***(,0441) 1.0 -
Student
Relations
Workplace -.34***(,1156) .05*(.0025) .08***(,0064) A5***(2025)  .21***(.0441) 1.0
Well-Being

Note. ***p < .001, **p <. 01, *p < .05, ™p > .05; "factor meets requirements for AVE-SE rule for
discriminant validity: AVE>.50; related inter-factor variance (r’) < AVE.

After all factors met the validity requirements, in accordance with the two-step approach, a

full structural equation model was specified for RQ2b.

4.3.4 RQ2b: What are the main student, workplace, and contextual drivers of teacher stress

due to student behavior in Kazakhstan?

The use of SEM in this study permits the simultaneous evaluation of main student, workplace, and

contextual drivers of teacher stress due to student behavior in Kazakhstan. Figure 3 presents the

results for RQ2(b). Teacher Perceived Disciplinary Climate (8 = -.25, p < .001), Job Satisfaction

with Profession (8 = -.07, p <.05), Teacher-Student Relationship (8 = -.05, p <.05) and Workplace

Well-Being (8 = -.34, p < .001) were significant predictors of Student Behaviour Stress. Job

Satisfaction with Work Environment (8 = .04, p > .05) was not a significant predictor.
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Figure 3. Structural Equation Model |
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4.4 Conclusion

This chapter presented the main findings of the research. The findings were organized according to
the research questions. Descriptive statistics demonstrated a low frequency of teacher intimidation
or verbal abuse in Kazakhstan while addressing parent/guardian concerns was stressful to some
extent. There were minimal effects of school clustering so CFA and SEM models were estimated by
not taking into account the nesting of students in schools. Teacher Perceived Disciplinary Climate,
Job Satisfaction with Profession, Teacher-Student Relation and Workplace Well-Being were

significant predictors of Student Behaviour Stress as experienced by teachers in Kazakhstan.

35



Running Head: Understanding Teacher Safety in Schools in Kazakhstan

Chapter 5. Discussion
5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter described the results for the study on teacher safety inclusive of the
descriptive statistics, multi-level modeling, confirmatory factor analysis, and structural equation
modeling procedures as applied to the teacher and principal data for 6,566 middle-school teachers
and 331 associated principals in Kazakhstan from TALIS 2018 survey. The study aimed at
understanding teacher safety in schools in Kazakhstan. The data analysis focused on measuring the
individual, relationship, community, and societal factors on teacher safety. Individual factors
included teacher gender, age, and years of work. Relationship factors included student- and parent-
teacher relationships, while community factors focused on school type, and location. Finally,
societal factors were measured by way of, for example job satisfaction.

The results of the analysis suggest that teachers likely feel safe in the schools of Kazakhstan
and quite rarely experience intimidation or verbal abuse which is considered to be the most
common type of violence against teachers (Gregory, Cornell, & Fan, 2012; Alonso, Lopez-Castedo,
& Juste, 2009; Mooij, 2011; Ozdemir, 2012). This chapter will discuss the results of the study

according to the theoretical framework, literature review, and research gquestions.

5.2 Individual Factors

The OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey gives teachers and school leaders a voice
to represent their opinions, perceptions, beliefs, and accounts of their activities in schools (OECD,
2019). Based on these responses from teachers in Kazakhstan, findings suggest that individual
factors such as age, gender, work experience, and history of intimidation play no significant role
beyond the effects of the relational and societal predictors: Teacher Perceived Disciplinary Climate,
Job Satisfaction with Profession, Teacher-Student Relations, and Work Place Wellbeing. This
finding runs counter to the conceptual framework as set out initially in this thesis. This suggests that
experiences of intimidation and bullying are not driven by individual demographic factors of

teachers but are more associated with workplace conditions, school climate, and relational aspects
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between teachers and students. Therefore, the theories that integrate individual factors may not be
relevant to the current milieu. Possible revision of these theories may be in order (see Spilt,

Koomen,& Thijs, 2011; Galand, Lecocq, & Philippot, 2007; Ofsted, 2019).

5.3 Relationship Factors

In terms of relationship factors, relations between students and teachers are positive overall, with
97% of teachers in Kazakhstan agreeing that students and teachers usually get on well with each
other. However, as stated in the previous section, intimidation or verbal abuse by students is a
source of teacher stress for a considerable number of educators. Relational factors appeared to
feature as small though important predictors in the final model. For example, The Teacher-Student
Relations variable was the fourth largest contributor to teacher experience of intimidation and stress
suggestive of a small but important effect. Disciplinary Climate could also be categorized as an
important relationship factor though this would extend to the relationships between the teacher and
all students. In the current study, this was the second largest predictor of teacher experience of
intimidation and stress. Therefore, in terms of relationships in the classroom, both dyadic student-
teacher and, more broadly, teacher-student in terms of disciplinary control, appear to be the
important drivers of teacher stress and experience of intimidation in Kazakhstan. This general
pattern suggests that the maintenance of class discipline represents a key aspect of the reduction of
stress and intimidation in schools in Kazakhstan. Though this is small, this result suggests that
support and genuine care from teachers can reduce incidents of stress due to mal-adaptive
classroom behavior and incidents of intimidation and abuse. Promoting parental involvement can
“contribute to children’s socialization, emotional well-being, and behavioral responses” (Cahu, &

Quota, 2019, p. 13).
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5.4 Community Factors

The second question in this study addressed the features of schools that are associated with
becoming victims of violence. It was hypothesized that teachers with a history of experiencing
intimidation or verbal abuse by students are set in urban overcrowded public schools as found in
previous studies (DeVoe et. al., 2004; Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, & Gottfredson, 2005;
Dinkes, Kemp, Baum, & Snyder 2009). However, in this study intra-class correlations were less
than 10% of the variance with a quite minimal between school effects for the outcomes of interest.
This suggests that teacher experience of violence is not systemically related to the school which he
or she teaches in. This is an interesting finding and more research should be done to identify the

possible school-based drivers of teachers’ experience of violence.

5.5 Societal Factors

Generally, stress affects teacher well-being, a lack of engagement, job dissatisfaction, and poor
performance and even can lead to teacher attrition (OECD, 2019). Regarding Student Behavioral
Stress scale, accountability for students’ achievements causes more teacher stress compared with
students’ aggressive behavior. It is difficult to explain this result, but it might be related to the types
of responsibilities. For example, when teachers demonstrate a personal sense of responsibility, they
are self-determined and ready to invest effort in work-related tasks even without exterior control or
motivation (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011); consequently, this type of responsibility is unlikely to
be a source of stress. In contrast, if teachers are held formally accountable for learning outcomes
that refer to conformity with policy and professional norms (Anderson 2005) due to social-
emotional climate tension they can experience stress (Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012).

Another explanation might be related to the lack of clarity concerning the responsibility for
learning outcomes around three main stakeholders (students, teachers, and parents). For example,
the participants of Peterson and his colleagues (2011, p. 9) study “pointed their finger away from

themselves” when students demonstrated low academic performance, “with the students and parents
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tending to blame the teacher; and the teachers being more likely to look to students and parents”.
Consequently, this could lead to adverse relationship factors.

