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We examined the role of educator perceptions of school leader emotion regulation (ER) and emotional support (ES) in educator well-being during a typical year and during the COVID-19 pandemic. Based on emotion contagion theory, leaders’ (in)ability to regulate their own emotions may trigger ripple effects of positive or negative emotions throughout their organizations, impacting staff well-being. Additionally, based on conservation of resources theory, when experiencing psychologically taxing events, skillful emotional support provided by leaders may help to replenish staff’s depleted psychological resources, promoting staff well-being. In two national studies, a cross-sectional (NStudy 1 = 4,847) and a two-wave study (NStudy 2 = 2,749), we tested the association between United States preK-12 educator perceptions of school leaders’ ER and ES with educator well-being before and during the COVID-19 pandemic, employing structural equation modeling and multilevel modeling. In Studies 1 and 2, educator reports of their leaders’ ER and ES skills predicted greater educator well-being, including higher positive affect and job satisfaction and lower emotional exhaustion and turnover intentions. In moderation analyses, perceived leader ER predicted well-being about equally among educators facing severe versus mild health impacts from COVID-19. In contrast, perceived leader ES was more strongly associated with educator well-being for some outcomes in those severely versus mildly impacted by COVID-19 illness and death. Leader ER played a role in the well-being of everyone, whereas leader ES was more predictive of well-being for those severely impacted by a crisis. Regarding implications for policy and practice, efforts to promote well-being among educators may be enhanced when combined with efforts to develop school leaders’ ER and ES skills, especially in times of crisis. Accordingly, school districts should consider the value of investing in systematic, evidence-based emotion skills training for their leaders.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic upended school systems across the globe. In 2020, most schools in the United States converted to part-time or full-time remote instruction with little warning and training, and the most vulnerable students lacked access to critical services and technologies—precipitating short-term and possibly long-term adverse impacts on child health and development (Hamilton et al., 2020; Phelps and Sperry, 2020; Bacher-Hicks et al., 2021; Kaufman et al., 2021). In the years following, staff and students are still engaging in the complex process of settling back into school in person, and reestablishing school norms after being socially distanced for months (Kates et al., 2021; Williams, 2021). Meanwhile, the politicization of education is rising in the U.S., increasing public pressure on leaders and educators, which disrupts school climates and educator well-being (Woo et al., 2022). As a result of these and other factors, educator stress and burnout have escalated (Hamilton et al., 2020; Ferren, 2021; Kim et al., 2022) with stress becoming the leading reason educators report leaving the profession (Diliberti et al., 2021; Steiner and Woo, 2021). Additionally, 72% of school leaders report burnout associated with job stress as a moderate to major concern (Kaufman et al., 2021; see also Brackett et al., 2020; Rubin, 2020). These trends are not only present in schools. About 33% of U.S. adults reported symptoms of anxiety or depression in 2021, and they continue to do so at the end of 2023, compared to about 11% in 2019 before the pandemic [Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), 2023]. The pandemic exacerbated a national mental health crisis inside and outside of schools (Santoro and Price, 2021).

During times of crisis, leaders play an essential role. They may serve as instruments of support and stability, or they may elevate risk and uncertainty with potential lasting impacts on social cohesion and psychological well-being (Van Vugt et al., 2008; Hannah et al., 2009; Guilaran et al., 2018). In the workplace, emotionally unstable and unsupportive leaders have staff who miss more days of work, are less engaged and satisfied with their jobs, are more likely to quit, and who report more physical and mental health problems (Harris et al., 2009; Kelloway and Barling, 2010; Schyns and Schilling, 2013; Harms et al., 2017; Montano et al., 2017; Nielsen et al., 2017). In the present research, we focused on the extent to which this phenomenon exists in U.S. preK-12 schools. We investigated the role of educator perceptions of their school leaders’ emotion skills in educator well-being, specifically, whether perceived leader emotion regulation (ER) and emotional support (ES) predicted educator well-being before and during the COVID-19 pandemic, a crisis that created an emotionally heightened context in schools (Urick et al., 2021).

With U.S. school leaders and educators facing an array of rising professional (e.g., student learning loss, high turnover rates) and personal stressors (e.g., financial insecurity, parental challenges) brought on by the pandemic (Kaufman et al., 2021; Steiner and Woo, 2021), school leader ER and ES may be significant factors in educator well-being. However, multilevel research investigating the associations between perceptions of school leader ER and ES with educator well-being is limited (Liebowitz and Porter, 2019; Mahfouz et al., 2019; Gómez-Leal et al., 2021). In particular, the role of leader emotion skills in educator well-being during extreme times is currently unclear. It is unknown whether school leader ER and ES matter more during a crisis, and among educators who are most impacted by a crisis. Therefore, we conducted two large-scale national studies, a cross-sectional study run during typical times (NStudy1 = 4,847) and a two-wave study run during the COVID-19 pandemic (NStudy2 = 2,749). We tested whether U.S. educator perceptions of school leaders’ ER and ES predicted educator well-being before and during the pandemic, and whether school leader ER and ES were more predictive of educator well-being among educators more severely impacted by COVID-19 illness and death.


Defining and measuring occupational well-being in educators

Occupational well-being, including educator well-being specifically, is a broad, multidimensional construct that often includes positively and negatively valenced subjective experiences pertaining to workers’ emotional health, motivation, and engagement (Danna and Griffin, 1999; Day and Qing, 2009; Page and Vella-Brodrick, 2009). As such, educator well-being is typically measured via first-person reports of the following indicators: job satisfaction, perceived stress, positive and negative emotions, burnout, motivation and engagement, and turnover intentions (Fried et al., 2015; McIntyre et al., 2017; Zarate et al., 2019). Given the multidimensionality of occupational well-being, workplace and educator well-being studies often assess the construct with multiple instruments to increase content validity. Based on this literature, we define and measure educator well-being in this research as a single multidimensional construct with facets related to both occupational flourishing (e.g., personal accomplishment, positive affect, and job satisfaction) and occupational languishing (e.g., emotional exhaustion, negative affect, and turnover intentions).



Leader emotion regulation and educator well-being: theory and evidence

One mechanism linking school leader behavior and educator well-being may be leaders’ ability to regulate their own emotions (see Figure 1; George, 2000; Humphrey, 2002; Gooty et al., 2010; Thiel et al., 2015; Liebowitz and Porter, 2019). Emotion regulation is the ability to influence what emotions people experience, when they have emotions, and how they experience and express emotions (Gross, 1999; Mayer et al., 2016). Given the complex organizational and psychological demands of running a school (e.g., managing curriculum and instruction, hiring and staffing, school budgets, and fostering an inspiring school climate), school leaders carry an emotional load that if not regulated puts them at risk of occupational stress, low job satisfaction, and burnout (Darmody and Smyth, 2016; Collie et al., 2020). According to emotion contagion theory, when leaders have difficulty managing their emotions, those emotions can “spread” across organizations (Johnson, 2008; Barsade et al., 2018). That is, when individuals repeatedly interact with one another in shared environments they can both implicitly and explicitly influence each other’s emotional states (Barsade, 2002; Elfenbein, 2014; Chen et al., 2021), as emotional expression and mimicry evolved to rapidly communicate information to the self and others key for survival (Darwin, 1872/1998; Keltner and Haidt, 1999).

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1
 Theoretical model: effects of perceived school leader emotion regulation and emotional support on educator well-being.


Notably, people may be especially sensitive to emotional cues expressed by those with greater power and influence (Sy et al., 2005; Johnson, 2008), and so the emotional state of a school leader may trigger similar emotions in their educators (Bower et al., 2018). As emotions are a central facet of well-being itself (Diener, 2009), and as school leaders may transmit emotions to others who absorb those emotions, leader-driven emotion contagion may play a role in educator well-being. For example, a principal who is visibly anxious about the effects of a pandemic on school health and safety, and cannot effectively down-regulate their feelings, may trigger anxiety in their staff too. Supporting this notion, one study found that principals’ stress levels predicted educators’ stress levels as mediated by educators’ perceptions of their work demands (Westman and Etzion, 1999). Leaders who can manage their own emotions may be less likely to trigger negative emotion contagion in educators, even during a crisis, whereas leaders with ER difficulties may unknowingly spread stress to educators, impacting their well-being.

In line with this reasoning, the staff of transformational and charismatic leaders enjoy greater well-being, possibly due to leaders spreading more positive emotions as well as managing the contagion of negative emotions (Griffith et al., 2015; Harms et al., 2017; Montano et al., 2017). School leaders skilled at regulating their own emotions may, for example, up-regulate more inspiration, hope, and pride—and better down-regulate anxiety, anger, and sadness. As such, leaders can shape their school climates to become more imbued with positive versus negative emotions that promote educator well-being in different ways (e.g., reduced emotional exhaustion, increased positive affect and job satisfaction; Mahfouz et al., 2019). This is significant because positive emotions are themselves psychological resources that can promote creative problem solving, cooperation, job performance, and well-being (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005; Zelenski et al., 2008; Diener et al., 2020; Brown and Fredrickson, 2021). Bearing in mind that emotionally skilled leaders know the functional value of all emotions (George, 2000), including negative emotions, they also understand that fostering positive emotions and reducing chronic negative emotions supports occupational well-being and success (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005).

Both inside and outside of educational settings, the evidence linking leader ER skills specifically to staff well-being is limited. One meta-analysis found that organizational leader emotion skills were correlated with a key dimension of occupational well-being: job satisfaction (Miao et al., 2016). However, the studies that reported results for leader ER skills specifically found no effects for ER (only effects averaging across emotion skills). In a large cross-industry study, worker perceptions of their supervisors’ emotion skills were associated with more positive and fewer negative emotions in staff (Ivcevic et al., 2020). Similarly, another study found a positive association between leader emotion skills and staff job satisfaction (Wong and Law, 2002). Yet, in both studies, the results were not reported for ER skills specifically. One novel study did test and report a positive association between staff perceptions of leader ER skills and staff job satisfaction (Zampetakis and Kafetsios, 2010). That said, this study and the other studies mentioned utilized cross-sectional designs, making the direction of association unknown. More satisfied staff may elicit more positive emotions from their leaders (rather than leaders who up-regulate positive emotions promoting job satisfaction in staff), and/or satisfied staff may view their leaders in a more favorable light (a “halo effect”; Forgas and Laham, 2017).

In the school context, four cross-sectional studies report an association between school leaders’ emotion skills and educator job satisfaction. Studies conducted in Indonesia (Waruwu, 2015), Hong Kong (Wong et al., 2010), and Greece (Taliadorou and Pashiardis, 2015) found that school leaders’ emotion skills (self-reported or educator-rated) were positively related to educator job satisfaction. In these studies, however, the relationship between leader ER specifically and educator well-being was not described, so that link remains unclear. Furthermore, in another study conducted in Greece, counter to the studies above, school leaders’ self-reported ER was negatively associated with educator well-being across indicators, including job satisfaction (Kafetsios et al., 2011). The authors suggest that leaders who are “too much in control” of their emotions may seem inauthentic and so may fail to sustain warm, trusting bonds key for educator well-being. Given the limited and conflicting findings, there is a need for research to test the nature and direction of the link between school leader ER and educator well-being. Also, the role of school leader ER in educator well-being during crisis is unknown. To our knowledge, all studies to date test these relationships only during typical times. Educators under extreme stress and most impacted by a crisis might benefit more from leaders skilled in ER, as such leaders may serve as a source of positive emotions and spread fewer negative emotions during challenging times (Urick et al., 2021). We aim to address these gaps to advance knowledge in the field.



Leader emotional support and educator well-being: theory and evidence

Another mechanism linking school leader behavior and educator well-being may be leaders’ ability to provide emotional support (see Figure 1; George, 2000; Kleine et al., 2019; Liebowitz and Porter, 2019). ES consists of being, “available to listen, to care, to sympathize, to provide reassurance, and to make others feel valued and cared for” (Helgeson, 2003; p. 25), especially in difficult times. Conservation of resources theory holds that the perceived availability of material (e.g., food, medicine) and psychological (e.g., knowledge, skills) resources influences well-being (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). People focus on minimizing losses and maximizing gains of their resources, and threats to this goal typically trigger stress (e.g., Lesener et al., 2019; Wanberg et al., 2020). The theory suggests that the brain budgets its resources beyond the self to include a network of trusted others, and furthermore, that a major psychological resource is emotional support from trusted others. One of those trusted others might be one’s leader at work (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Moreover, the theory also asserts that in the context of heightened resource loss or threats of loss (e.g., a pandemic), the psychological significance of resource gains increases. Therefore, by collectively shouldering burdens and sharing their psychological resources, school leaders skilled at supporting others in managing their own emotions may help to preserve or replenish educators’ psychological resources and offset threats or losses, particularly during a crisis when resources may be more scarce. As a result, educators working for emotionally supportive leaders may experience greater well-being and less ill-being and the salutary effects of leader ES may be enhanced for those who are more impacted by a crisis.

Across industries, perceived supervisor support is consistently and highly associated with job satisfaction and well-being at work (Viswesvaran et al., 1999; Halbesleben, 2006; Kleine et al., 2019). There are two major forms of support leaders provide: emotional support (i.e., listening to emotional experiences, and offering encouragement, recognition, and caring), and instrumental support (i.e., sharing information, opportunities, and resources; Morelli et al., 2015; Jolly et al., 2021). Notably, school leader emotional support predicts educator well-being more than support from colleagues or other sources (Russell et al., 1987; Hughes et al., 2015), and educator’s rate emotional support as the most important form of support (Littrell et al., 1994). This may be the case because of the dynamic, multilayered emotional demands educators face, and school leaders’ ability to modify and reframe educator demands (James et al., 2019; Berkovich and Eyal, 2020). Importantly, educators report receiving emotional support less often than their leaders report offering it, which may undermine educator well-being (Hughes et al., 2015). If addressed, however, this presents an opportunity to promote the well-being of educators.

In prior studies, perceived school leader ES is associated with greater educator well-being and less educator ill-being, including: educators’ ability to regulate their own emotions (Berkovich and Eyal, 2020), burnout (Russell et al., 1987), school commitment, job satisfaction, and physical health (Littrell et al., 1994), stress, self-efficacy, and morale (Lambersky, 2016), psychological needs satisfaction (Ford et al., 2019), turnover intentions and attrition (Podolsky et al., 2016), and quality of life (Yuh and Choi, 2017; for a review, see Liebowitz and Porter, 2019; cf. Burke and Greenglass, 1995; Burke et al., 1996). Although these findings are notable, the role of school leader ES during a crisis remains untested, and based on conservation of resources theory, it is under such conditions that leader ES may matter the most for educator well-being (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Further, understanding for whom school leader ES is most helpful has not been well-delineated, and examining who has been most impacted by a crisis will afford an opportunity to examine this question. From the view of conservation of resources theory, those facing the greatest losses or threats are the most likely to benefit from psychological support (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Without subgroup analyses, it is unclear whether perceived leader ES predicts educator well-being for all, or mostly for those facing heightened challenges. Also, prior studies have primarily examined the relationship between school leader ES and educator well-being without linking educator perceptions to their specific leaders (i.e., without using multilevel modeling). We aim to address these limitations.



The present research

Across two national studies, we tested the hypotheses that U.S. educators who perceived their school leaders as higher on ER (H1) and ES (H2) would report greater well-being. Further, we hypothesized that educator perceptions of their leaders’ ER (H3) and ES (H4) would more strongly predict educator well-being in those severely versus mildly impacted by COVID-19 illness and death. Study 1 employed a large, national sample of U.S. preK-12 educators (N = 4,847) with a school-nested subsample, and was conducted before the COVID-19 pandemic in the Spring of 2017. Study 2 extended Study 1 with a two-wave design—to clarify the direction of association between perceived leader ER and ES with educator well-being—using a large, racially diverse sample of U.S. preK-12 educators (N = 2,749). In Study 2, we also examined whether perceived leader ER and ES predicted educator well-being during a crisis, and more strongly among those severely impacted by a crisis. Study 2 was conducted in the Fall of 2020 during a national surge in U.S. COVID-19 cases (Johns Hopkins Coronavirus Resource Center, 2021) when schools were heavily disrupted by the pandemic.




Study 1


Methods


Participants and procedures

The total study sample was N = 4,847. School leaders were removed from the sample (n = 239), as first-person reports of emotion regulation and emotional support are substantively different from, and may face more threats to validity than, second-person reports (Elfenbein et al., 2015). We report demographics of the remaining analytic sample in Table 1 (n = 4,608). Educators were from 48 of 50 U.S. states and one territory (i.e., the District of Columbia). The sample was composed largely of White1 (82.6%), female (81.5%), full-time (88.6%) educators and teachers (92.6%)2 with a mean age of 43.5 years (SD = 11.8) who worked in public schools (66.1%). Average years of experience in education was 15.4 years (SD = 10.2) and average years at their current school was 9.2 years (SD = 8.1) with a modal annual income of $50,000–$59,999, and a modal level of education reported as a master’s degree (70.5%).3



TABLE 1 Study 1: participant demographic characteristics.
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An invitation to participate in a study on educator well-being was disseminated online and in person via researcher contacts with school district leaders, non-profits, and national education organizations throughout the U.S. Sharing the study link with educator colleagues was encouraged as well (i.e., snowball sampling). As the study link was distributed widely and shared among informal social networks, we were unable to track all participant recruitment sources. We were able to identify a subset of individuals who participated with their schools, and thus for analysis we separated the sample into a non-school-sourced subsample (Study 1a; n = 1793), and a school-sourced subsample (Study 1b; n = 2,233, k = 88 schools; Meducators per school = 25.38; SDeducators per school = 37.10; see Analytic Plan below).4 To enhance our ability to study educator well-being at a national level, our sample size was determined by the maximum number of educators interested in participating in the study rather than from conducting a power analysis. Participants took about 20–25 minutes to complete the study measures online via Qualtrics during the Spring of 2017. This study was approved by our university IRB committee.



Measures

As this study was part of a larger national study on educator well-being, we employed a series of brief measures. This approach maximized the number of responses and the breadth of construct coverage. The use of short-form measures in large-scale health research is an established practice, including in studies on well-being and happiness where constructs are reliably measured with small sets of items (Cheung and Lucas, 2014; Helliwell et al., 2022). This approach also eased respondent fatigue and reduced the study’s cognitive load, which is important because long surveys may undermine the quality of responses (Egleston et al., 2011; Adams and Umbach, 2012; Borragán et al., 2017). Note that additional measures of educators’ school experiences and health were administered, but they were not included as they are beyond the scope of this study.


Perceived school leader emotion regulation and emotional support

We measured school leader ER and ES skills by gathering educators’ global perceptions of their school leaders’ typical ER and ES behavior. Reported perceptions of others’ emotion skills may confer greater predictive validity than self-report or performance measures (Elfenbein et al., 2015; Ivcevic et al., 2020). To parsimoniously obtain educator perceptions of their school leaders’ ER and ES, we created two items to tap ER (i.e., how well leaders manage their own emotions) and two items to tap ES (i.e., how well leaders help others manage their emotions).5 The ER items were: “My principal manages their emotions skillfully” and “My principal handles their emotions effectively in stressful situations.” The ES items were: “My principal is emotionally supportive of others” and “My principal is good at helping others feel better when they are upset.”6 The response scale was 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree). The ER and ES subscales were highly reliable (Spearman-Brown coefficient = 0.95 and = 0.95, respectively).7 In the Results, we report a confirmatory factor analysis of our perceived leader ER and ES measure, and the latent correlations between perceived leader ER and ES.



Educator well-being measures

We assessed educators’ occupational well-being with indicators of their occupational flourishing (i.e., sense of personal accomplishment, job satisfaction, and positive affect) as well as languishing (i.e., reports of emotional exhaustion, negative affect, and turnover intentions; Danna and Griffin, 1999; Page and Vella-Brodrick, 2009).


Emotional exhaustion and personal accomplishment

Emotional exhaustion and personal accomplishment. We used the emotional exhaustion (EE) and personal accomplishment (PAcc) subscales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory for Educators (MBI-ES; Maslach et al., 1996; see also Maslach et al., 2001). The response scale ranges from 1 (never) to 7 (every day). Example items are: “I feel emotionally drained from my work” (EE) and “I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job” (PAcc). The EE and PAcc subscales showed high and acceptable reliability: α = 0.91 and α = 0.79, respectively.



Job satisfaction

Job satisfaction. The three items used to measure job satisfaction were adapted from the Teaching Empowering Leading Learning Survey (TELL Survey; New Teacher Center, 2017). An example item is: “Overall, my school is a good place to work and learn.” The response scale is 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree). The scale was highly reliable: α = 0.93.



Positive affect and negative affect

Positive affect and negative affect. We assessed positive affect (PA) and negative affect (NA) with the 10-item Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Kercher, 1992; Mackinnon et al., 1999). The PA and NA subscales each contain five items. Example items are: “inspired” and “enthusiastic” (PA) and “nervous” and “distressed” (NA). The response scale is 1 (never) to 7 (always), indicating how participants felt, “over the past 2 weeks.” Both subscales reached acceptable levels of reliability: α = 0.83 (PA) and α = 0.85 (NA).



Turnover intentions

Turnover intentions. Turnover intentions were assessed with two items from Moeller et al. (2018): “If an opportunity presented itself, I would pursue another job” and “I have to stay at this job, even though I would rather leave.” The response scale is 1 (completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree). The measure reliability was acceptable, Spearman-Brown coefficient = 0.72.



Educator emotions at school (open-ended)

Educator emotions at school (open-ended). Participants were asked to: “Think about how you feel each day at school. What are the 3 feelings you experience the most as an educator working in your school? Please write one word in each of the three boxes below.” We combined variants of the same word (e.g., happy, happiness), and removed multi-word phrases, but otherwise left all words unchanged. The top 10 reported emotion words are in Table 2. Open-ended questions may yield information on emotions that close-ended scales fail to capture (Ivcevic et al., 2020) and can reduce common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).



TABLE 2 Study 1: top 10 educator emotions at work (open-ended responses).
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Covariates

We included covariates in our models that correlate with well-being in educators and other populations (Diener, 2009; Tay et al., 2014; McIntyre et al., 2017). They were: age, gender, race/ethnicity, regular work hours, extra work hours, income, class size, and years working at their school. These covariates also might explain variance in perceptions of school leader ER and ES skills. Educators who feel “overworked and underpaid,” for instance, may rate their leaders’ ER and ES lower because of unfavorable work conditions (e.g., see Burkhauser, 2017). Also, educators who have worked at the same school for longer might know their principal or administrator better, and so may be a more accurate judge of their leader’s ER and ES skills.





Analytic plan

For our analyses in Study 1, we created two different analytic samples. School-sourced data require an accounting for the non-independence of observations, as the nesting of observations can influence standard errors and bias parameter estimates (Peugh, 2010). The first set of results we report below are from the non-nested sample (Study 1a; n = 1793), and the second set of results are from the school-nested sample (Study 1b; n = 2,233, k = 88 schools).


Study 1a and 1b: confirmatory factor analyses

We conducted two sets of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs). First, to validate the factor structure of the new emotion skills measure, we tested the fit of a single-level (Study 1a) and a multilevel (Study 1b), two-factor model of educator perceptions of school leader ER and ES. Second, despite the multilevel data structure in Study 1b, we conducted single-level CFAs for leader ER and ES and the six multi-item well-being variables8 in Study 1b as well, so we could later enter them into a multilevel regression for predictive analyses (see Structural Equation Model and Multilevel Regression Analyses below). We took this approach in Study 1b to reduce the multilevel model (MLM) parameters, so the model would be identified and fit statistics would be produced. As such, variance of the Study 1b factor scores was partitioned at the educator and school level in our predictive analyses rather than in our CFAs.

For our CFAs, we used Mplus 8.5 employing maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors (MLR) that addresses multivariate non-normality and data missingness (Muthén and Muthén, 2017). The MLR estimator in Mplus includes full information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation to handle missing data (Enders and Bandalos, 2001; Shin et al., 2009). For all Study 1a and 1b CFAs, we assessed model fit using the comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Hooper et al., 2008). The benchmarks for “adequate fit” were: ≥ 0.90 for CFI, and ≤ 0.08 for RMSEA and SRMR, and for “good fit” were: ≥ 0.95 for CFI, and ≤ 0.05 for RMSEA and SRMR (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Hooper et al., 2008; cf. Marsh et al., 2004). Factor loadings above 0.40 were considered acceptable and supportive of the specified factor structure.



Study 1a: structural equation modeling

In Study 1a, to test whether perceived school leader ER and ES were associated with educator well-being, we conducted structural equation models (SEMs; see Figure 2). In SEMs, both measurement models (CFAs) and predictive models (path analyses) are typically conducted simultaneously. As such, all multi-item measures were modeled latently using CFA in Study 1a.
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FIGURE 2
 Study 1: perceived school leader emotion regulation or emotional support predicting indicators of educator well-being: simplified statistical model. In Study 1a and 1b, we conducted two main statistical models. In the first, perceived school leader emotion regulation (ER) predicted all educator well-being variables (all outcomes were allowed to covary). In the second, perceived school leader emotional support (ES) predicted all educator well-being variables (all outcomes were allowed to covary). Covariates were also included in these models (see Covariates in the Study 1 Method section). Latent correlations reflecting relationships among key study variables can be found in Table 3 (Study 1a) and Table 4 (Study 1b). To aid readability, covariate paths and item-level paths and error variances for ER, ES, and educator well-being are not depicted here. Circles indicate latent variables. Emotional Exhaust: emotional exhaustion; Personal Accomp: personal accomplishment.


That said, in our independent CFAs, the two-factor model of perceived school leader emotion skills showed acceptable fit (see below). Thus, for theoretical and empirical reasons, we modeled leader ER and ES as separate latent variables in our SEMs. However, we did not include leader ER and ES in the same SEM given their high correlation (r = 0.86) to reduce multicollinearity which can impact the reliability of parameter estimates (Alin, 2010). We instead conducted two SEMs. In the first model, all latent and observed variables that measured leader ER, educator well-being, and the covariates were entered simultaneously in one SEM. In the second model, all latent and observed variables that measured leader ES, educator well-being, and the covariates were entered simultaneously in another SEM. In our SEMs, the outcomes were allowed to covary, as they all measured educator well-being. Like our CFAs, we used Mplus 8.5 with MLR, and we used the same CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR model fit criteria.



Study 1b: multilevel regression analyses

In Study 1b, given the school-nested data structure, we ran two-level multilevel regression models to examine the association between perceived leader ER and ES with educator well-being at L1 (educator level) and L2 (school level). Fewer Type I errors are committed when using MLMs compared to simply adjusting the standard errors to address nesting (Cheah, 2009). An MLM approach also permitted testing whether educators from the same schools perceived their school leaders’ ER and ES similarly (i.e., we report intraclass correlations), and whether perceived leader ER and ES predicted educator well-being outcomes at the individual educator level as well as at the school level. Leaders may influence the collective emotional climate of a school in addition to individuals’ well-being (Mahfouz et al., 2019). Few studies have reported multilevel analyses of leader ER and ES with educator well-being (e.g., Littrell et al., 1994).

That said, MLMs require additional parameters to parse participant-level and cluster-level variance, increasing the demands on the model (Peugh, 2010). As we had 88 clusters—which sets a ceiling on the number of parameters we could include in a single MLM—we took three steps to reduce the model parameters. First, we saved factor scores from the single-level CFAs we conducted and entered those into our multilevel regressions.9 Second, we selected a subset of key covariates for our models. For the predictors, we only included one covariate—years working at their school—as educators who are at the same school for longer may have more accurate perceptions of their leaders’ ER and ES. For the outcomes, we included the primary personal demographics only—namely, age, gender, and race/ethnicity—as these are the most widely used covariates in personal and occupational well-being research (Diener, 2009; Tay et al., 2014). Third, we modeled covariates only at the educator level, not at the school level, with one exception. We still regressed perceived leader ER and ES onto years worked at their school at the school level. We did this because schools with educators who have been working there for longer may offer more precise estimates of the relationship between school leader ER and ES skills with collective educator well-being. The Study 1b model is presented in Figure 2.

As with Study 1a, we ran two separate models, one for leader ER and one for leader ES with all well-being outcomes and the aforementioned covariates (see Figure 2). We grandmean-centered the level 1 predictors, which are the same as the level 2 predictors, as this is needed to obtain a meaningful interpretation of intercept and slope parameters in MLMs (Enders and Tofighi, 2007). We used Mplus 8.5 with MLR, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR as model fit indices, and we specified the “TYPE = Twolevel” command in Mplus for multilevel regressions.