The current study found that Workplace Well-Being has a considerable negative effect on
Student Behavior Stress. These findings suggest that enhancing workplace wellbeing, specifically
alleviating the negative impacts on mental and physical health, will likely reduce student behaviour
stress and conflict. In their study, Greenberg, Brown, and Abenavoli, (2016) illustrated different
kind of programs developed to reduce teacher stress and improve teacher well-being, health and
performance. For example, Wellness Programs in Schools, which is intended to enhance teachers’
physical and mental health, has helped 46% of American teachers reduce body mass index, lower
systolic blood pressure (about 35%) and blood glucose (about 65%). Another significant program is
Mindfulness Programs which assist educators to manage emotions by reducing negative
consequences, teacher burnout, sleep-disorder, and daily physical symptoms (Abenavoli, Jennings,
Greenberg, Harris, & Katz, 2013). These programs can be included into in-service teacher courses
in Kazakhstan.

Job Satisfaction has a very small but statistically significant negative effect on incidents of
Student Behavior Stress. Although, negligible, this finding suggests that improving the general
conditions of the job may also alleviate some of the stress due to poor classroom discipline and
incidents of intimidation and verbal abuse. The status of teachers and teacher job satisfaction are
closely related. Therefore, the effective implementation of law “On the Teacher’s Status” in

Kazakhstan can improve teacher job satisfaction.

5.6 Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to discuss the main findings of the secondary analysis of the items
of interest from the TALIS 2018 data set. The chapter was organized according to the four-level
social-ecological model (Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi, and Lozano, 2002). The results show that

teacher intimidation or verbal abuse are not driven by individual demographic factors of teachers
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but are more associated with workplace conditions, school climate, and relational aspects between
teachers and students. Also, the findings suggest that teacher experience of violence is not

systemically related to the school type or location.
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Chapter 6 Conclusion

6.1 Summary of Research Findings

The main goal of the current study was to determine the drivers of teacher safety (or lack thereof) in
Kazakhstan. These findings suggest that in general teachers feel safe in their school and their
relationships with students are quite positive. It was also shown that individual factors (gender, age
and years of work) and community factors (school type and location) have no statistically
significant correlation with the frequency of teacher intimidation or verbal abuse in Kazakhstan.
This study has demonstrated, for the first time, that teacher intimidation or verbal abuse in schools
in Kazakhstan is mostly associated with workplace conditions, school climate, and relational

aspects between teachers and students.

6.2 Limitations and Recommendations

Finally, a number of important limitations need to be considered. First, despite data being drawn
from an established organization and having undergone rigorous procedures, the questionnaires
were completed by teachers and school leaders and represent their perceptions only, which could
potentially result in some inconsistent and inaccurate data. For example, while teachers might agree
that they enjoy working at their school, they may also want to change their school. Second,
conducting secondary analysis limits us from investigating other drivers of teacher safety in
Kazakhstan. For example, understanding the relationship between teachers and school leaders may
also expand our understanding of teacher safety in Kazakhstan. Third, the data collection is limited
by middle-school teachers. Primary school pupils and higher secondary school students behave

differently from middle-school students so this should also be explored.

Recommendation for future research
Based on the results of the study and the limitations indicated above, some recommendations for

future research can be suggested. For instance, future studies could replicate the results of this study
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by surveying schoolteachers of all levels. Moreover, our knowledge of teacher safety issues would
be extended if future studies cover more items about types of violence against teachers. Also, other
studies could consider exploring the school leaders and teaching staff relationships by examining

the effectiveness of teacher support services in school.
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Appendix A

B Komurer mo mnpaBoBoil CTATHCTHKE H
creuraJabHbIM yuyeTram I'enepanbHoii
npokyparypsl PecnnyOsiuku Kazaxcran

2. Hyp-Cynman, yn. Mackey 34

0T: MarucTpanTa Beiciei mKoJibl
oopazoBanuss AOO «Ha3ap6aeB
YHuBepcurer»

Hocmyp3unoi J.b.

HHH 830805401182

Aodpec: Anmamunckasn ooracmo, Tanreapckuil
paiion, ceno benbynax,

yauya Yaiikosckozo, oom 99

Homep menegona: 87052255351

(HYepe3 nopman 21eKkmpoHHO20 NPASUMENbCMBQ)
r. AIMaThbl «13» Hos16pst 2020 roma
3AITPOC

B cBs3u c BBIOOpPOM BBIMYCKHOW HAay4HO-HCCIIEIOBATENLCKOM pPabOThl MarucTpaTypbl
Hazap6aes VYhuBepcurera Ha Temy «be3onmacHocTh yuurtened B mkonax Kaszaxcrana», ans
MIPUBEJCHHUS CTATHCTUYECKUX NAHHBIX W YIIIYOJIEHHOTO M3Y4YEHHs, MHOIO OCYIIECTBISETCS cOOp
JAHHBIX /17151 0ObEKTUBHOI'O, BCECTOPOHHET0 U MTOJHOTO UCCIIEI0BaHMsI BHIOPAHHOM TEMBI.

Ha ocHOBaHMH BBIIIEHU3JIOKEHHOTO U PYKOBOJCTBYACH CT. CT. 6,7,8 3akona PecmyOmuku

Kazaxcran «O nopsigake paccMoTpeHus oOpameHnii Pru3nyecknx u I0PUIUIECKUX JIUID

mpPoOLIY BAC:

1. IlpemoctaButh  cBeAeHHMS  (CTaTUCTUYECKUE  JAaHHbIE) 1O  YTOJOBHBIM U
aJIMMHHMCTPAaTUBHBIM NPAaBOHAPYIIECHUSM, 110 KOTOPHIM IOTEPIEBIIMMH IPU3HABAINCH
yuutens (menarorv, pabOTHUKM OpraHu3aluii oOpa3oBaHusl), a IMPAaBOHAPYIIMTEISIMHU,
MOJI03PEBAaCMbIMH, OOBHMHSEMBIMU Yy4Yallluecsi B pa3pe3e IpaBOHAPYUIEHUH MPOTHB
JMYHOCTH Ha MEPUOJI 3a MOCIEAHNE 5 JIET.

C yBa:keHuem, (noonucawno 21]I1) Hocmyp3una /I.b.
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Appendix B

TR DAL TH N 'n"" l""

FUPFEAIERME sRiSEITELD 1R
FIFAHATECHT LA T HRE W
LOABEIRI A EE ¥ F Y ELAS

FEHEFA TR FLEN IRy PA LY Fid
FEOID e LN AEAR LA S

A ENRL AR PRUIEY B LA Ll
B IR AN R kel E B
Ehvkiadk Vil LU TEE N ERA

A AFHARE] EEEIRE ALY
AERUMHLEL LD KIEVIMFEEL =
SESLUIERENTLR NEREMED D

AR, Hyp-Lesman mascw, Moy semeoy, M L opoa Hyp-lprom, va Sooeey, H
meac EivliZ) 31 -El-EE dasc- B 2 dl-13-2 . BANA H-R-EE, ghasxs B Q02 S-S

AT Y EL TR T WA prav e il proou e ke

AL 1130 Na Z-20e D00 T

Joesivpsanod 1. b.