Descriptive moderator analyses

Lastly, we examined how the frequency of positive and negative emotion words educators freely generated in describing their feelings about working at school (on open-ended questions) varied by perceived school leader ER and ES skills (at one SD above and one SD below the mean). One member of our research team coded all single emotion words reported into positive (subjectively pleasant) or negative (subjectively unpleasant) emotion categories based on well-studied and supported classifications from the emotion science literature (see Barrett and Russell, 1999; Cowen and Keltner, 2017, 2021). Then, a second researcher reviewed the codes, and 100% agreement was reached through discussion (all disagreements were resolved).




Results


Descriptive statistics and correlations

Descriptive statistics and latent correlations from CFAs between all Study 1 variables are in Table 3 (Study 1a) and Table 4 (Study 1b). Perceived leader ER and ES and a number of demographic factors correlated with indicators of educator well-being in Study 1a and 1b.



TABLE 3 Study 1a: zero-order correlations among latent study variables from CFAs and covariates.
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TABLE 4 Study 1b: zero-order correlations among latent study variables from CFAs and covariates (school-nested sample).
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Study 1a: CFA results

In our non-nested sample, the two-factor CFA of perceived leader ER and ES showed good model fit, X2(1) = 0.34, p = 0.56; RMSEA < 0.01; CFI = 1.00; and SRMR < 0.01. The standardized factor loadings were high and ranged from 0.94 to 0.97 for leader ER and 0.93 to 0.95 for leader ES. The latent ER and ES scores correlated strongly (r = 0.85, p < 0.001). Given the high correlation, we also report a one-factor CFA of perceived leader ER and ES in the Supplementary material. The two-factor model was retained, as it fit the data better, and it aligns with theoretical distinctions that suggest ER and ES may overlap, but are different emotion skills (see Mayer et al., 2016).



Study 1a: SEM results


Perceived leader ER model

For perceived leader ER, the SEM showed acceptable model fit, X2(643) = 2724.15, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.05, and yielded significant effects (see Table 5). Supporting H1, perceived leader ER predicted less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, and greater personal accomplishment, job satisfaction, and positive affect (absolute βs ranged from 0.12 to 0.42, ps < 0.001; see Table 5).



TABLE 5 Study 1a: standardized effects from structural equation modeling (SEM): perceived leader emotion regulation and emotional support predicting educator well-being.
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Perceived leader ES model

For perceived leader ES, the SEM also showed acceptable fit, X2(643) = 2750.60, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.05, and indicated significant effects (see Table 5). Supporting H2, perceived leader ES predicted lower emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, and higher personal accomplishment, job satisfaction, and positive affect (absolute βs ranged from 0.15 to 0.49, ps < 0.001; see Table 5).




Study 1b: intraclass correlations

For the school-nested sample, we examined the intraclass correlations (ICCs) to determine how much variance in our main study variables existed at the educator level versus the school level. We found the factor-level ICCs were 0.24 for perceived leader ER and 0.23 for perceived leader ES, indicating about one quarter of the variance in perceived leader ER and ES was at the school level. To some extent, educators at the same school perceived their leaders’ ER and ES similarly. The factor-level ICCs for the educator well-being variables were: 0.11 (emotional exhaustion), 0.03 (personal accomplishment), 0.10 (job satisfaction), 0.09 (positive affect), 0.07 (negative affect), and 0.06 (turnover intentions). These ICCs indicate that educator well-being also may vary by educators’ school. Together, the ICCs suggested we needed to use MLMs in our inferential analyses to parse educator-level and school-level variance (Enders and Tofighi, 2007).



Study 1b: CFA results

The two-level, two-factor model of perceived leader ER and ES showed good fit, X2(2) = 4.03, p = 0.13; RMSEA = 0.02; CFI = 1.00; SRMRwithin < 0.01, SRMRbetween = 0.01. At the educator level (L1), the standardized factor loadings were high and ranged from 0.94 to 0.94 for leader ER, and 0.93 to 0.94 for leader ES. The latent ER and ES scores showed a large correlation (r = 0.85, p < 0.001). At the school level (L2), the standardized factor loadings were also high and ranged from 0.98 to 1.00 for leader ER, and 0.99 to 1.00 for leader ES. The latent ER and ES scores showed a large correlation again (r = 0.85, p < 0.001). Given the high ER–ES correlation, we also report a two-level, one-factor CFA of perceived leader ER and ES in the Supplementary material for completeness. The two-factor model showed better model fit, and is better supported by theory (see Mayer et al., 2016), so it was retained.



Study 1b: MLM results


Perceived leader ER model

For perceived leader ER, the MLM showed good fit, X2 (15) = 75.51, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.99; SRMRwithin = 0.01; SRMRbetween = 0.06, and yielded significant effects at L1 and L2 (see Table 6). At L1, supporting H1, perceived leader ER predicted less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, along with greater personal accomplishment, job satisfaction, and positive affect (absolute βs ranged from 0.12 to 0.37, ps < 0.001). At L2, supporting H1, perceived leader ER predicted less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, in addition to greater job satisfaction and positive affect (absolute βs ranged from 0.49 to 0.67, ps < 0.001). However, the association between perceived leader ER and personal accomplishment was not significant at L2.



TABLE 6 Study 1b: standardized effects from multilevel modeling (MLM): perceived leader emotion regulation and emotional support predicting educator well-being.
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Perceived leader ES model

For perceived leader ES, the MLM also showed good fit, X2(15) = 146.74, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.07; CFI = 0.98; SRMRwithin = 0.01; SRMRbetween = 0.06, and produced significant effects at L1 and L2 (see Table 6). At L1, supporting H2, perceived leader ES predicted less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, along with greater personal accomplishment, job satisfaction, and positive affect (absolute βs ranged from 0.16 to 0.43, ps < 0.001). At L2, supporting H2, perceived leader ES predicted less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, as well as greater job satisfaction and positive affect (absolute βs ranged from 0.51 to 0.70, ps < 0.001). However, as with perceived leader ER, perceived leader ES was not significantly associated with personal accomplishment at L2.




Study 1a and 1b: descriptive moderation results

We categorized the top three emotions educators felt at school (collected open-endedly) and explored how they varied by educator perceptions of their leaders’ ER and ES skills. Among all responses, 54.2% were negative emotion and 45.8% were positive emotion words. For educators reporting lower leader ER (one SD below the mean), 66.9% of emotion words were negative and 33.1% were positive. For educators reporting higher leader ER (one SD above the mean), 46.7% of emotion words were negative and 53.3% were positive (see Figure 3). Similarly, for educators reporting lower leader ES, 67.3% of the emotion words were negative and 32.3% were positive. For educators reporting higher leader ES, 45.2% of the emotion words were negative and 54.8% were positive (see Figure 4). These results support both H1 and H2.
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FIGURE 3
 Study 1: top educator emotions (open-ended) as a function of educator perceptions of school leaders’ emotion regulation (ER) skills. n = 4,026. The 30 most frequently reported educator emotion words (open-ended) are presented above, as a function of educator perceptions of their school leaders’ ER skills. Lower perceived leader ER skills (the circle on the left) = 1 SD below the mean. Higher perceived leader ER skills (circle on the right) = 1 SD above the mean. The overlap between circles represents shared responses at the mean level of perceived leader ER skills. Responses in the left and the right circles are unique to their respective groups.
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FIGURE 4
 Study 1: top educator emotions (open-ended) as a function of educator perceptions of school leaders’ emotional support (ES) skills. n = 4,026. The 30 most frequently reported educator emotion words (open-ended) are presented above, as a function of educator perceptions of their school leaders’ ES skills. Lower perceived leader ES skills (the circle on the left) = 1 SD below the mean. Higher perceived leader ES skills (circle on the right) = 1 SD above the mean. The overlap between circles represents shared responses at the mean level of perceived leader ES skills. Responses in the left and the right circles are unique to their respective groups.





Discussion

In Study 1a, our SEM results indicated that both leader ER and ES predicted less occupational ill-being (i.e., emotional exhaustion, negative affect, and turnover intentions) and greater occupational well-being (i.e., personal accomplishment, job satisfaction, and positive affect) among educators, including personal and school demographics as covariates in the models. In Study 1b, the multilevel regression results for the school-nested sample largely replicated the findings from Study 1a. At the educator level, perceived leader ER and ES predicted higher educator well-being on all six well-being indicators including primary covariates. At the school level, perceived leader ER and ES predicted higher educator well-being on five of the six well-being indicators. Leader ER and ES were not associated with personal accomplishment at the school level, which may be due to the minimal school-level variance in personal accomplishment (ICC = 0.03). The effect sizes were medium in Study 1a and Study 1b at the educator level, while the effects in Study 1b at the school level were medium to large (perhaps because of fewer covariates). We define effect sizes as small (β > 0.20), medium (β = 0.20–0.49), and large (β < 0.50) based on common social science standards (Fey et al., 2023). Educators also generated about 20% more positive emotion words and about 20% fewer negative emotion words to describe their school experience when working for a leader perceived as one SD higher versus lower on ER and ES skills. These effects are akin to, and in some cases larger than, those found in a meta-analysis of average school leader impacts on school outcomes (including on educator well-being; Liebowitz and Porter, 2019), and in recent systematic reviews of leading factors that predict educator well-being (see Hascher and Waber, 2021; Bardach et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023).

Overall, the SEM, MLM, and open-ended word results support H1 and H2, suggesting that perceived school leader ER and ES specifically are associated with multiple indicators of educator well-being. Furnished with a large national sample, some generalizability of the findings across U.S. educators may be permissible. Yet, Study 1 employed a cross-sectional design, and so the direction of association remains unclear, and educators of color were not well-represented in Study 1, which could limit the representativeness of the findings. Also, Study 1 was conducted during a typical school year, and it did not permit us to test the role of perceived leader ER and ES among educators impacted by a crisis, and whether educators severely versus mildly impacted benefit more from a leader skilled in ER and ES (H3-H4). To address these limitations, we conducted Study 2.




Study 2

In Study 2, to better understand the direction of association between perceived school leader emotion skills and educator well-being, we used a two-wave design that temporally separated the predictors from the outcomes. We examined the role of educator perceptions of school leader ER and ES in educator well-being during a crisis that severely disrupted the daily functioning of U.S. schools as well as those around the globe (i.e., the COVID-19 pandemic). We hypothesized that perceived school leader ER (H1) and ES (H2) at T1 would predict educator well-being at T2, accounting for covariates. Based on emotion contagion theory, leaders unable to remain calm amidst heightened pressure from the pandemic might be likely to experience and “spread” more negative emotions and fewer positive emotions to their educators (Barsade et al., 2018), who themselves faced increased emotional demands at the time. Based on conservation of resources theory, during a crisis, educator perceptions of their school leaders’ emotional support skills may be uniquely consequential for educator well-being to offset psychological resource losses or threats of loss (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Accordingly, we hypothesized that perceived leader ER (H3) and ES (H4) would predict educator well-being more strongly in educators severely versus mildly impacted by COVID-19 in terms of their exposure to illness and death.


Methods


Participants and procedures

Participant demographics are presented in Table 7 (nT1 = 2,655; nT2 = 1873).10 Participants were from all 50 U.S. states and were mostly White (42.1%), female (54.8%), full-time (70.6%) general or special education teachers11 (59.9%) who worked in public schools (72.4%) with a mean age of 37.4 years (SD = 8.5). Their average years of experience in education was 9.1 (SD = 6.9) with a modal income of $50,000–59,999 a year, and the modal education level was a master’s degree (42.6%). Most educators (59.7%) reported working for schools where learning was hybrid (i.e., working remotely and in-person), while some (32.9%) worked for schools with only remote learning, and a small group (6.9%) worked in schools with only in-person learning.



TABLE 7 Study 2: participant personal and school demographic characteristics.
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We intentionally oversampled Black (37.7%) and Latinx (23.0%) educators to promote their equitable representation in the study and in research on educator well-being more broadly, which has historically been understudied (e.g., Grooms et al., 2021). We partnered with seven national and regional organizations that work directly with Black and Latinx educators in the U.S. Community partners supported with survey design, messaging, and recruitment efforts. Together, our community partners and the authors disseminated the study via educational organization newsletters, listservs, educational talks and events, and social media for a study on equity in educator well-being. Also, participants were encouraged to contact their colleagues and promote the study as they saw fit (i.e., snowball sampling). To enhance our understanding of educator well-being at a national level, our sample size was determined by the maximum number of educators interested in participating and fiscal resources rather than by a power analysis. The online study took about 20 minutes to complete on Qualtrics in October of 2020 (T1) and December of 2020 (T2) during a surge of COVID-19 cases in the U.S. (Johns Hopkins Coronavirus Resource Center, 2021). This study was approved by our university IRB committee.



Measures

Like Study 1, Study 2 was a large-scale national study on educator well-being. As such, to maximize construct coverage and study population-level trends in the U.S. (e.g., Helliwell et al., 2022), while reducing respondent fatigue and the study’s cognitive demands (Egleston et al., 2011; Adams and Umbach, 2012; Borragán et al., 2017), we used mostly short-form measures. Note that other measures of educators’ school experiences and health were completed as part of this research, but they are not reported as they are beyond the scope of this study.


Perceived leader emotion regulation and emotional support

Educators reported their perceptions of school leaders’ ER and ES at T1 using the same items as Study 1. The two-factor model of perceived leader ER and ES provided acceptable reliability for ER (Spearman-Brown coefficient = 0.79) and ES (Spearman-Brown coefficient = 0.81). In the Results, we report a CFA of the two-factor model of perceived leader emotion skills to test whether it replicated in Study 2, along with the latent correlation between leader ER and ES.



Well-being measures

We assessed educator well-being with largely the same measures used in Study 1 to support commensurability and replicability. We also collected data on COVID-19-related stress and COVID-19 impact, as this study was conducted during a surge in the pandemic. All well-being measure information reported pertains to data collected at T2.


Emotional exhaustion

Emotional exhaustion. We used the same emotional exhaustion subscale of the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1996; see also Maslach et al., 2001) from Study 1, which showed high reliability in this study: α = 0.94. For parsimony, we did not include personal accomplishment in Study 2.



Job satisfaction

Job satisfaction. We administered the same job satisfaction measure from the TELL Survey (New Teacher Center, 2017) as Study 1. The measure was moderately reliable: α = 0.80.



Turnover intentions

Turnover intentions. We used the same items and response scale as Study 1 to assess turnover intentions (Moeller et al., 2018), but we added one item to increase reliability: “I often think of leaving my current profession.” The scale was moderately reliable: α = 0.81.



Positive affect and negative affect

Positive affect and negative affect. Based on emotions open-endedly reported in Study 1, and large-scale open-description emotions research (Ivcevic et al., 2020), we created one five-item measure of positive affect (PA) and one five-item measure of negative affect (NA). We did this as the PANAS has been criticized for capturing primarily high activation emotions (Barrett and Russell, 1999). The five PA items were: “joyful,” “content,” “proud,” “hopeful,” and “inspired.” The five NA items were: “anxious,” “sad,” “angry,” “burned-out,” and “alone.” The response scale was 1 (none of the time) to 5 (all of the time), indicating how participants felt, “over the past few weeks” (during the COVID-19 pandemic). Reliability was acceptable: α = 0.74 (PA) and α = 0.73 (NA). In the Results, we report a two-factor CFA of educator affect, and the latent PA-NA correlation.



COVID-19 stress

COVID-19 stress. Given the newness of the pandemic when this study was conducted, we created a one-item measure to tap COVID-19-related stress: “Please rate the extent to which the following factors have contributed to your stress over the past month.” One factor was “the COVID-19 pandemic.”13 Responses ranged from 1 (none) to 5 (a great deal).



COVID-19 health impact

COVID-19 health impact. Participants reported whether they, a loved one, and/or acquaintance contracted COVID-19—and/or a loved one or an acquaintance died from COVID-19. We dichotomized responses: 0 = mild impact (an acquaintance got sick or died, or unaffected; 57.4% of cases) and 1 = severe impact (participant got sick, and/or a loved one got sick or died; 42.6% of cases). Data were collected at T2 during a spike in U.S. COVID-19 cases.




Covariates

We measured the following covariates to include in our analyses (see Analytic Plan below) that may account for variance in predictors and outcomes: age, gender, race/ethnicity, regular work hours, extra work hours, income, and distance learning.14 These covariates may correlate with occupational and personal well-being in educators and other populations (Diener, 2009; Tay et al., 2014; McIntyre et al., 2017), and they may explain variance in perceptions of leader ER and ES (see Burkhauser, 2017). We also included a measure of distance learning in Study 2, as many students started to attend school from home, at least part of the time, given that schools locked down to reduce the spread of COVID-19. To measure distance learning, we asked: “As of today, how are students learning at your school?” Response options were: “Students are receiving: Only remote/virtual instruction; only in-person instruction; a combination of remote/virtual and in-person instruction; or other (please specify).”




Analytic plan

In Study 2, for all analyses, we used Mplus version 8.5 (Muthén and Muthén, 2017) with the MLR estimator (which utilizes FIML) that is largely robust to multivariate non-normality and missingness in the data assuming missing at random (MAR). Data missingness between T1 and T2 was approximately 30% across study variables, which MLR with FIML can handle under conditions of MAR (Shin et al., 2009; Nicholson et al., 2017). Missingness across variables for participants with both T1 and T2 data was low at 2.5%. We conducted three sets of analyses.

First, we conducted a CFA of the two-factor model of perceived school leader emotion skills. We evaluated model fit using RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR, and we also examined the standardized factor loadings. We used the same benchmark values for these criteria that we used in Study 1 to assess model fit and the factor loadings (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Hooper et al., 2008).

Second, we employed SEM to test the extent to which educator perceptions of school leader ER and ES at T1 predicted educator well-being at T2 (H1-H2). All multi-item scales were modeled latently using CFA. Like Study 1, we ran separate SEMs for leader ER and ES, as the strong association between predictors (r = 0.86) can cause multicollinearity and reduce the reliability of parameter estimates (Alin, 2010). All educator well-being variables were regressed onto leader ER or ES scores and onto all covariates, while leader ER or ES were regressed onto all covariates simultaneously. The well-being outcomes were permitted to covary (see Figure 5).
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FIGURE 5
 Study 2: perceived school leader emotion regulation and emotional support (T1) predicting indicators of educator well-being (T2): Simplified Structural Equation Model. In Study 2, we conducted two structural equation models (SEMs). In the first, perceived leader emotion regulation (ER) predicted all educator well-being variables (outcomes were allowed to covary), and all covariates (see Covariates in the Method section of Study 2) were regressed onto leader ER along with all well-being outcomes simultaneously. In the second, perceived leader emotional support (ES) predicted all educator well-being variables (outcomes were allowed to covary), and all covariates were regressed onto leader ES along with all well-being outcomes simultaneously. Latent correlations reflecting relationships among key study variables can be found in Table 8. To facilitate readability, item-level paths and error variances are not depicted. Circles indicate latent variables and squares indicate observed variables. Emotional Exhaust., Emotional exhaustion.


Third, we ran moderation analyses in Mplus using an SEM multi-group method (Marsh et al., 2013). This allowed us to test whether educator perceptions of leader ER and ES at T1 predicted educator well-being at T2 more strongly in educators severely versus mildly impacted by COVID-19 (H3-H4).15 The model parameters were the same as our main SEMs (including covariates), except we conducted separate models for those with severe and mild COVID-19 health impacts, and then compared the model results to determine moderation using a Wald test.




Results


Descriptive statistics and latent correlations

Descriptive statistics and latent correlations between Study 2 variables are in Table 8. Notably, COVID-19 stress was associated with higher emotional exhaustion (r = 0.27, p < 0.001), negative affect (r = 0.30, p < 0.001), and turnover intentions (r = 0.06, p = 0.01), and lower positive affect (r = −0.06, p = 0.01). Similarly, experiencing a severe versus mild health impact of COVID-19 was associated with greater COVID-19 stress (r = 0.19, p < 0.001), emotional exhaustion (r = 0.07, p = 0.01), and negative affect (r = 0.06, p = 0.01), and lower positive affect (r = −0.05, p = 0.03). Interestingly, severe COVID-19 impact also was associated with higher perceived leader ES (r = 0.05, p = 0.05) and fewer turnover intentions (r = −0.06, p = 0.02). Overall, these results suggest that the stress and health effects of the pandemic played an adverse role in educator well-being.



TABLE 8 Study 2: zero-order correlations among latent study variables from confirmatory factor analysis and covariates.
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CFA results


Perceived leader ER and ES CFA

The two-factor CFA showed good model fit, X2(1) = 0.14, p = 0.71; RMSEA < 0.001; CFI = 1.00; SRMR < 0.001. The standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.80 to 0.81 for perceived leader ER, and 0.82 to 0.84 for perceived leader ES. The ER and ES factor scores correlated highly (r = 0.86, p < 0.001). Given this correlation, we also report a one-factor CFA of perceived leader emotion skills in the Supplementary material. The two-factor model fit relevant theory (see Mayer et al., 2016) and the data better, and thus it was retained.



Positive and negative affect CFA

We conducted a two-factor CFA of our new PA and NA measure (see Barrett and Russell, 1999). The CFA for PA and NA showed acceptable model fit, X2(34) = 211.30, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.94; SRMR = 0.04. The standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.55 to 0.70 for PA, and 0.53 to 0.62 for NA. PA and NA factor scores showed a small inverse correlation (r = −0.11, p = 0.01). We retained the two-factor model of affect.



SEM analyses

The perceived leader ER SEM showed acceptable model fit, X2 (412) = 2062.69, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.05, and indicated significant effects (see Table 9). Supporting H1, leader ER at T1 predicted less educator emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, along with greater job satisfaction and positive affect at T2 (absolute βs ranged from 0.11 to 0.48, ps < 0.001). Leader ER did not predict COVID-19 stress.



TABLE 9 Study 2: standardized effects from structural equal modeling (SEM): perceived leader emotion regulation and emotional support (T1) predicting educator well-being (T2).
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The perceived leader ES SEM also showed acceptable model fit, X2(412) = 2051.73, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.05, and produced significant effects (see Table 9). Supporting H2, leader ES at T1 predicted lower emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, and higher job satisfaction and positive affect at T2 (absolute βs ranged from 0.13 to 0.50, ps < 0.001). Perceived leader ES also was unrelated to COVID-19 stress.



SEM moderation analyses

We ran a multi-group SEM analysis with COVID-19 impact as a dichotomous moderator. We compared a model where the slopes for the severe COVID-19 impact group were constrained to be equal to the mild COVID-19 impact group with a model where the slopes were free to vary. The chi-squared difference test between the constrained (X2 = 4414.73, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.06; CFI = 0.88; SRMR = 0.09) and unconstrained model (X2 = 3524.45, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.06) was significant (p < 0.001), indicating an overall moderation effect. We then conducted models freeing each constrained structural path one at a time to test for moderation of the link between leader ER, and separately for leader ES, with each educator well-being outcome. We utilized a Wald chi-square test in Mplus with the “MODEL TEST” command to test for moderation (Muthén and Muthén, 2017). We report significant moderation results below.


Moderation of perceived leader ER and positive affect

Moderation of perceived leader ER and positive affect. The test of moderation for perceived leader ER predicting positive affect was significant, X2(108) = 375.98, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.06; Wald test(1) = 8.07, p = 0.01. Counter to our hypothesis (H3), leader ER predicted positive affect more strongly in the mild (β = 0.35, p = 0.00) vs. the severe (β = 0.19, p = 0.00) COVID-19 impact group. Potential reasons for this are offered below.



Moderation of perceived leader ER and turnover intentions

Moderation of perceived leader ER and turnover intentions. The test of moderation for perceived leader ER predicting turnover intentions was just shy of significance, X2(58) = 296.68, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.07; CFI = 0.93; SRMR = 0.07; Wald test(1) = 3.69, p = 0.06. Consistent with our hypothesis (H3), leader ER predicted turnover intentions more strongly in the severe (β = −0.22, p = 0.00) vs. the mild (β = −0.09, p = 0.04) COVID-19 impact group.



Moderation of perceived leader ES and emotional exhaustion

Moderation of perceived leader ES and emotional exhaustion. The test of moderation for perceived leader ES predicting emotional exhaustion was significant, X2(166) = 765.01, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.06; CFI = 0.94; SRMR = 0.06; Wald test(1) = 6.82, p = 0.01. Supporting our hypothesis (H4), leader ES predicted emotional exhaustion more strongly in the severe (β = −0.31, p = 0.00) vs. the mild (β = −0.17, p = 0.00) COVID-19 impact group.



Moderation of perceived leader ES and negative affect

Moderation of perceived leader ES and negative affect. The test of moderation for perceived leader ES predicting negative affect also was significant, X2(108) = 473.96, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.06; CFI = 0.88; SRMR = 0.06; Wald test(1) = 8.06, p = 0.01. Consistent with our hypothesis (H4), leader ES predicted negative affect more strongly in the severe (β = −0.23, p = 0.00) vs. the mild (β = −0.04, p = 0.40) COVID-19 impact group. Notably, the effect was significant in the severe impact group, but not significant in the mild impact group.



Moderation of perceived leader ES and turnover intentions

Moderation of perceived leader ES and turnover intentions. The test of moderation for perceived leader ES predicting turnover intentions was significant, X2(58) = 311.79, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.07; CFI = 0.93; SRMR = 0.07; Wald test(1) = 12.47, p < 0.001. Supporting our hypothesis (H4), leader ES predicted turnover intentions more strongly in the severe (β = −0.28, p = 0.00) versus the mild (β = −0.07, p = 0.12) COVID-19 impact group. As with negative affect, this effect was significant in the severe impact group, but not in the mild impact group. We depict the results of this analysis in Figure 6 as an example illustration of the moderation pattern.
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FIGURE 6
 Study 2 moderation analysis: perceived school leader emotional support (T1) predicting educator turnover intentions (T2) as a function of COVID-19 health impact (T2) 3.60 COVID-19 impact (T2) mild COVID-19 impact severe COVID-19 impact educator turnover intentions (T2 Mean). n = 1841. The three points along each graph line depict levels of perceived school leader emotional support: 1 SD below the mean, the mean, and 1 SD above the mean. We dichotomized responses to the COVID-19 impact question: 0 = mild COVID-19 impact (an acquaintance got sick or died, and/or unaffected; 57.4% of cases) and 1 = severe COVID-19 impact (participant got sick, and/or a loved one got sick or died; 42.6% of cases). The terms “mild” and “severe” are relative and indicate COVID-19 impacts on illness and death only. A multi-group structural equation model analysis indicated a significant moderation effect for turnover intentions along with other well-being outcomes (see SEM Moderation Analyses in the Study 2 Results section).







Discussion

In Study 2, we found that 42.6% of the sample had either contracted COVID-19 or a loved one had contracted and/or died from COVID-19. Those dealing with these impacts of the pandemic versus those who were spared, showed increased COVID-19 stress, and poorer well-being across multiple indicators, including their positive and negative affect. With that context in mind, consistent with the findings from Study 1, educator perceptions of their school leaders’ ER at T1 predicted less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, and greater job satisfaction and positive affect at T2 (supporting H1). Likewise, consistent with the Study 1 results, educator perceptions of their school leaders’ ES at T1 also predicted lower emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, and higher job satisfaction and positive affect at T2 (supporting H2). The significant effects observed in Study 2 were small to medium in size, similar to the effects in Study 1 (Fey et al., 2023). These effects are commensurate with those reported in empirical reviews of school leader impacts on educators and students (Liebowitz and Porter, 2019), and reviews of primary predictors of educator well-being (see Hascher and Waber, 2021; Bardach et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023). That said, neither perceived leader ER nor ES predicted COVID-19 stress in educators at the height of the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S. Although unknown, more proximal COVID-19 risk factors may have driven COVID-19 stress, including health vulnerabilities, access to health care resources, and exposures to physical, financial, and emotional threats of the pandemic.

Additionally, the negative associations between perceived leader ER and ES with turnover intentions were stronger in educators severely versus mildly impacted by COVID-19 illness and death (supporting H3 and H4). Similarly, the negative links between leader ES with emotional exhaustion and negative affect were larger in those severely versus mildly impacted by COVID-19 (supporting H4). These results suggest that leader ER and ES skills were more helpful for educators facing the worst of the pandemic, at least for some well-being outcomes. That said, a number of moderation analyses were not significant and it is not clear why some outcomes showed moderation and others did not. We also found, counter to our hypothesis, that perceived leader ER predicted positive affect more strongly in educators mildly versus severely impacted by COVID-19 (counter to H3). Perhaps educators who were able to avoid the worst health effects of the pandemic were better able to appreciate and/or absorb their leader’s positive emotions than those who did not. Taken together, the results provide partial support for both emotion contagion and conservation of resources theories, which suggest that during a crisis, leaders who are more emotionally regulated may mitigate negative emotion contagion and promote positive emotions (Barsade et al., 2018), and leaders who provide emotional support may help to offset threats or losses through the collective sharing of psychological resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018).