[MopTan «3NekTPOHEGN IPaBIITElbC TR

Kosmrrerom paccwmorpest Bam sampoc ot 13 soabpa 1., KT-J1-200-20-(2423 o
NPesoc TARNSHHH CTATHCTHMECKMX [JAHHEIX 33 5 eT, 0 3aperscTpHpoBIHHEIX
YIONOEHELN W AYMHHAC TPATHBHEIX NPABOHAPYIIEHHA NPOTHE MSHHHOCTH, 0 KO TOPGLIN
NOTEPNSSINNG MPETHARATACE YSHTEAR, PH YT0M PASOHIHVILHTEEMA  §EWIHCE
YHALIIECH YeDHEIX TaBeeHHA.

CornscHo ceefesian  Eimnoro peacTpa aocylebHeIX  paccheloBasHi, 3a
SANpAlsEsEMBi NepiO] FEPerHCTPHPOSaRo 1 NPecTYINeHAA JAHHOR KATEroping B
T 12 X060 b r.llasnosap no cr 106 4.2 YK @ 211020060, & r. Akrode oo cr, 107 4.2
YE.

Tho eI TPATHE HEIM JEEAM,, C B0 SHIEAMEH He Pac Io/Eraes.

B coorsercrEim co crateedl 12 Jakoma Pecoyimaen Kmaxeran o) nopagke
paccsMOTpeHHd  ofpanEHHi  geasdeckdx W opyaseckix  mags, Ba  snpase
ONAANOESTEL TAHHL OTSET BEIISC TOAMEMY JOEEHOCTHOMY gy maio & ey,

JiEysan T o wTo e A sen Mg Ky sedosmsen, 7] 7537 | @p ok mor ks
Jlowysan T o wicw Pl s ador Typaocse 300 13031 1524019

JasiecTomens llpencesanein I. Mupasos

E
Ficn Anfaes ME
Tea A1 T-5101
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Appendix C

H#### 1. Reading in TALIS Teacher Data ###

library("haven")

talis.teacher <- haven::read_sav("BTGKAZT3_TALIS_Teacher.sav")
talis.principal <- haven::read_sav("BCGKAZT3_TALIS_Principal.sav")

Hi### 2. Exploring the data ####

# (a) using nrow and ncol functions on the data frames
dim(talis.teacher)

dim(talis.principal)

# (b) trying to find the variables of interest
names(talis.teacher)
names(talis.principal)

# (c) exploring attributes(df$Svariable): This reviews SPSS variable labels
attributes(talis.teacherSIDCNTRY)
attributes(talis.principal SIDCNTRY)

H#H##H# 3. Subsetting the TALIS teacher and principal data to only include Kazakhstan

class(talis.teacher)

str(talis.teacher)

dim(talis.teacher)

colnames(talis.teacher)

length(unique(talis.teacherSIDCNTRY))

head(talis.teacher)

talis.teacher[talis.teacherSIDCNTRY== 398, ]

df.kaz.talis.teacher <- talis.teacher[talis.teacherSIDCNTRY== 398, ]
head(df.kaz.talis.teacher)

class(talis.principal)

str(talis.principal)

dim(talis.principal)

length(unique(talis.principalSIDCNTRY))

head(talis.principal)

talis.principal[talis.principal SIDCNTRY== 398, ]

df .kaz.talis.principal <-talis.principal[talis.principal SIDCNTRY== 398, |
head(df.kaz.talis.principal)

Hit#t 4. Merging the TALIS principal and teacher datasets to create a master dataset names(df.kaz.talis.teacher)[1:10]
head(df.kaz.talis.teacher)

names(df.kaz.talis.principal)[1:10]
head(df.kaz.talis.principal)

length(unique(df.kaz.talis.teacherSIDSCHOOL))
length(unique(df.kaz.talis.principalSIDSCHOOL))
6566/331

talis.teach.school <- merge(df.kaz.talis.teacher, df.kaz.talis.principal, all.x = T, by = "IDSCHOOL")
#### 5. Exploring the merged data frame

head(talis.teach.school)

dim(talis.teach.school) ### 6566 940
names(talis.teach.school)

class(talis.teach.school)

length(talis.teach.school)

str(talis.teach.school)

Hit##t 6. |dentifying the variables to include in study
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project.variable.Logic <- colnames(talis.teach.school) %in% c("IDSCHOOL", "TC3G12", "TC3G10", "TC3G14A",
"TC3G14B","TC3G30D",
"IDTEACH", "TT3G01", "TCHAGEGR", "TT3G11B", "TT3G35E", "TT3G07C",
"TT3G23F", "TT3G23M", "TT3G27F","TT3G27M", "TT3G48G", "TT3G52)",
"TT3G53I1", "T3STBEH", "TT3G52F", "TT3G52G", "TT3G52H", "T3DISC",
"TT3G41A", "TT3G41B", "TT3G41C", "TT3G41D", "T3JOBSA", "T3JSENV",
"TT3G53C", "TT3G53E", "TT3G53G", "TT3G53J", "T3JSPRO", "TT3G53A",
"TT3G53B", "TT3G53D", "TT3G53F", "T3STUD", "TT3G49A", "TT3G49B",
"TT3G49C", "TT3G49D", "T3WELS", "TT3G51A", "TT3G51B", "TT3G51C",
"TT3G51D"

)

project.df <- talis.teach.school[ , project.variable.Logic]
head(project.df)
dim(project.df) #i# 6566 49

#ittt 7. Checking the number of complete cases
total.complete.cases <- sum(complete.cases(project.df))
percentage.complete <-total.complete.cases/ nrow(project.df) *100
print(percentage.complete) # 88.40999

#it## 8. Removing missing data

library("tidyr")

removed <- project.df %>% tidyr::drop_na()

dim(removed) ### 5805 49

###t# 9. Checking variation in variables within schools: removing singletons
str(removed)

head(removed)

colnames(removed)

sort(table(removedSIDSCHOOL))  ### at least 3 teachers (no singletons)

####10. Checking variation in all variables within schools
# (a) Checking principal-level variables variations within schools #####t i HEH I

# School type

removed$TC3G12

summary(removed$TC3G12)

table(removed$TC3G12)

TC3G12.5ds <- tapply(removed$TC3G12, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TC3G12.5ds)

# School location

removed$TC3G10

summary(removed$TC3G10)

table(removed$TC3G10)

TC3G10.5ds <- tapply(removed$STC3G10, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TC3G10.5ds)

# Teachers start working last 12 month

removed$STC3G14A

summary(removedSTC3G14A)

table(removed$STC3G14A)

TC3G14A.5ds <- tapply(removed$TC3G14A, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TC3G14A.Sds)

# Teachers left last 12 month

removed$TC3G14B

summary(removedSTC3G14B)

table(removed$TC3G14B)

TC3G14B.Sds <- tapply(removed$TC3G14B, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TC3G14B.Sds)

# Intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff
removed$TC3G30D[removedSIDSCHOOL == 3003]
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table(removed$STC3G30D)

summary(removedSTC3G30D)

table(removed$STC3G30D)

TC3G30D.Sds <- tapply(removed$STC3G30D, removed$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TC3G30D.Sds)

# (b) Checking teacher- level variables variations in schools ##t##H#H it HEH HEH

#IDSCHOOL

table(removedS$IDSCHOOL)

removed$IDSCHOOL

summary(removedSIDSCHOOL)

table(removed$IDSCHOOL)

IDSCHOOL.Sds <- tapply(removedSIDSCHOOL, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(IDSCHOOL.Sds)

# IDTEACH

table(removedSIDTEACH)

removedSIDTEACH

summary(removedSIDTEACH)

table(removedSIDTEACH)

IDTEACH.Sds <- tapply(removedSIDTEACH, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(IDTEACH.Sds)

# ESCS

table(removed$IDSCHOOL)

removedS$STT3G35E[removedSIDSCHOOL == 3001]

summary(removedSTT3G35E)

table(removed$TT3G35E)

TT3G35E.Sds <- tapply(removed$TT3G35E, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G35E.Sds)

Sch.no.ESCS.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G35E.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.ESCS.sd)

length(Sch.no.ESCS.sd)

IDSCH.ESCS.v.logical <- IremovedS$SIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.ESCS.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.ESCS.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 5499 49 (306 teachers removed, 20 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G35E.Sds))

# School staff enforces rules for student behaviour
removed$TT3G48G[removedSIDSCHOOL == 3001]

summary(removedSTT3G48G)

table(removed$TT3G48G)

TT3G48G.Sds <- tapply(removed$TT3G48G, removedS$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G48G.Sds)

Sch.no.staff.enf.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G48G.Sds) == 0))
print(Sch.no.staff.enf.sd)

length(Sch.no.staff.enf.sd)

IDSCH.staff.enf.v.logical <- IremovedS$IDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.staff.enf.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.staff.enf.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 5483 49 (16 teachers removed, 1 school)
sum(is.na(TT3G48G.Sds))

# Teachers and students usually get on well with each other
removed$STT3G49A[removedSIDSCHOOL == 3001]

summary(removedSTT3G49A)

table(removedSTT3G49A)

TT3G49A.5ds <- tapply(removedSTT3G49A, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G49A.Sds)

Sch.no.t.s.getonwell.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G49A.Sds) == 0))
print(Sch.no.t.s.getonwell.sd)

IDSCH.t.s.getonwell.v.logical <- IremovedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.t.s.getonwell.sd
removed <- removed[IDSCH.t.s.getonwell.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 546049 (23 teachers removed, 2 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G49A.Sds))
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# Teacher gender

removed$TT3G01

summary(removedSTT3G01)

table(removed$TT3G01)

TT3G01.5ds <- tapply(removed$STT3G01, removed$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G01.5ds)

Sch.no.G.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G01.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.G.sd)

length(Sch.no.G.sd)

IDSCH.Gen.v.logical <- IremovedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.G.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.Gen.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 5349 49 (111 teachers removed, 7 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G01.5ds))

# Teacher age

removed$STCHAGEGR

summary(removedSTCHAGEGR)

table(removed$STCHAGEGR)

TCHAGEGR.Sds <- tapply(removedSTCHAGEGR, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TCHAGEGR.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Teaching was a secure job

removed$TT3G07C

summary(removedSTT3G07C)

table(removed$TT3G07C)

TT3G07C.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G07C, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G07C.Sds)

Sch.no.secure_job.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G07C.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.secure_job.sd)

IDSCH.secure_job.v.logical <- IremovedS$SIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.secure_job.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.secure_job.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) #i## 5343 49 (6 teachers removed, 1 school)
sum(is.na(TT3G07C.Sds))

# Years of work experience as a teacher in total

removed$TT3G11B

summary(removedSTT3G11B)

table(removed$TT3G11B)

TT3G11B.Sds <- tapply(removedS$STT3G11B, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G11B.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Prof. development on student behaviour, classroom management. last 12 months
removed$STT3G23F

summary(removedSTT3G23F)

table(removedS$TT3G23F)

TT3G23F.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G23F, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G23F.Sds)

Sch.no.beh.cl.man.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G23F.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.beh.cl.man.sd)

length(Sch.no.beh.cl.man.sd)

IDSCH.beh.cl.man.v.logical <- IremovedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.beh.cl.man.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.beh.cl.man.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) #i# 4945 49 (398 teachers removed, 24 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G23F.Sds))

# Prof. development on parent/guardian cooperation last 12 months

removed$TT3G23M

summary(removed$TT3G23M)

table(removed$TT3G23M)

TT3G23M.Sds <- tapply(removed$TT3G23M, removed$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G23M.Sds)

Sch.no.par.coop.topic.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G23M.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.par.coop.topic.sd)

length(Sch.no.par.coop.topic.sd)
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IDSCH.par.coop.topic.v.logical <- removedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.par.coop.topic.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.par.coop.topic.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 4828 49 (117 teachers removed, 8 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G23M.Sds))

# Prof. development needed on student behaviors and classroom management
removed$STT3G27F

summary(removedSTT3G27F)

table(removed$TT3G27F)

TT3G27F.Sds <- tapply(removed$STT3G27F, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G27F.Sds)

dim(removed)

#Prof. development needed on teacher-parent co-operation

removed$TT3G27M

summary(removedSTT3G27M)

table(removed$TT3G27M)

TT3G27M.Sds <- tapply(removed$TT3G27M, removed$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G27M.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Addressing parent or guardian concerns stressful

removedS$STT3G52)

summary(removedSTT3G52))

table(removed$TT3G52))

TT3G52J.5ds <- tapply(removed$TT3G52J, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G52).5ds)

Sch.no.addr.parent.con.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G52J.5ds) == 0))
print(Sch.no.addr.parent.con.sd)

IDSCH.addr.parent.con.v.logical <- removedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.addr.parent.con.sd
removed <- removed[IDSCH.addr.parent.con.v.logical, |

dim(removed) #i# 4813 49 (15 teachers removed, 1 school)
sum(is.na(TT3G52J.5ds))

# Satisfied with performance in this school

removed$TT3G53I

summary(removedSTT3G53I)

table(removed$TT3G53l)

TT3G531.5ds <- tapply(removed$TT3G53I, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G531.5ds)

Sch.no.sati.with.sch.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G531.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.sati.with.sch.sd)

IDSCH.sati.with.sch.v.logical <- removedS$SIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.sati.with.sch.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.sati.with.sch.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 4777 49 (36 teachers removed, 3 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G531.Sds))

# Check student behavior stress / Configural (All)

removedST3STBEH

summary(removedST3STBEH)

table(removedS$T3STBEH)