General discussion

What roles do emotion regulation and emotional support play in effective leadership, especially during times of crisis? We conducted two large-scale national studies in the U.S. to address this question, examining the relationships between school leaders’ ER and ES skills with educator well-being before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. In Study 1, educators freely generated about 20% more positive emotion words and 20% fewer negative emotion words to describe their school experience when working for a leader perceived as one standard deviation higher on ER and ES (supporting H1 and H2). We also found that perceptions of leaders’ ability to manage their own emotions were associated with higher educator well-being during typical times (Study 1) and the pandemic (Study 2) (supporting H1). This included less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, fewer turnover intentions, and greater job satisfaction and positive affect. Similarly, perceptions of leaders’ ability to provide effective emotional support predicted greater educator well-being on the same outcomes in Studies 1 and 2 (supporting H2).

Additionally, in Study 2, the effects of perceived leader ER and ES depended (in part) on COVID-19 impact. Perceived leader ER predicted positive affect only in educators mildly impacted by COVID-19 (counter to H3), whereas leader ER predicted fewer turnover intentions more strongly in educators severely impacted by COVID-19 (supporting H3). Also, perceived leader ES predicted lower emotional exhaustion, negative affect, and turnover intentions more strongly in educators severely versus mildly impacted by COVID-19 (supporting H4). As such, perceived leader ES appeared to be uniquely valuable for the educators most affected by the pandemic. Educators who were ill, and/or had a loved one who was ill or died from COVID-19, experienced significantly less emotional exhaustion and negative affect, and were less likely to want to quit their jobs if they saw their leader as more emotionally supportive. These findings are novel, as past studies on school leader ER and ES were not conducted during a crisis.

Why did we observe this pattern of effects? For perceived leader ER, based on emotion contagion theory (Barsade et al., 2018), school leaders who routinely up-regulate positive emotions may intentionally and unintentionally “spread” joy and inspiration to educators. This may then boost educator daily positive affect and well-being (Fredrickson, 2013; Diener et al., 2020). Conversely, school leaders who fail to regulate their negative emotions while meeting a host of demands may create negative emotion contagion that raises anxiety and stress at their school, increasing educator ill-being, especially during times of crisis. Our findings from Studies 1 and 2 support these notions, as educators working for leaders with more developed ER skills showed higher well-being (e.g., job satisfaction) and lower ill-being (e.g., emotional exhaustion) across multiple indicators. That said, COVID-19 health impacts largely did not moderate the role of perceived leader ER in educator well-being. It may be that the effects of leader ER-driven emotion contagion are common and pervasive, and so they persist regardless of an individual’s exposure to additional stressors. The results of our moderations support this idea. Perceived leader ER predicted almost all educator well-being outcomes in both the mild and severe COVID-19 impact groups. Moderation was lacking not because effects were absent, but due to approximately equivalent effects in each of the COVID-19 impact groups.

For perceived leader ES, we can understand our findings with conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). The theory contends that an individual’s material (e.g., food, medicine) and psychological (e.g., knowledge, skills) resources are budgeted by the brain across a dynamic network of trusted others. Resource losses trigger stress, but because resources are perceived as shared across a network, when someone faces resource losses, others in their network can help to make up the difference. People with more power and resources in a network may play an outsized role in providing such support, particularly in times of crisis when resources are scarce. Accordingly, trusted leaders may help to ease the emotional load of staff by sharing their psychological resources, effectively reducing their staff’s sense of psychological resource depletion and expanding their perceived ability to cope, especially during a crisis. This is largely what we found. Both before (Study 1) and during (Study 2) the COVID-19 pandemic, perceived leader ES predicted higher educator well-being and lower educator ill-being. Further, in Study 2, perceived leader ES predicted less emotional exhaustion more strongly in the severe versus the mild COVID-19 impact group. Also, perceived leader ES only predicted lower negative affect and turnover intentions in the severe COVID-19 impact group – the paths were not significant in the mild COVID-19 impact group. These findings suggest that perceived leader ES might matter more for the well-being of educators facing increased psychological demands and losses, which is aligned with the principles of conservation of resources theory. That said, the relationships between leader ES and other educator outcomes were not moderated by the degree of crisis exposure, specifically, the positive indicators of well-being (job satisfaction and positive affect). It may be that leader ES is of greater importance for indicators of ill-being among those facing the worst of a crisis.

Our findings are broadly consistent with prior studies on the role of leader emotion skills in occupational well-being. Past studies suggest that leaders’ emotion skills are positively associated with a key indicator of occupational well-being—job satisfaction—both among educators in schools (Wong et al., 2010; Taliadorou and Pashiardis, 2015; Waruwu, 2015; cf. Kafetsios et al., 2011), and among individuals from other contexts (Wong and Law, 2002; Zampetakis and Kafetsios, 2010; Miao et al., 2016; Ivcevic et al., 2020). Only two studies reported the relationship between leaders’ ER skills with occupational well-being. One study found that leader ER was related to higher staff job satisfaction (Zampetakis and Kafetsios, 2010), and the other found that leader ER was related to lower educator job satisfaction (Kafetsios et al., 2011). These conflicting studies used cross-sectional designs and job satisfaction as the primary index of well-being, limiting the conclusions one could draw about leader ER.

Several studies have examined leader ES in occupational and educator well-being (Liebowitz and Porter, 2019) with most studies finding that greater school leader ES is associated with higher educator well-being (Russell et al., 1987; Littrell et al., 1994; Lambersky, 2016; Podolsky et al., 2016; Yuh and Choi, 2017; Ford et al., 2019; Berkovich and Eyal, 2020; cf. Burke and Greenglass, 1995; Burke et al., 1996). However, none of the prior studies investigated whether these effects existed during a time of crisis—when ES might matter the most—and whether those more exposed to a crisis may benefit more from a leader skilled in ES. Our findings suggest that leader ES may matter more for those facing increased challenges rather than for everyone, at least during a crisis on indicators of ill-being. Prior effects showing the value of leader ES for staff well-being might be driven (in part) by subgroups facing higher distress. Also, few studies have used multilevel modeling to parse educator-level and school-level variance in testing the relationships between school leader ER and ES with educator well-being. As such, these studies are the first to our knowledge that report the associations between perceived school leader ER and ES with multiple indicators of educator well-being using cross-sectional and two-wave designs, multilevel modeling, and SEM-based moderation. We do so across two large-scale national studies, one of which includes educators from racially diverse backgrounds collected during a global pandemic. Our results offer empirical support for the idea that school leaders may play a role in educator well-being via the emotion skills (ER and ES) they enact in their organizations (Mahfouz et al., 2019).


Study limitations and future research directions

This research has limitations that should be noted when interpreting our findings. First, in Study 1, the design was cross-sectional, and so the directionality of effects is unclear. In Study 2, we employed a two-wave design to test directionality; however, our data are non-experimental, and so causal inferences cannot be drawn. Future studies using controlled intervention designs that test for training effects on leaders’ emotion skills, and examine their downstream effects on occupational well-being are needed (e.g., Mahfouz, 2018). Second, although perceptions of others’ emotion skills may be less subject to self-enhancement biases than self-reports and are more ecologically valid than some performance measures (Elfenbein et al., 2015), all data were sourced from educators. Future work might use 360-degree informant ratings and performance measures of leader emotion skills, and then link those measures to educator well-being. Also, given all educator well-being outcomes were self-reported, future research might collect second-person ratings of educator well-being-related behaviors and third-person metrics, such as records of absences and attrition rates. Third, to suit the large-scale national research goals of Studies 1 and 2, we utilized a new short-form measure to assess perceived school leader ER and ES. We reported the results of a preliminary validity study of our measure, but this study may not have fully mapped the latent structure underlying the phenomena, and more evidence of construct validity (including convergent and discriminant validity) is needed to evaluate the measure before widespread adoption. A promising future direction would be to expand the perceived school leader ER and ES measures and conduct psychometric studies to build on this work. Lastly, although Studies 1 and 2 recruited large-scale national samples in the U.S., there may be selection effects regarding who participated in these studies and those who did not. Relatedly, the pattern of findings may not generalize to educators working outside of the U.S. As noted, the politicization of education and public pressure on educators in the U.S. might contribute to stressful working conditions and exacerbate burnout, and so future research should explore the links between school leader ER and ES with educator well-being in other countries.



Research implications for policy and practice

Crises reveal and magnify fractures in ourselves and our institutions. By the end of 2023, U.S. adults reported about a threefold increase in anxiety and depression symptoms compared to reports from 2019 [Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), 2023]. School leaders and educators face chronic stress triggered by the COVID-19 pandemic, as well as perennial challenges to education systems, and in the U.S., increasing public pressure from efforts to politicize education (Hamilton et al., 2020; Ferren, 2021; Kaufman et al., 2021; Steiner and Woo, 2021; Woo et al., 2022). Our findings suggest that in U.S. schools, developing leaders’ ER and ES skills to care for overloaded faculty and staff may prove useful in reducing emotional exhaustion, negative affect, and turnover intentions, along with promoting personal accomplishment, positive affect, and job satisfaction. Investments in these trainings may mitigate the rising psychological, educational, and financial costs of educator burnout and attrition. Prior studies have found that the ER and ES skills of school leaders and educators can be enhanced via systematic, evidence-based trainings (Klingbeil and Renshaw, 2018; Mahfouz, 2018; Gómez-Leal et al., 2021). Policies that promote and fund such leadership development training should be considered in light of not just our findings, but the growing body of evidence regarding leader impacts on school climate and various metrics of success, including student achievement (e.g., Liebowitz and Porter, 2019). Importantly, leadership programs can be offered to those training to become leaders and to those currently serving in leadership positions. Offering training in both places will help to realize the positive impact potential of educational leaders. As the COVID-19 pandemic in the U.S. and around the world wanes, its effects on school systems and educators may still linger and even compound. Developing leaders’ ER and ES skills shows promise in helping schools to build their capacity to weather present and future storms.
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Footnotes

1   Race/ethnicity terminology is based on the American Psychological Association (APA) (2021) Inclusive Language Guidelines. The terms used in the main text may refer to identities with shorter labels for economy, though the terms used in Table 1 (Study 1) and Table 7 (Study 2) do not do so. These terms are: Black/African American, Latinx/Hispanic, and White/European American.

2   We invited all school faculty and staff to participate, as school leaders may impact the well-being of all school personnel. For convenience, we refer to all school personnel as “educators” throughout the paper.

3   A higher percentage of United States preK-12 educators hold master’s degrees than the general United States population [U.S Census Bureau, 2020; National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 2023].

4   The total Study 1a and Study 1b sample sizes were n = 2,102 and n = 2,506, respectively. However, n = 309 (Study 1a) and n = 273 (Study 1b) participants showed missingness on all close-ended variables. As such, the subsamples for Study 1a and Study 1b were n = 1793 and n = 2,233, respectively. n = 4,265 answered the open-ended questions.

5   Widely used measures of emotion regulation and coping utilize a two-item assessment approach, and demonstrate construct and predictive validity (e.g., Carver, 1997; Garnefski and Kraaij, 2006; see also Eddy et al., 2019).

6   We tested the convergent validity of our new ER and ES scales with two existing ER and ES scales in an independent educator sample (N = 340). We used structural equation modeling with maximum likelihood estimation and robust standard errors in Mplus 8.5. Both measures correlated highly with validated, long-form scales designed to tap facets of ER and ES. Our two-item perceived leader ER measure correlated with perceived leader ER assessed by: the 360° Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue; Petrides, 2009) emotion regulation subscale (r = 0.88, p < 0.001), and the Self-Reported Emotional Intelligence Scale (SREIS; Brackett et al., 2006) emotion regulation subscale adapted for second-person ratings (r = 0.96, p < 0.001). Our two-item perceived leader ES measure correlated with perceived leader ES assessed by: the 360° TEIQue emotion management of others subscale (r = 0.42, p < 0.001), and the SREIS managing others’ emotions subscale adapted for second-person ratings (r = 0.97, p < 0.001).

7   The Spearman-Brown method is recommended for testing the reliability of two-item scales (Eisinga et al., 2013).

8   These outcomes were: emotional exhaustion, personal accomplishment, job satisfaction, positive and negative affect, and turnover intentions.

9   We report the results of these additional CFAs in the Supplementary material for reference.

10   The total sample was NT1 = 2,749 and N T2 = 1931. Like Study 1, we removed school leaders (n T1 = 94; n T2 = 58).

11   For comparability with Study 1, we invited all school faculty and staff to participate in this study. Also, during the COVID-19 pandemic, we felt an ethical imperative to be inclusive in studying the well-being of all school adults.

13   We also included other non-COVID-19 factors that might contribute to stress in this measure, such as finances and politics, but they are not included here, as these items are beyond the scope of the study.

14   We also planned to include years working in education as a covariate. However, age and years working in education were highly correlated (r = 0.75, p < 0.001). So, we included age, but excluded years working in education, as age is among the most robust demographic correlates of occupational and personal well-being (Tay et al., 2014).

15   The sample sizes for the severe vs. mild COVID-19 impact groups were n = 796 vs. n = 1,073, respectively.



References

 Adams, M. J., and Umbach, P. D. (2012). Nonresponse and online student evaluations of teaching: understanding the influence of salience, fatigue, and academic environments. Res. High. Educ. 53, 576–591. doi: 10.1007/s11162-011-9240-5


 Alin, A. (2010). Multicollinearity. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Computat. Stat. 2, 370–374. doi: 10.1002/wics.84


 American Psychological Association (APA) (2021). Inclusive Language Guidelines. Available at: https://www.apa.org/about/apa/equity-diversity-inclusion/language-guidelines


 Bacher-Hicks, A., Goodman, J., and Mulhern, C. (2021). Inequality in household adaptation to schooling shocks: COVID-induced online learning engagement in real time. J. Public Econ. 193:104345. doi: 10.1016/j.jpubeco.2020.104345 

 Bardach, L., Klassen, R. M., and Perry, N. E. (2022). Teachers’ psychological characteristics: do they matter for teacher effectiveness, teachers’ well-being, retention, and interpersonal relations? Educ. Psychol. Rev. 34, 259–300. doi: 10.1007/s10648-021-09614-9


 Barrett, L. F., and Russell, J. A. (1999). The structure of current affect: controversies and emerging consensus. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 8, 10–14. doi: 10.1111/1467-8721.00003


 Barsade, S. G. (2002). The ripple effect: emotional contagion and its influence on group behavior. Adm. Sci. Q. 47, 644–675. doi: 10.2307/3094912


 Barsade, S. G., Coutifaris, C. G. V., and Pillemer, J. (2018). Emotional contagion in organizational life. Res. Organ. Behav. 38, 137–151. doi: 10.1016/j.riob.2018.11.005


 Berkovich, I., and Eyal, O. (2020). A Model of Emotional Leadership in Schools: Effective Leadership to Support Teachers’ Emotional Wellness. New York: Routledge


 Borragán, G., Slama, H., Bartolomei, M., and Peigneux, P. (2017). Cognitive fatigue: a time-based resource-sharing account. Cortex 89, 71–84. doi: 10.1016/j.cortex.2017.01.023


 Bower, G., O'Connor, J., Harris, S., and Frick, E. (2018). The influence of emotional intelligence on the overall success of campus leaders as perceived by veteran teachers in a rural mid-sized East Texas public school district. Educ. Leadersh. Rev. 19, 111–131.


 Brackett, M., Cannizzaro, M., and Levy, S. (2020). The pandemic’s toll on school leaders is palpable. Here’s what’s needed for a successful school year. EdSurge. Available at: https://www.edsurge.com/news/2020-07-16-the-pandemic-s-toll-on-school-leaders-is-palpable-here-s-what-s-needed-for-a-successful-school-year


 Brackett, M. A., Rivers, S. E., Shiffman, S., Lerner, N., and Salovey, P. (2006). Relating emotional abilities to social functioning: a comparison of self-report and performance measures of emotional intelligence. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 91, 780–795. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.780 

 Brown, C. L., and Fredrickson, B. L. (2021). Characteristics and consequences of co-experienced positive affect: understanding the origins of social skills, social bonds, and caring, healthy communities. Curr. Opin. Behav. Sci. 39, 58–63. doi: 10.1016/j.cobeha.2021.02.002


 Burke, R. J., and Greenglass, E. (1995). A longitudinal study of psychological burnout in teachers. Hum. Relat. 48, 187–202. doi: 10.1177/001872679504800205


 Burke, R. J., Greenglass, E. R., and Schwarzer, R. (1996). Predicting teacher burnout over time: effects of work stress, social support, and self-doubts on burnout and its consequences. Anxiety Stress Coping 9, 261–275. doi: 10.1080/10615809608249406


 Burkhauser, S. (2017). How much do school principals matter when it comes to teacher working conditions? Educ. Eval. Policy Anal. 39, 126–145. doi: 10.3102/0162373716668028


 Carver, C. S. (1997). You want to measure coping but your protocol’too long: consider the brief COPE. Int. J. Behav. Med. 4, 92–100. doi: 10.1207/s15327558ijbm0401_6 

 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) (2023). Anxiety and depression: Household pulse survey. Available at: https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/covid19/pulse/mental-health.htm (Accessed November 27, 2023)


 Cheah, B. C. (2009). Clustering standard errors or modeling multilevel data. Research note. New York, NY: Columbia University. Available at: https://statmodeling.stat.columbia.edu/wp-content/uploads/2009/08/RevisitMoulton_21.pdf


 Chen, K.-H., Brown, C. L., Wells, J. L., Rothwell, E. S., Otero, M. C., Levenson, R. W., et al. (2021). Physiological linkage during shared positive and shared negative emotion. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 121, 1029–1056. doi: 10.1037/pspi0000337 

 Cheung, F., and Lucas, R. E. (2014). Assessing the validity of single-item life satisfaction measures: results from three large samples. Qual. Life Res. 23, 2809–2818. doi: 10.1007/s11136-014-0726-4 

 Collie, R. J., Granziera, H., and Martin, A. J. (2020). School principals' workplace well-being: a multination examination of the role of their job resources and job demands. J. Educ. Adm. 58, 417–433. doi: 10.1108/JEA-04-2019-0075


 Cowen, A. S., and Keltner, D. (2017). Self-report captures 27 distinct categories of emotion bridged by continuous gradients. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 114, E7900–E7909. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1702247114


 Cowen, A. S., and Keltner, D. (2021). Semantic space theory: a computational approach to emotion. Trends Cogn. Sci. 25, 124–136. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2020.11.004 

 Danna, K., and Griffin, R. W. (1999). Health and well-being in the workplace: a review and synthesis of the literature. J. Manag. 25, 357–384. doi: 10.1177/014920639902500305


 Darmody, M., and Smyth, E. (2016). Primary school principals' job satisfaction and occupational stress. Int. J. Educ. Manag. 30, 115–128. doi: 10.1108/IJEM-12-2014-0162


 Darwin, C. (1872/1998). The Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals. Oxford: Harper Collins—Oxford University Press


 Day, C., and Qing, G. (2009). “Teacher emotions: wellbeing and effectiveness” in Advances in Teacher Emotion Research: The Impact on Teachers' Lives. eds. P. A. Schutz and M. Zembylas (New York: Springer Science Business Media, LLC), 15–31.


 Diener, E. (2009). “Subjective well-being” in The Science of Well-Being. ed. E. Diener
, vol. 37 (Dordrecht: Springer), 11–58.


 Diener, E., Thapa, S., and Tay, L. (2020). Positive emotions at work. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psych. Organ. Behav. 7, 451–477. doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-044908


 Diliberti, M. K., Schwartz, H. L., and Grant, D. (2021). Stress topped the reasons why public school teachers quit, even before COVID-19. RAND Corporation. Available at: https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA1121-2.html


 Eddy, C. L., Herman, K. C., and Reinke, W. M. (2019). Single-item teacher stress and coping measures: concurrent and predictive validity and sensitivity to change. J. Sch. Psychol. 76, 17–32. doi: 10.1016/j.jsp.2019.05.001 

 Egleston, B. L., Miller, S. M., and Meropol, N. J. (2011). The impact of misclassification due to survey response fatigue on estimation and identifiability of treatment effects. Stat. Med. 30, 3560–3572. doi: 10.1002/sim.4377 

 Eisinga, R., Grotenhuis, M., and Pelzer, B. (2013). The reliability of a two-item scale: Pearson, Cronbach, or spearman-Brown? Int. J. Public Health 58, 637–642. doi: 10.1007/s00038-012-0416-3


 Elfenbein, H. A. (2014). The many faces of emotional contagion: an affective process theory of affective linkage. Organ. Psychol. Rev. 4, 326–362. doi: 10.1177/2041386614542889


 Elfenbein, H. A., Barsade, S. G., and Eisenkraft, N. (2015). The social perception of emotional abilities: expanding what we know about observer ratings of emotional intelligence. Emotion 15, 17–34. doi: 10.1037/a0038436 

 Enders, C. K., and Bandalos, D. L. (2001). The relative performance of full information maximum likelihood estimation for missing data in structural equation models. Struct. Equ. Model. 8, 430–457. doi: 10.1207/S15328007SEM0803_5


 Enders, C. K., and Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in cross-sectional multilevel models: a new look at an old issue. Psychol. Methods 12, 121–138. doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121 

 Ferren, M. (2021). Social and emotional supports for educators during and after the pandemic. Center for American Progress. Available at: https://www.americanprogress.org/article/social-emotional-supports-educators-pandemic/


 Fey, C. F., Hu, T., and Delios, A. (2023). The measurement and communication of effect sizes in management research. Manag. Organ. Rev. 19, 176–197. doi: 10.1017/mor.2022.2


 Ford, T. G., Olsen, J., Khojasteh, J., Ware, J., and Urick, A. (2019). The effects of leader support for teacher psychological needs on teacher burnout, commitment, and intent to leave. J. Educ. Adm. 57, 615–634. doi: 10.1108/JEA-09-2018-0185


 Forgas, J. P., and Laham, S. M. (2017). “Halo effects” in Cognitive Illusions: Intriguing Phenomena in Thinking, Judgment and Memory. ed. R. F. Pohl
. 2nd ed (London/New York: Routledge), 276–290.


 Fredrickson, B. L. (2013). “Positive emotions broaden and build” in Advances in Experimental Social Psychology. eds. P. Devine and A. Plant, vol. 47 (San Diego, CA: Academic Press), 1–53.


 Fried, L., Mansfield, C., and Dobozy, E. (2015). Teacher emotion research: introducing a conceptual model to guide future research. Issues Educ. Res. 25, 415–441.


 Garnefski, N., and Kraaij, V. (2006). Cognitive emotion regulation questionnaire–development of a short 18-item version (CERQ-short). Personal. Individ. Differ. 41, 1045–1053. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2006.04.010


 George, J. M. (2000). Emotions and leadership: the role of emotional intelligence. Hum. Relat. 53, 1027–1055. doi: 10.1177/0018726700538001


 Gómez-Leal, R., Holzer, A. A., Bradley, C., Fernández-Berrocal, P., and Patti, J. (2021). The relationship between emotional intelligence and leadership in school leaders: a systematic review. Camb. J. Educ. 52, 1–21. doi: 10.1080/0305764X.2021.1927987


 Gooty, J., Connelly, S., Griffith, J., and Gupta, A. (2010). Leadership, affect and emotions: a state of the science review. Leadersh. Q. 21, 979–1004. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.005


 Griffith, J., Connelly, S., Thiel, C., and Johnson, G. (2015). How outstanding leaders lead with affect: an examination of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Leadersh. Q. 26, 502–517. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.03.004


 Grooms, A. A., Mahatmya, D., and Johnson, E. T. (2021). The retention of educators of color amidst institutionalized racism. Educ. Policy 35, 180–212. doi: 10.1177/0895904820986765


 Gross, J. J. (1999). Emotion regulation: Past, present, future. Cognit. Emot. 13, 551–573. doi: 10.1080/026999399379186


 Guilaran, J., de Terte, I., Kaniasty, K., and Stephens, C. (2018). Psychological outcomes in disaster responders: a systematic review and meta-analysis on the effect of social support. Int. J. Disast. Risk Sci. 9, 344–358. doi: 10.1007/s13753-018-0184-7


 Halbesleben, J. R. B. (2006). Sources of social support and burnout: a meta-analytic test of the conservation of resources model. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1134–1145. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1134 

 Halbesleben, J. R. B., Neveu, J.-P., Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., and Westman, M. (2014). Getting to the “COR”: understanding the role of resources in conservation of resources theory. J. Manag. 40, 1334–1364. doi: 10.1177/0149206314527130


 Hamilton, L. S., Grant, D., Kaufman, J. H., Diliberti, M., Schwartz, H. L., Hunter, G. P., et al. (2020). COVID-19 and the state of K-12 schools: results and technical documentation from the spring 2020 American educator panels COVID-19 surveys. RAND Corporation.


 Hannah, S. T., Uhl-Bien, M., Avolio, B. J., and Cavarretta, F. L. (2009). A framework for examining leadership in extreme contexts. Leadersh. Q. 20, 897–919. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.09.006


 Harms, P. D., Credé, M., Tynan, M., Leon, M., and Jeung, W. (2017). Leadership and stress: a meta-analytic review. Leadersh. Q. 28, 178–194. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.006


 Harris, K. J., Wheeler, A. R., and Kacmar, K. M. (2009). Leader-member exchange and empowerment: direct and interactive effects on job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and performance. Leadersh. Q. 20, 371–382. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.03.006


 Hascher, T., and Waber, J. (2021). Teacher well-being: a systematic review of the research literature from the year 2000–2019. Educ. Res. Rev. 34:100411. doi: 10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100411


 Helgeson, V. S. (2003). Social support and quality of life. Qual. Life Res. 12, 25–31. doi: 10.1023/a:1023509117524


 Helliwell, J. F., Layard, R., Sachs, J. D., De Neve, J.-E., Aknin, L. B., and Wang, S. (2022). World happiness report 2022. New York: Sustainable Development Solutions Network. Available at: https://worldhappiness.report/ed/2022/


 Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: a new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Am. Psychol. 44, 513–524. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513


 Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.-P., and Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of resources in the organizational context: the reality of resources and their consequences. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psych. Organ. Behav. 5, 103–128. doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640


 Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., and Mullen, R. M. (2008). Structural equation modelling: guidelines for determining model fit. Electron. J. Bus. Res. Methods 6, 53–60.


 Hu, L. T., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. Multidiscip. J. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118


 Hughes, A. L., Matt, J. J., and O'Reilly, F. L. (2015). Principal support is imperative to the retention of teachers in hard-to-staff schools. J. Educ. Train. Stud. 3, 129–134. doi: 10.11114/jets.v3i1.622


 Humphrey, R. H. (2002). The many faces of emotional leadership. Leadersh. Q. 13, 493–504. doi: 10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00140-6


 Ivcevic, Z., Moeller, J., Menges, J., and Brackett, M. (2020). Supervisor emotionally intelligent behavior and employee creativity. J. Creat. Behav. 55, 79–91. doi: 10.1002/jocb.436


 James, C., Crawford, M., and Oplatka, I. (2019). An affective paradigm for educational leadership theory and practice: connecting affect, actions, power and influence. Int. J. Leadersh. Educ. 22, 617–628. doi: 10.1080/13603124.2018.1481536


 Johns Hopkins Coronavirus Resource Center (2021). Daily confirmed new cases (7-day moving average): Outbreak evolution for the current most affected countries. Available at: https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/data/new-cases (Accessed December 30, 2021).