T3STBEH.Sds <- tapply(removedS$T3STBEH, removedS$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(T3STBEH.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Responsible for students’ achievement

removedSTT3G52F

summary(removedSTT3G52F)

table(removedSTT3G52F)

TT3G52F.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G52F, removedS$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G52F.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Maintaining classroom discipline
removed$TT3G52G
summary(removedSTT3G52G)
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table(removed$TT3G52G)

TT3G52G.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G52G, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G52G.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Being intimidated or verbally abused by students

removed$STT3G52H

summary(removedSTT3G52H)

table(removed$TT3G52H)

TT3G52H.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G52H, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G52H.Sds)

Sch.no.imti.ver.abus.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G52H.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.imti.ver.abus.sd)

length(Sch.no.imti.ver.abus.sd)

IDSCH.imti.ver.abus.v.logical <- IremovedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.imti.ver.abus.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.imti.ver.abus.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) #i## 4647 49 (130 teachers removed, 8 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G52H.Sds)

# Teachers perceived disciplinary climate / Metric (All)

removed$T3DISC

summary(removedS$ST3DISC)

table(removedS$T3DISC)

T3DISC.Sds <- tapply(removedST3DISC, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(T3DISC.Sds)

dim(removed)

# When the lesson begins, | have to wait quite a long time for students to quieten down
removed$STT3G41A

summary(removedSTT3G41A)

table(removedSTT3G41A)

TT3G41A.5ds <- tapply(removed$TT3G41A, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G41A.5ds)

dim(removed)

# Check Students in this class take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere
removed$TT3G41B

summary(removedSTT3G41B)

table(removed$TT3G41B)

TT3G41B.Sds <- tapply(removedS$STT3G41B, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G41B.Sds)

dim(removed)

# | lose quite a lot of time because of students interrupting the lesson

removed$TT3G41C

summary(removedSTT3G41C)

table(removed$TT3G41C)

TT3G41C.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G41C, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G41C.Sds)

dim(removed)

# There is much disruptive noise in this classroom

removed$STT3G41D

summary(removedSTT3G41D)

table(removed$TT3G41D)

TT3G41D.Sds <- tapply(removed$TT3G41D, removed$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G41D.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Job satisfaction with work environment (subscale)

removedS$T3JSENV

summary(removedST3JSENV)

table(removedST3JSENV)

T3JSENV.Sds <- tapply(removedST3JSENV, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(T3JSENV.Sds)

dim(removed)
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# | would like to change to another school if that were possible

removed$TT3G53C

summary(removed$TT3G53C)

table(removed$TT3G53C)

TT3G53C.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G53C, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G53C.Sds)

# Enjoy working at this school

removed$STT3G53E

summary(removedSTT3G53E)

table(removedSTT3G53E)

TT3G53E.Sds <- tapply(removed$TT3G53E, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G53E.Sds)

dim(removed)

# | recommend this school as a good place to work

removedSTT3G53G

summary(removedSTT3G53G)

table(removed$TT3G53G)

TT3G53G.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G53G, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G53G.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Satisfied with job

removed$STT3G53)

summary(removed$TT3G53))

table(removed$TT3G53))

TT3G53J.5ds <- tapply(removedSTT3G53J, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G53).5ds)

Sch.no.satis.withjob.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G53J.5ds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.satis.withjob.sd)

length(Sch.no.satis.withjob.sd)

IDSCH.satis.withjob.v.logical <- Iremoved$SIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.satis.withjob.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.satis.withjob.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 4629 49 (18 teachers removed, 2 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G53J.5ds))

# Job satisfaction with profession (subscale)

removed$T3JSPRO

summary(removed$T3JSPRO)

table(removed$T3JSPRO)

T3JSPRO.Sds <- tapply(removedS$T3JSPRO, removedS$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(T3JSPRO.Sds)

dim(removed)

# The advantages of being a teacher clearly outweigh the disadvantages

removedSTT3G53A

summary(removedS$TT3G53A)

table(removed$TT3G53A)

TT3G53A.Sds <- tapply(removed$STT3G53A, removedS$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G53A.5ds)

dim(removed)

#If | could decide again, | would still choose to work as a teacher.

removed$TT3G53B

summary(removedSTT3G53B)

table(removedSTT3G53B)

TT3G53B.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G53B, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G53B.Sds)

dim(removed)

# | regret that | decided to become a teacher
removed$TT3G53D
summary(removedSTT3G53D)
table(removedSTT3G53D)
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TT3G53D.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G53D, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G53D.Sds)
dim(removed)

# | wonder whether it would have been better to choose another profession

removed$STT3G53F

summary(removedSTT3G53F)

table(removed$TT3G53F)

TT3G53F.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G53F, removedS$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G53F.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Teacher-student relations / Metric (All)

removedST3STUD

summary(removedST3STUD)

table(removed$T3STUD)

T3STUD.Sds <- tapply(removedST3STUD, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(T3STUD.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Most teachers believe that the students’ well-being is important.

removed$STT3G49B

summary(removed$TT3G49B)

table(removed$TT3G49B)

TT3G49B.Sds <- tapply(removed$STT3G49B, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G49B.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Most teachers are interested in what students have to say

removed$TT3G49C

summary(removed$TT3G49C)

table(removed$STT3G49C)

TT3G49C.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G49C, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G49C.Sds)

Sch.no.T.inter.stud.say.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G49C.Sds) == 0))
print(Sch.no.T.inter.stud.say.sd )

IDSCH.T.inter.stud.say.v.logical <- Iremoved$SIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.T.inter.stud.say.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.T.inter.stud.say.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) #i# 4581 49 (48 teachers removed, 3 schools)
sum(is.na(TT3G49C.Sds))

# If a student needs extra assistance, the school provides it

removed$TT3G49D

summary(removedSTT3G49D)

table(removedSTT3G49D)

TT3G49D.Sds <- tapply(removed$TT3G49D, removed$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G49D.Sds)

dim(removed)

# Check Workplace well-being and stress

removedST3WELS

summary(removedST3WELS)

table(removedST3WELS)

T3WELS.Sds <- tapply(removedST3WELS, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(T3WELS.Sds)

dim(removed)

# | experience stress in my work

removedSTT3G51A

summary(removedSTT3G51A)

table(removed$TT3G51A)

TT3G51A.5ds <- tapply(removed$TT3G51A, removedS$IDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G51A.Sds)

Sch.no.exp.str.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G51A.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.exp.str.sd)

IDSCH.exp.str.v.logical <- IremovedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.exp.str.sd
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removed <- removed[IDSCH.exp.str.v.logical, ]
dim(removed) ### 4563 49 (18 teachers removed, 1 school)
sum(is.na(TT3G51A.Sds)

# My job leaves me time for my personal life

removed$TT3G51B

summary(removedSTT3G51B)

table(removed$TT3G51B)

TT3G51B.Sds <- tapply(removed$STT3G51B, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G51B.Sds)

dim(removed)

# My job negatively impacts my mental health

removedSTT3G51C

summary(removedSTT3G51C)

table(removed$TT3G51C)

TT3G51C.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G51C, removed$SIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm = T))
sort(TT3G51C.Sds)

Sch.no.ment.health.sd <- names(which(sort(TT3G51C.Sds) == 0))

print(Sch.no.ment.health.sd)

IDSCH.ment.health.v.logical <- IremovedSIDSCHOOL %in% Sch.no.ment.health.sd

removed <- removed[IDSCH.ment.health.v.logical, ]

dim(removed) ### 4544 49 (19 teachers removed, 1 school)
sum(is.na(TT3G51C.Sds)

# My job negatively impacts my physical health

removed$TT3G51D

summary(removedSTT3G51D)

table(removed$TT3G51D)

TT3G51D.Sds <- tapply(removedSTT3G51D, removedSIDSCHOOL, FUN = function(x)sd(x, na.rm =T))
sort(TT3G51D.Sds)

dim(removed)

HHHHEHEH AP STEP 1 NULL Models #HEHEHHHEHEHEHEHHHEHEHEHEE
# exploring how much variation in variables is due to schools
removed$SIDSCHOOL

library(Ime4)
library(optimx)

# Explore gender ICC
removed$TT3G01
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G01 ~ 1
predicting gender, hence '1'

+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only

data = removed,

REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML

control = Ime4::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",

calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))

summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore teacher age groups ICC

removed$STCHAGEGR

NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TCHAGEGR ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),

only
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data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore teaching was a secure job ICC
removedS$STT3G07C
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G07C~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(I1CC)

# Explore years of work as a teacher in total ICC
removed$TT3G11B
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G11B~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore prof. dev. on student behaviour and classroom management last 12 months ICC

removed$STT3G23F
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G23F ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
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summary(NULL.MODEL)

Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)

Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]

Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]

total.var <- Between.School + Within.School

ICC <- Between.School/total.var

print(ICC)

# Explore prof. dev. on teacher-parent/guar. co-operation last 12 months ICC
removed$TT3G23M
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G23M ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(I1CC)

# Explore prof.dev needs studbeh & clmanagement ICC
removed$STT3G27F
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::imer(TT3G27F~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore prof.dev needs teacher-parent co-operation ICC
removed$TT3G27M
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G27M ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
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ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore school staff enforces rules for student behaviour ICC
removedSTT3G48G
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G48G ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore addressing parent/guar. concerns is a source of stress ICC
removed$TT3G52)
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G52) ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore satisfied with performance in this school ICC
removed$TT3G53I
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G531~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore student behavior stress / Configural (All) ICC
removed$ST3STBEH
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(T3STBEH ~ 1
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+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(1CC)

# Explore T's responsible for students’ achievement ICC
removed$STT3G52F
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G52F ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore maintaining classroom discipline ICC
removed$TT3G52G
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G52G ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))

summary(NULL.MODEL)

Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)

Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]

Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]

total.var <- Between.School + Within.School

ICC <- Between.School/total.var

print(ICC)

# Explore Being intimidated or verbally abused by students ICC
removed$STT3G52H
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G52H ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
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control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "niminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(1CC)
# Explore teachers perceived disciplinary climate / Metric (All) ICC
removedST3DISC
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(T3DISC ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(1CC)

# Explore long time for students to quieten down ICC
removed$STT3G41A
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G41A~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore Sts create a pleasant learning atmosphere ICC
removed$STT3G41B
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G41B ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
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Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var

print(ICC)

# Explore students interrupting the lesson 1CC
removed$TT3G41C
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G41C~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
estimation, not restricted ML
REML=F,
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore disruptive noise in this classroom ICC
removed$TT3G41D
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G41D ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore Job satisfaction, composite ICC
removed$T3JOBSA
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(T3JOBSA ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore Job satisfaction with work environment (subscale) ICC

67



Running Head: Understanding Teacher Safety in Schools in Kazakhstan

removedST3JSENV
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(T3JSENV ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore would like to change to another school ICC
removed$TT3G53C
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53C~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore enjoy working at this school ICC
removed$STT3G53E
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53E ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore recommend this school as a good place to work ICC
removedS$TT3G53G
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53G ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
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estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",

calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))

summary(NULL.MODEL)

Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")

Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)

Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]

Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]

total.var <- Between.School + Within.School

ICC <- Between.School/total.var

print(1CC)

# Explore satisfied with my job ICC
removed$TT3G53)
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53J~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore job satisfaction with profession (subscale) ICC
removed$T3JSPRO
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(T3JSPRO ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore advantages of being a teacher clearly outweigh the disadvantages ICC
removedS$STT3G53A
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53A~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
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Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var

print(1CC)

# Explore still choose to work as a teacher ICC
removedSTT3G53B
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53B ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore regret of becoming a teacher ICC
removed$TT3G53D
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53D ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore better to choose another profession ICC
removed$STT3G53F
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G53F ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)
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# Explore teacher-student relations / Metric (All) ICC
removed$ST3STUD
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(T3STUD ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(1CC)

# Exploret teachers-students get on well ICC
removedS$STT3G49A
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G49A ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore students’ well-being is important ICC
removed$TT3G49B
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G49B ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore teachers are interested in what students have to say ICC
removed$TT3G49C
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G49C ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
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data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore school provides extra assistance to stud. ICC
removedSTT3G49D
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G49D ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(I1CC)

# Explore Workplace well-being and stress ICC
removedST3WELS
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(T3WELS ~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore T. experience stress in work 1CC
removedSTT3G51A
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G51A~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
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summary(NULL.MODEL)

Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)

Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]

Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]

total.var <- Between.School + Within.School

ICC <- Between.School/total.var

print(ICC)

# Explore teaching leaves time for personal life ICC
removed$TT3G51B
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G51B~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(I1CC)

# Explore teaching negatively impacts mental health ICC
removed$TT3G51C
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G51C~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore teaching negatively impacts physical health ICC
removed$TT3G51D
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G51D~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
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ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore Socioeconomic status of students ICC
removedSTT3G35E
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(TT3G35E~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compS$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore teacher ID ICC
removedSIDTEACH
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(IDTEACH™~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
only
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::lmerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nlminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.compSvcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compS$vcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

# Explore school ID ICC
removed$IDSCHOOL
NULL.MODEL <- Ime4::Imer(IDSCHOOL~ 1
+(1 | IDSCHOOL),
data = removed,
REML=F,
estimation, not restricted ML
control = Ime4 ::ImerControl(optimizer = "optimx",
calc.derivs = FALSE,
optCtrl = list(method = "nIminb")))
summary(NULL.MODEL)
Var.comp <- print(VarCorr(NULL.MODEL), comp="Variance")
Var.comp <- as.data.frame(Var.comp)
Between.School <- Var.comp$vcov[1]
Within.School <- Var.compSvcov[2]
total.var <- Between.School + Within.School
ICC <- Between.School/total.var
print(ICC)