 Johnson, S. K. (2008). I second that emotion: effects of emotional contagion and affect at work on leader and follower outcomes. Leadersh. Q. 19, 1–19. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.12.001


 Jolly, P. M., Kong, D. T., and Kim, K. Y. (2021). Social support at work: an integrative review. J. Organ. Behav. 42, 229–251. doi: 10.1002/job.2485


 Kafetsios, K., Nezlek, J. B., and Vassiou, A. (2011). A multilevel analysis of relationships between leaders' and subordinates' emotional intelligence and emotional outcomes. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 41, 1121–1144. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00750.x


 Kates, J., Tolbert, J., Mengistu, S., and Moreno, S. (2021). Returning to school: State COVID-19 prevention policies across the country. KFF. Available at: https://www.kff.org/policy-watch/returning-to-school-covid-19-prevention-policies-across-the-country/


 Kaufman, J. H., Diliberti, M. K., Hunter, G. P., Snoke, J., Grant, D., Setodji, C. M., et al. (2021). COVID-19 and the state of K–12 schools: results and technical documentation from the spring 2021 American educator panels COVID-19 surveys. RAND Corporation. Available at: http://www.rand.org/t/RRA168-7


 Kelloway, K., and Barling, J. (2010). Leadership development as an intervention in occupational health psychology. Work Stress. 24, 260–279. doi: 10.1080/02678373.2010.518441


 Keltner, D., and Haidt, J. (1999). Social functions of emotions at four levels of analysis. Cognit. Emot. 13, 505–521. doi: 10.1080/026999399379168


 Kercher, K. (1992). Assessing subjective well-being in the old-old: the PANAS as a measure of orthogonal dimensions of positive and negative affect. Res. Aging 14, 131–168. doi: 10.1177/0164027592142001


 Kim, L. E., Oxley, L., and Asbury, K. (2022). “My brain feels like a browser with 100 tabs open”: a longitudinal study of teachers’ mental health and well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 92, 299–318. doi: 10.1111/bjep.12450 

 Kleine, A. K., Rudolph, C. W., and Zacher, H. (2019). Thriving at work: a meta-analysis. J. Organ. Behav. 40, 973–999. doi: 10.1002/job.2375


 Klingbeil, D. A., and Renshaw, T. L. (2018). Mindfulness-based interventions for teachers: a meta-analysis of the emerging evidence base. Sch. Psychol. Q. 33, 501–511. doi: 10.1037/spq0000291 

 Lambersky, J. (2016). Understanding the human side of school leadership: principals’ impact on teachers’ morale, self-efficacy, stress, and commitment. Leadersh. Policy Sch. 15, 379–405. doi: 10.1080/15700763.2016.1181188


 Lesener, T., Gusy, B., and Wolter, C. (2019). The job demands-resources model: a meta-analytic review of longitudinal studies. Work Stress. 33, 76–103. doi: 10.1080/02678373.2018.1529065


 Liebowitz, D. D., and Porter, L. (2019). The effect of principal behaviors on student, teacher, and school outcomes: a systematic review and meta-analysis of the empirical literature. Rev. Educ. Res. 89, 785–827. doi: 10.3102/0034654319866133


 Littrell, P. C., Billingsley, B. S., and Cross, L. H. (1994). The effects of principal support on special and general educators' stress, job satisfaction, school commitment, health, and intent to stay in teaching. Remedial Spec. Educ. 15, 297–310. doi: 10.1177/074193259401500505


 Lyubomirsky, S., King, L., and Diener, E. (2005). The benefits of frequent positive affect: does happiness lead to success? Psychol. Bull. 131, 803–855. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.131.6.803


 Mackinnon, A., Jorm, A. F., Christensen, H., Korten, A. E., Jacomb, P. A., and Rodgers, B. (1999). A short form of the positive and negative affect schedule: evaluation of factorial validity and invariance across demographic variables in a community sample. Personal. Individ. Differ. 27, 405–416. doi: 10.1016/S0191-8869(98)00251-7


 Mahfouz, J. (2018). Mindfulness training for school administrators: effects on well-being and leadership. J. Educ. Adm. 56, 602–619. doi: 10.1108/JEA-12-2017-0171


 Mahfouz, J., Greenberg, M. T., and Rodriguez, A. (2019). Principals’ social and emotional competence: A key factor for creating caring schools. Pennsylvania State University, College of Health and Human Development. Available at: https://www.prevention.psu.edu/uploads/files/PSU-Principals-Brief-103119.pdf


 Marsh, H. W., Hau, K. T., and Wen, Z. (2004). In search of golden rules: comment on hypothesis-testing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dangers in overgeneralizing Hu and Bentler's (1999) findings. Struct. Equ. Model. 11, 320–341. doi: 10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2


 Marsh, H. W., Hau, K.-T., Wen, Z., Nagengast, B., and Morin, A. J. S. (2013). “Moderation” in The Oxford Handbook of Quantitative Methods: Statistical Analysis. ed. T. D. Little (New York, NY: Oxford University Press), 361–386.


 Maslach, C., Jackson, S. E., and Leiter, M. P. (1996). MBI: Maslach Burnout Inventory Sunnyvale, CA: CPP Incorporated.


 Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., and Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burnout. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 52, 397–422. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.397


 Mayer, J. D., Caruso, D. R., and Salovey, P. (2016). The ability model of emotional intelligence: principles and updates. Emot. Rev. 8, 290–300. doi: 10.1177/1754073916639667


 McIntyre, T. M., McIntyre, S. E., and Francis, D. J. (2017). Educator Stress: An Occupational Health Perspective. Cham, Switzerland: Springer


 Miao, C., Humphrey, R. H., and Qian, S. (2016). Leader emotional intelligence and subordinate job satisfaction: a meta-analysis of main, mediator, and moderator effects. Personal. Individ. Differ. 102, 13–24. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.056


 Moeller, J., Ivcevic, Z., White, A. E., Menges, J. I., and Brackett, M. A. (2018). Highly engaged but burned out: intra-individual profiles in the US workforce. Career Dev. Int. 23, 86–105. doi: 10.1108/CDI-12-2016-0215


 Montano, D., Reeske, A., Franke, F., and Hüffmeier, J. (2017). Leadership, followers’ mental health and job performance in organizations: a comprehensive meta-analysis from an occupational health perspective. J. Organ. Behav. 38, 327–350. doi: 10.1002/job.2124


 Morelli, S. A., Lee, I. A., Arnn, M. E., and Zaki, J. (2015). Emotional and instrumental support provision interact to predict well-being. Emotion 15, 484–493. doi: 10.1037/emo0000084 

 Muthén, L. K., and Muthén, B. O. (2017). Mplus User’s Guide (8th Edn.). Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén


 National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (2023). Characteristics of public school teachers. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences. Available at: https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/clr


 New Teacher Center (2017). Teaching, empowering, leading, and learning (TELL) survey. Available at: https://newteachercenter.org/approach-old/teaching-empowering-leading-and-learning-tell/


 Nicholson, J. S., Deboeck, P. R., and Howard, W. (2017). Attrition in developmental psychology: a review of modern missing data reporting and practices. Int. J. Behav. Dev. 41, 143–153. doi: 10.1177/0165025415618275


 Nielsen, K., Nielsen, M. B., Ogbonnaya, C., Känsälä, M., Saari, E., and Isaksson, K. (2017). Workplace resources to improve both employee well-being and performance: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Work Stress. 31, 101–120. doi: 10.1080/02678373.2017.1304463


 Page, K. M., and Vella-Brodrick, D. A. (2009). The ‘what’, ‘why’ and ‘how’ of employee well-being: a new model. Soc. Indic. Res. 90, 441–458. doi: 10.1007/s11205-008-9270-3


 Petrides, K. V. (2009). “Psychometric properties of the trait emotional intelligence questionnaire (TEIQue)” in Assessing Emotional Intelligence: Theory, Research, and Applications. eds. C. Stough, D. H. Saklofske, and J. D. A. Parker (New York, NY: Springer Science Business Media), 85–101.


 Peugh, J. L. (2010). A practical guide to multilevel modeling. J. Sch. Psychol. 48, 85–112. doi: 10.1016/j.jsp.2009.09.002


 Phelps, C., and Sperry, L. L. (2020). Children and the COVID-19 pandemic. Psychol. Trauma Theory Res. Pract. Policy 12, S73–S75. doi: 10.1037/tra0000861


 Podolsky, A., Kini, T., Bishop, J., and Darling-Hammond, L. (2016). Solving the Teacher Shortage: How to Attract and Retain Excellent Educators. Palo Alto, CA: Learning Policy Institute


 Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 879–903. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879 

 Rubin, R. (2020). School superintendents confront COVID-19 – there are no good options for next year. JAMA 324:534. doi: 10.1001/jama.2020.12575


 Russell, D. W., Altmaier, E., and Van Velzen, D. (1987). Job-related stress, social support, and burnout among classroom teachers. J. Appl. Psychol. 72, 269–274. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.72.2.269 

 Santoro, D. A., and Price, O. A. (2021). Structural supports to promote teacher well-being. (brief no. 19). EdResearch for recovery. Available at: https://annenberg.brown.edu/sites/default/files/EdResearch_for_Recovery_Brief_19.pdf


 Schyns, B., and Schilling, J. (2013). How bad are the effects of bad leaders? A meta-analysis of destructive leadership and its outcomes. Leadersh. Q. 24, 138–158. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001


 Shin, T., Davison, M. L., and Long, J. D. (2009). Effects of missing data methods in structural equation modeling with nonnormal longitudinal data. Struct. Equ. Model. Multidiscip. J. 16, 70–98. doi: 10.1080/10705510802569918


 Steiner, E. D., and Woo, A. (2021). Job-related stress threatens the teacher supply: key findings from the 2021 state of the US teacher survey. RAND Corporation.


 Sy, T., Côté, S., and Saavedra, R. (2005). The contagious leader: impact of the leader's mood on the mood of group members, group affective tone, and group processes. J. Appl. Psychol. 90, 295–305. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.2.295 

 Taliadorou, N., and Pashiardis, P. (2015). Examining the role of emotional intelligence and political skill to educational leadership and their effects to teachers’ job satisfaction. J. Educ. Adm. 53, 642–666. doi: 10.1108/JEA-02-2014-0025


 Tay, L., Ng, V., Kuykendall, L., and Diener, E. (2014). “Demographic factors and worker well-being: an empirical review using representative data from the United States and across the world” in The Role of Demographics in Occupational Stress and Well Being. eds. P. L. Perrewé, C. C. Rosen, and J. R. B. Halbesleben (Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing), 235–283.


 Thiel, C., Griffith, J., and Connelly, S. (2015). Leader–follower interpersonal emotion management: managing stress by person-focused and emotion-focused emotion management. J. Leadersh. Org. Stud. 22, 5–20. doi: 10.1177/1548051813515754


 U.S Census Bureau (2020). Educational attainment in the United States: 2020 (table 1. Educational attainment of the population 18 years and over, by age, sex, race, and Hispanic origin: 2020). Available at: https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2020/demo/educational-attainment/cps-detailed-tables.html


 Urick, A., Carpenter, B. W., and Eckert, J. (2021). Confronting COVID: crisis leadership, turbulence, and self-care. Front. Educ. 6:642861. doi: 10.3389/feduc.2021.642861


 Van Vugt, M., Hogan, R., and Kaiser, R. (2008). Leadership, followership, and evolution: some lessons from the past. Am. Psychol. 63, 182–196. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.63.3.182 

 Viswesvaran, C., Sanchez, J. I., and Fisher, J. (1999). The role of social support in the process of work stress: a meta-analysis. J. Vocat. Behav. 54, 314–334. doi: 10.1006/jvbe.1998.1661


 Wanberg, C. R., Csillag, B., Douglass, R. P., Zhou, L., and Pollard, M. S. (2020). Socioeconomic status and well-being during COVID-19: a resource-based examination. J. Appl. Psychol. 105, 1382–1396. doi: 10.1037/apl0000831 

 Wang, H., Burić, I., Chang, M. L., and Gross, J. J. (2023). Teachers’ emotion regulation and related environmental, personal, instructional, and well-being factors: a meta-analysis. Soc. Psychol. Educ. 26, 1651–1696. doi: 10.1007/s11218-023-09810-1


 Waruwu, B. (2015). The correlation between teacher's perceptions about principal's emotional intelligence and organizational climate and job satisfaction of teachers of state senior high school in Gunungsitoli Nias, Indonesia. J. Educ. Pract. 6, 142–147.


 Westman, M., and Etzion, D. (1999). The crossover of strain from school principals to teachers and vice versa. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 4, 269–278. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.4.3.269


 Williams, E. (2021). Back to School Amidst the New Normal: Ongoing Effects of the Coronavirus Pandemic on Children’s Health and Well-Being. San Francisco, CA: Kaiser Family Foundation.


 Wong, C. S., and Law, K. S. (2002). The effects of leader and follower emotional intelligence on performance and attitude: an exploratory study. Leadersh. Q. 13, 243–274. doi: 10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00099-1


 Wong, C. S., Wong, P. M., and Peng, K. Z. (2010). Effect of middle-level leader and teacher emotional intelligence on school teachers’ job satisfaction: the case of Hong Kong. Educ. Manag. Administr. Leadersh. 38, 59–70. doi: 10.1177/1741143209351831


 Woo, A., Wolfe, R. L., Steiner, E. D., Doan, S., Lawrence, R. A., Berdie, L., et al. (2022). Walking a fine line—educators’ views on politicized topics in schooling: findings from the state of the American teacher and state of the American principal surveys. RAND Corporation


 Yuh, J., and Choi, S. (2017). Sources of social support, job satisfaction, and quality of life among childcare teachers. Soc. Sci. J. 54, 450–457. doi: 10.1016/j.soscij.2017.08.002


 Zampetakis, L. A., and Kafetsios, K. (2010). Group entrepreneurial behavior in established organizations: the role of middle managers’ emotion regulation and groups’ diversity. Res. Emot. Organ. 6, 33–61. doi: 10.1108/S1746-9791(2010)0000006006


 Zarate, K., Maggin, D. M., and Passmore, A. (2019). Meta-analysis of mindfulness training on teacher well-being. Psychol. Sch. 56, 1700–1715. doi: 10.1002/pits.22308


 Zelenski, J. M., Murphy, S. A., and Jenkins, D. A. (2008). The happy-productive worker thesis revisited. J. Happiness Stud. 9, 521–537. doi: 10.1007/s10902-008-9087-4



Copyright
 © 2024 Floman, Ponnock, Jain and Brackett. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-14-1159382-t007.jpg
Demographic characteristic or mean (SD)