#i#t# 1.1 Exploring data
removedSIDTEACH
summary(removedSIDTEACH)
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table(removedSIDTEACH)
sd(removedSIDTEACH)

removedSIDSCHOOL
summary(removedSIDSCHOOL)
table(removedS$IDSCHOOL)
sd(removedSIDSCHOOL)

removedSTT3G35E
summary(removedSTT3G35E)
table(removed$TT3G35E)
sd(removedSTT3G35E)

removedSTT3G01
summary(removedSTT3G01)
table(removed$TT3G01)
sd(removedSTT3G01)

removed$STCHAGEGR
summary(removedSTCHAGEGR)
table(removedSTCHAGEGR)
sd(removed$STCHAGEGR)

removed$TT3G11B
summary(removedSTT3G11B)
table(removedS$STT3G11B)
sd(removed$TT3G11B)

removed$TT3G07C
summary(removedSTT3G07C)
table(removed$TT3G07C)
sd(removedSTT3G07C)

removed$TT3G23F
summary(removedSTT3G23F)
table(removedSTT3G23F)
sd(removedSTT3G23F)

removed$TT3G23M
summary(removedSTT3G23M)
table(removedS$STT3G23M)
sd(removedSTT3G23M)

removed$STT3G27F
summary(removedSTT3G27F)
table(removedS$TT3G27F)
sd(removedSTT3G27F)

removed$STT3G27M
summary(removedSTT3G27M)
table(removed$TT3G27M)
sd(removedSTT3G27M)

removedS$STT3G48G
summary(removedS$STT3G48G)
table(removed$TT3G48G)
sd(removedSTT3G48G)

removedS$STT3G52)
summary(removedS$TT3G52))
table(removed$TT3G52))
sd(removedSTT3G52))

removed$TT3G53I
summary(removedSTT3G53I)
table(removedSTT3G53I)
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sd(removedSTT3G53l)

removed$ST3STBEH
summary(removedST3STBEH)
table(removed$T3STBEH)
sd(removedST3STBEH)

removedSTT3G52F
summary(removedSTT3G52F)
table(removed$TT3G52F)
sd(removedSTT3G52F)

removedSTT3G52G
summary(removedSTT3G52G)
table(removed$TT3G52G)
sd(removedSTT3G52G)

removedSTT3G52H
summary(removedSTT3G52H)
table(removed$STT3G52H)
sd(removedSTT3G52H)

removed$T3DISC
summary(removedST3DISC)
table(removed$T3DISC)
sd(removed$T3DISC)

removed$STT3G41A
summary(removedSTT3G41A)
table(removed$TT3G41A)
sd(removedSTT3G41A)

removed$STT3G41B
summary(removedSTT3G41B)
table(removedSTT3G41B)
sd(removedSTT3G41B)

removed$TT3G41C
summary(removedSTT3G41C)
table(removedS$STT3G41C)
sd(removedSTT3G41C)

removed$TT3G41D
summary(removed$TT3G41D)
table(removedSTT3G41D)
sd(removedSTT3G41D)

removedS$ST3JOBSA
summary(removedST3JOBSA)
table(removed$T3JOBSA)
sd(removedST3JOBSA)

removedS$T3JSENV
summary(removedST3JSENV)
table(removedS$T3JSENV)
sd(removedST3JSENV)

removed$STT3G53C
summary(removedSTT3G53C)
table(removed$TT3G53C)
sd(removedSTT3G53C)

removedS$STT3G53E
summary(removed$TT3G53E)
table(removed$TT3G53E)
sd(removedSTT3G53E)
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removed$TT3G53G
summary(removedSTT3G53G)
table(removed$TT3G53G)
sd(removedSTT3G53G)

removed$TT3G53)
summary(removedSTT3G53))
table(removed$TT3G53))
sd(removed$TT3G53))

removed$T3JSPRO
summary(removedS$T3JSPRO)
table(removed$T3JSPRO)
sd(removedST3JSPRO)

removedSTT3G53A
summary(removedSTT3G53A)
table(removed$TT3G53A)
sd(removedSTT3G53A)

removed$TT3G53B
summary(removed$TT3G53B)
table(removed$TT3G53B)
sd(removedSTT3G53B)

removed$TT3G53D
summary(removedSTT3G53D)
table(removed$TT3G53D)
sd(removedSTT3G53D)

removed$STT3G53F
summary(removedSTT3G53F)
table(removed$TT3G53F)
sd(removedSTT3G53F)

removed$T3STUD
summary(removedST3STUD)
table(removed$T3STUD)
sd(removedST3STUD)

removedSTT3G49A
summary(removedSTT3G49A)
table(removedSTT3G49A)
sd(removedSTT3G49A)

removed$STT3G49B
summary(removed$TT3G49B)
table(removedSTT3G49B)
sd(removedSTT3G49B)

removed$TT3G49C
summary(removedS$TT3G49C)
table(removedS$STT3G49C)
sd(removedSTT3G49C)

removed$STT3G49D
summary(removedSTT3G49D)
table(removedSTT3G439D)
sd(removedSTT3G49D)

removedST3WELS
summary(removedST3WELS)
table(removed$ST3WELS)
sd(removedST3WELS)
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removed$STT3G51A
summary(removedSTT3G51A)
table(removed$TT3G51A)
sd(removedSTT3G51A)

removed$TT3G51B
summary(removedSTT3G51B)
table(removed$TT3G51B)
sd(removedSTT3G51B)

removed$TT3G51C
summary(removedSTT3G51C)
table(removed$TT3G51C)
sd(removedSTT3G51C)

removed$TT3G51D
summary(removedSTT3G51D)
table(removed$TT3G51D)
sd(removedSTT3G51D)

removed$TC3G12
summary(removed$STC3G12)
table(removed$TC3G12)
sd(removed$STC3G12)

removed$TC3G10
summary(removed$TC3G10)
table(removed$TC3G10)
sd(removed$TC3G10)

removed$STC3G14A
summary(removedSTC3G14A)
table(removed$STC3G14A)
sd(removed$STC3G14A)

removed$TC3G14B
summary(removed$STC3G14B)
table(removed$TC3G14B)
sd(removed$TC3G14B)

removed$TC3G30D
summary(removedSTC3G30D)
table(removed$TC3G30D)
sd(removed$TC3G30D)

HHHHHHHHH R R STEP 2. SCALE VALIDATION ###HHHHFHH I HIH ]
removed$STT3G41A<- car::recode(removedSTT3G41A,"
1=4;
2=3;
3=2;
4=1")
summary(removedSTT3G41A)
table(removedSTT3G41A)

removed$TT3G41C<- car::recode(removedSTT3G41C,"

1=4;

2=3;

3=2;

4=1")
summary(removed$TT3G41C)
table(removedS$STT3G41C)

removed$TT3G41D<- car::recode(removedSTT3G41D,"
1=4;
2=3;
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3=2;

4=1")
summary(removedSTT3G41D)
table(removed$TT3G41D)

removed$TT3G53C<- car::recode(removedSTT3G53C,"

1=4;

2=3;

3=2;

4=1")
summary(removedSTT3G53C)
table(removed$TT3G53C)

removedSTT3G51A<- car::recode(removed$STT3G51A,"

1=4;

2=3;

3=2;

4=1")
summary(removedSTT3G51A)
table(removed$TT3G51A)

removed$TT3G51C<- car::recode(removed$STT3G51C,"

1=4;

2=3;

3=2;

4=1")
summary(removed$TT3G51C)
table(removed$TT3G51C)

removed$TT3G51D<- car::recode(removedSTT3G51D,"

1=4;

2=3;

3=2;

4=1")
summary(removed$TT3G51D)
table(removedSTT3G51D)

removed$TT3G53D<- car::recode(removedSTT3G53D,"

1=4;

2=3;

3=2;

4=1")
summary(removedS$TT3G53D)
table(removed$TT3G53D)

removed$TT3G53F<- car::recode(removedSTT3G53F,"

1=4;

2=3;

3=2;

4=1")
summary(removedSTT3G53F)
table(removedS$TT3G53F)

HHHHHHHHH R STEP 3. SINGLE LEVEL MODELING ####HHEHHHHHHEH I
library("lavaan")

model <-'

sbs =~ TT3G52F + TT3G52G + TT3G52H

dc =~ TT3G41B + TT3G41C + TT3G41D

je =~ TT3G53C + TT3G53E + TT3G53G + TT3G53)
jp =~ TT3G53B + TT3G53D + TT3G53F
sr="TT3G49A + TT3G49B + TT3G49C + TT3G49D
wb =~ TT3G51A + TT3G51C + TT3G51D

fit <- cfa(model = model,
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data = removed,
std.Iv=T,
estimator="MLR")

summary(fit, fit. measures=T)

estim <- parameterestimates(fit, standardized=TRUE)
options(max.print=1000000)

print(estim)

lambda <- ¢(.567, .821, .556)
AVE <- sum(lambda)”2/ (sum(lambda)?2 + sum(1-(lambda”*2)))
print(AVE) ### 690

lambda <- ¢(.301, .791, .747)
AVEdc <- sum(lambda)?2 / (sum(lambda)*2 + sum(1-(lambda”2)))
print(AVEdc) #iHt .66

lambda <- ¢(.448, .762, .723, .574)
AVEje <- sum(lambda)?2 / (sum(lambda)?2 + sum(1-(lambda”2)))
print(AVEje) #itt .73

lambda <- ¢(.651, .728, .804)
AVEjp <- sum(lambda)*2 / (sum(lambda)*2 + sum(1-(lambda”2)))
print(AVEjp) #itt .77

lambda <- ¢(.630, .490, .731, .702)
AVEsr <- sum(lambda)?2 / (sum(lambda)*2 + sum(1-(lambda”2)))
print(AVEsr) #itt .74

lambda <- ¢(.705, .873, .807)
AVEwb <- sum(lambda)*2 / (sum(lambda)*2 + sum(1-(lambda”2)))
print(AVEwb) #it .84

HHHHHHTHHH R STEP 4. STRUCTURAL MODEL #H#HH I HH R
model <-'
sbs =~ TT3G52F + TT3G52G + TT3G52H
dc=~ TT3G41B + TT3G41C + TT3G41D
je =~ TT3G53C + TT3G53E + TT3G53G + TT3G53)
jp =~ TT3G53B + TT3G53D + TT3G53F
sr="~TT3G49A + TT3G49B + TT3G49C + TT3G49D
wb =~ TT3G51A + TT3G51C + TT3G51D
shs~dc+je+jp+sr+wb
fit <- sem(model = model,

data = removed,

std.Iv=T,

estimator="MLR")

summary(fit, fit. measures=TRUE, rsquare=T)

estim <- parameterestimates(fit, standardized=TRUE)

options(max.print=1000000)

print(estim) ### R-squared for sbs (outcome variable) is 0.261
.261/(1-.261) ### 0.35 (large effect) (.02 small, .15 medium, and .35 is large)

# Closer look at predictors of verbal intimidation...
model <-'
dc=~ TT3G41B + TT3G41C + TT3G41D
je =~ TT3G53C + TT3G53E + TT3G53G + TT3G53)
jp=~TT3G53B + TT3G53D + TT3G53F
sr="TT3G49A + TT3G49B + TT3G49C + TT3G49D
wb =~ TT3G51A + TT3G51C + TT3G51D
TT3G52H ~dc +je +jp +sr+wb
fit <- sem(model = model,

data = removed,

std.Iv=T,
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estimator="MLR")

summary(fit, fit. measures=TRUE, rsquare=T)

estim <- parameterestimates(fit, standardized=TRUE)
options(max.print=1000000)

print(estim)

# Closer look at maintaining discipline
model <-'
dc=~ TT3G41B + TT3G41C + TT3G41D
je =~ TT3G53C + TT3G53E + TT3G53G + TT3G53)
jp="~TT3G53B + TT3G53D + TT3G53F
sr="~TT3G49A + TT3G49B + TT3G49C + TT3G49D
wb =~ TT3G51A + TT3G51C + TT3G51D
TT3G52G ~dc+je+jp+sr+wb
fit <- sem(model = model,

data = removed,

std.Iv=T,

estimator="MLR")

summary(fit, fit. measures=TRUE, rsquare=T)

estim <- parameterestimates(fit, standardized=TRUE)
options(max.print=1000000)

print(estim)

# Closer look at stress about student achievement
model <-'
dc=~ TT3G41B + TT3G41C + TT3G41D
je =~ TT3G53C + TT3G53E + TT3G53G + TT3G53)
jp="~TT3G53B + TT3G53D + TT3G53F
sr="TT3G49A + TT3G49B + TT3G49C + TT3G49D
wb =~ TT3G51A + TT3G51C + TT3G51D
TT3G52F ~dc+je +jp +sr+wb
fit <- sem(model = model,

data = removed,

std.Iv=T,

estimator="MLR")

summary(fit, fit. measures=TRUE, rsquare=T)

estim <- parameterestimates(fit, standardized=TRUE)
options(max.print=1000000)

print(estim)

# Closer look at individual factor predictors of verbal intimidation...
model <-'
dc=~ TT3G41B + TT3G41C + TT3G41D
je =~ TT3G53C + TT3G53E + TT3G53G + TT3G53)
jp="~TT3G53B + TT3G53D + TT3G53F
sr="TT3G49A + TT3G49B + TT3G49C + TT3G49D
wb =~ TT3G51A + TT3G51C + TT3G51D
TT3G52H ~dc + je + jp + sr + wb + TT3G01 + TCHAGEGR + TT3G11B
fit <- sem(model = model,
data = removed,
std.Iv=T,
estimator="MLR")

summary(fit, fit. measures=TRUE, rsquare=T)

estim <- parameterestimates(fit, standardized=TRUE)
options(max.print=1000000)

print(estim)
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