Age 37.4(85)
Gender
Female 548
Male 450
Non-binary identity 02
Race/Ethnicity*
White/European American 421
Black/African American 377
Latinx/Hispanic 20
Native American/Alaskan Native 21
Asian/Asian American 16
Middle Eastern 08
Other 06
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 04
State
Alabama 02
Alaska 02
Arizona 34
Arkansas 05
California 147
Colorado 20
Conne 2
Delaware 0.6
Florida 48
Georgia 25
Hawaii 03
Idaho 03
Tinois 41
Indiana 0.6
Towa 04
Kansas 08
Kentucky 05
Louisiana 07
Maine 04
Maryland 14
Massachusetts 12
Michigan 16
Minnesota 18
Mississippi 03
Missouri 13
Montana 01
Nebraska 03
Nevada 14
New Hampshire 03
New Jersey 25
New Mexico 07
New York 86
North Carolina 22
North Dakota 01
Ohio 18
Oklahoma L
Oregon 27
Pennsylvania 67
Rhode Island 03
South Carolina L
South Dakota 02
Tennessee 17
Texas 82
Utah 12
Vermont 04
Virginia 30
Washington 56
‘West Virginia 03
Wisconsin 26
Wyoming 01
Years working in a PreK-12 school 9.1(69)
Percentage of time employed
Less than 0.25 10
0.25-049 78
050-0.74 206
0.75-099 19
1.0 (Full-Time) 587
Extra work hours
0h per day 60
1h per day 149
2h per day us
3h per day 182
4h per day 144
Sh per day 116
6h per day 56
7h per day 24
More than 7h per day 24
Annual income (USD)
Less than $20,000 10
$20,000-$29.999 18
$30,000-$39,999 45
$40,000-$49,999 100
$50,000-$59,999 24
$60,000-$69,999 19.1
$70,000-$79.999 107
$80,000-$89,999 93
$90,000-$99,999 68
$100,000-$124,999 59
$125,000-5149,999 40
$150,000 or more 45
Job role*
General Education Teacher 520
Counselor 127
Psychologist 87
Instructional Coach 87
Special Education/Gifted Education
Teacher 79
Social Worker 63
Other 63
After-School Teacher 47
Librarian 35
Athletic Coach 32
Behavior Support Professional 27
Administrative Staff 27
Paraprofessional 22
Technology Specialist 17
Nurse 1
Grade level*
PreK. 148
Elementary School 574
Middle School 387
High School 232
Education modality
Remote and in-person student instruction 597
Only remote student instruction 329
Only in-person student instruction 69
Other 05

=2,655. Participants who reported working as a school leader (1=94) were removed from the sample, so they are not included in the statistics reported above. All demographics were
reported at T1 (October of 2020), “Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could select “all that apply”.
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“Turnover intentions ~0.30%+% 0.02 [-0.33,-0.27] —0.33%5% 0.02 [-0.36,-0.29]
Positive affect 0264+ 0.02 0.22,0.30) 0304+ 0.02 025,034
Negative affect ~0.28%+% 0.03 [-0.33,-0.23] —0.31%%% 0.03 [-0.36,-0.25]

School-level results (12)

Emotional exhaustion —0.49%+% 013 [-0.75,~0.24] —0.51%5 012 [-0.75,-0.27]
Personal accomplishment 028 024 [-0.20,0.75] 037 027 [-0.16,090)
Job satisfaction, 0574 o1 036,078 0574+ o1 036,079
Turnover intentions —0.53%% 0.16 [-0.85,-0.22] —0.56%%* 013 [-0.82,-0.30]
Positive affect 053+ 0.13 [0.29,0.78] 0.55%%% 015 [0.26,0.85]
Negative affect ~0.67+% ol [~0.88, ~0.45] —0.70%% 0.10 [-0.90,-051]

Note. 1=2,233, k=88 Sch00IS (M e ciont=25.38 SD.c s =37.10). As with Study 1a, we conducted separate predictive analyses for perceived leader emotion regulation (ER) and
emotional support (ES) skill. Given the data in Study 1b were nested within schools, we conducted MLMs. The MLM results rflect perceived leader ER or leader ES predictingall well-being
outcomes with years working at their school regressed on each predictor at L1 and 1.2, and key covariates at LI (.., age, gender, race/ethnicity, and years working at their school) and L2 (i,
years working at their school) regressed onto all well-being outcomes simultaneously. **4p <0.001.
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Educator well-being Perceived leader emotion Perceived leader emotional

outcomes (T2) regulation (T1) support (T1)

B N3 95% ClI N3 95% ClI
Emotional exhaustion —021%% 003 [-0.26,~0.16] ~0.23%%% 0.03 [-0.28,-0.18]
Job satisfaction 0.48%%% 003 [0.42,054] 0.50%%% 0.03 [0.44,0.56]
Turnover intentions —0.13%% 003 [-0.19,-0.07] ~0.16%* 0.03 (-0.22,-0.10]
Positive affect 0.27%%% 003 [021,033] 0.27%%% 003 10.21,033]
Negative affect —0.1 003 [-0.18,-0.05] —0.13%%% 003 (~0.19,-0.06]
COVID-19 stress 003 003 [~0.03,008] 001 003 (~0.04,0.06]

860. 1 Study 2,as in Study 1, separate SEMs were conducted for perceived leader ER and leader ES given concerns about multicollinearity among the predictors. The SEM results reflect
perceived leader ER or leader ES predicting all well-being outcomes, and all covariates being regressed onto each predictor and all outcomes simultaneously. **#p<0.001
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Perceived leader Educator well-being (T2)
emotion skills (T1)

Variable Emotion = Emotional Emotional COVID-19 Job Turnover Positive Negative
regulation  support exhaustion  stress  satisfaction intentions affect  affect
Covariates
Age ~001 -001 0.00 0.20%%% 0.04 ~0.09%% ~0.02 ~0.07%*
Gender (M/F) -001 -003 ~001 [RERS 0.02 —0.13%x —008E | —013%n
Race/Ethnicity (White/ 0.08%5% 0.10%%% —031% —01220 0.14%5% —012%x [ R
POC)
Regular work hours 003 002 ~0.09%% 0.06%* 008 —021%% oazreE | —016%H

(Part/Full-Time)

Extra work hours ~007+ ~008%+ 0247 ~004 0.5+ 023+ ~0.03 0197
Income 002 002 0167 o 0.05* 013+ 001 o
Distance learning 001 001 0157 -004 ~005* 021 0a7EE | 0g9EE
(Only Remote/Hybrid

&In-Person)

COVID-19 health 004 0.05* 007+ 019+ ~004 ~006* ~0.05%% 0.06*
impact (Mild/Severe)

Perceived leader emotion skills (T1)
Emotion regulation -
Emotional support 0.8+ -

Educator well-being (T2)

Emotional exhaustion —024%5% —0.25%++ —
COVID-19 stress 001 0.00 0.27%%% —
Job satisfaction 0.43%%% 0.4q%5s —0.44%55 ~0.04 —
Turnover intentions. —0.14%5% —0.15%¢ 0.57%%% 0.06* 0415+ —
Positive affect 0.23%%% 02455 —0.14%55 ~0.067* 04155 001 —
Negative affect —0.12¢% —0.12%%¢ 0.68%%% 030+ —0.29%%+ 048+ —0.14%5% —

female).
0

=1,860. All multi-item measures were modeled latently using CFA. Gender was dichotomized, as the subsample reporting non-binary gender identity was small (n=4; 0=male,
Racefethnicity was measured usinga dichotomized variable (0= White, 1 =POC). Work hours was dichotomized too (0= 74 FTE, full-time =0.75-
FTE). For extra work hours, we used the same item as Study 1. Income was coded from 1 to 12 for analysis (1 = ess than $20,000 yearly to 12=$150,000 or more yearly). For analytic purpos
we dichotomized distance learning given the distribution of responses: 59.7% (combination remote and in-person instruction); 32.9% (only remote instruction); 6.9% (only in-person
instruction); and 0.5% (other). To dichotomize, we combined those working for schools with in-person learning sometimes and all the time (0=only remote instruction, 1 =combination
remote and in-person instruction or only in-person instruction). For COVID-19 health impacts, we dichotomized responses as well: 0= mild health impact (an acquaintance got sick or died,
or unaffected; 57.4% of cases) and 1= severe health impact (participant got sick, and/or a loved one got sick or died; 42.6% of cases). For binary variables, the last group is the reference group.
p<0.05.“p<0.01. “p<0.001.






OPS/images/fpsyg-14-1159382-t005.jpg
Educator well- Perceived leader emotion Perceived leader emotional
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SE N3 95% ClI
Emotional exhaustion —021%+ 003 [-0.26,-0.16] ~0.25%% 003 [-0.30,-0.20]
Personal accomplishment 012 003 [006,0.18] 0154 003 010,021
Job satisfaction 0424+ 003 1037,0.47) 049+ 002 [045,0.54]
Turnover intentions —035%5 003 (-0.41,-0.29] —0.41%%% 003 [-047,-0.35]
Positive affect 0284+ 003 (022,033 03174 003 026,037
Negative affect —027%% 003 (-0.33,-0.21] —0.33%%% 003 [-0.39,-0.28]

1=1793. In Study 1a, separate SEM analyses were conducted for perceived leader emotion regulation (ER) and emotional support (ES) skils to obviate multicollinearity concerns among the
predictors. The SEM results reflect perceived leader ER or leader ES predicting all well-being outcomes, and all covariates being regressed onto each predictor as well s all outcomes
imultaneously. **#p<0.001
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Perceived leader Educator well-being
emotion skills

Variable Emotion  Emotional Emotional Personal Job Turnover Positive Negative
regulation support  exhaustion accomplish satisfaction intentions affect affect
Covariates
Age ~0.02 ~004% —0.19% oy 0,04 ~004 o —006%
Gender (M/F) 0.00 0.00 002 003 ~0.01 001 -0.02 ~001
Race/Ethnicity 001 ~001 0.00 003 001 ~0.06* 0.00 ~0.06*
(White/POC)
Regular work hours ~0.03 -004 [T 000 ~006* 0,04 ~0.06* 0,074+

(Part/Full-Time)

Extra work hours ~0.06* ~0.07%* 0.25%#% 004 01055 0.03 ~0.02 0.14%%%
Income. —0.09%#% —0.12%%% 0.06* 002 ~0.02 -002 ~0.06* 0.00
Class size 004 ~0.07%* 0.09%5% ~0.03 0075 0.03 00955 0.05%
Years at school 007+ ~0.09%%+ ~0.06* 007+ 0.03 ~001 0.02 ~0.03

Perceived leader emotion skills
Emotion regulation -
Emotional support 0.86%%% -

Educator well-being

Emotional —027%%% —0.29%++ -
exhaustion
Personal 013w 016+ —0.23%we -

accomplishment

Job satisfaction 0.39%%% 043%%% ~0.637% 0.35%%% -

Turnover intentions ~030%% ~0.33%5F 053 —0.247%% ~0.67%%% -

Positive affect 0,297 03265 ~0.52%% 046+ 0.4 047+ -

Negative flect —032%% ~0.34%5+ 051 ~0.21%%% —0.52%%% 0417 04155 -

233, All multi-item measures were modeled latently using CEA. Cluster-adjusted standard errors were used in the CFAs to account for the school-nested data. We entered factor scores
from the CFAS into bivariate correlations. For extra work hours, responses were positively skewed and were log-10-transformed. Gender was dichotomized, as the non-binary subsample was
small (see Tible 1;0=male, 1 =female). Race/ethnicity was dichotomized given the small size of POC groups (see Table 1; 0= White, 1 =POC). Work hours was dichotomized as 90.2% of the
sample reported working full-time (0 = part-time, 1 = full-time; part-time =0-0.74 FTE, full-time =0.75-1.0 FTE). For binary variables,the last group is the reference group. Income was coded
1-12 (1 =less than $20,000 to 12=$150,000 or more yearly). Class sze was coded from 1107 (1=1-9 students to 7= 60+ students). *p<0.05. “p<0.01. =p<0.001.
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Perceived leader Educator well-being
emotion skills

Variable Emotion  Emotional Emotional Personal Job Turnover Positive Negative
regulation support exhaustion accomplish satisfaction intentions affect affect
Covariates
Age 0.04 0.04 —0.23% 01345 013452 ~0.08% 017 —0.09%xx
Gender (M/F) ~0.06% —0.04 [ 0.02 ~0.02 0.02 ~004 004
Race/Ethnicity 0.00 —0.02 0.06% 001 001 ~0.01 ~0.01 ~005
(White/POC)
Regular work hours =001 ~0.02 (v 001 ~0.03 0.04 -001 001

(Part/Full-Time)

Extra work hours -0.01 ~001 -001 ~006* ~0.04 ~004 003
Income -003 ~0.04 -003 0.06* 0.06* -001 0.04 ~008+*
Class size ~005* ~005 0.15%% ~0.05 ~0.10%%% 0,087 —0.08%%* 0,097
Years at school 001 003 01455 009555 0164+ ~0.08% 013 0.10%k%
Perceived leader emotion skills
Emotion regulation —
Emotional support 0.85%%% -
Educator well-being
Emotional —0.23%%+ —0.27%%% -
exhaustion
Personal 0120 0.15%5% —0.220% -
accomplishment
Job satisfaction 0.42%%% 0.49%%% —059%* 042452 -
Turnover intentions | ~0.30*** —0.34%5% 0.50%x% —0.28* —0.63%%% -
Positive affect 0.28%x% 031055 —0.48%* 047*x% 0.63%%% —0.48%+ -
Negative affect ~0.26%* —031%5% 0515 ~0.25%* —0.53%5% 0.39%%% —0.43%% -
793, All multi-item measures were modeled latently using CFA. We entered the saved factor scores from the CFAs into bivariate correlations. For extra work hours, responses were

positively skewed and so were log-10-transformed. Gender was dichotomized, s the Study 1 subsample reporting non-binary gender identity was small (see Table 1; 0=male, 1 = female).
Racefethnicity was dichotomized given the small subsample of People of Color [POC; American Psychological Association (APA) (2021)]in Study 1 (see Table 1;0=White, 1= POC). Work
hours was dichotomized also as 90.2% of the sample reported working full-time (0= part-time, 1 =full-time; part-time=0-0.74 FTE, and full-time=0.75-1.0 FTE). For binary variables, the

Jast group s the reference. Income was coded from 1 to 12 (1 =less than $20,000 yearly to 12=$150,000 or more yearly). Class size was coded from 1107 (1= 1-9 students to 7= 60 or more

students). *p<0.05. “p<0.01. “p<0.001.






OPS/images/fpsyg-14-1159382-t001.jpg
Demographic characteristic or mean (SD)

Age 435(11.8)
Gender
Female 815
Male 179
Non-binary identity 05
Race/Ethnicity’
White/European American 826
Asian/Asian American 76
Latinx/Hispanic 64
Black/African American 48
Other identity 18
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 14
Native American /Alaskan Native 10
Middle Eastern 10
State or Territory
Alabama 01
Alaska 01
Arizona 08
Arkansas 02
California 71
Colorado 12
Connecticut 157
Delaware 03
District of Columbia 03
Florida 23
Georgia 07
Hawaii 78
Idaho 02
Tlinois 201
Indiana 03
Towa 02
Kansas 02
Kentucky 03
Louisiana 08
Maine 03
Maryland 15
Massachusetts 21
Michigan 13
Minnesota 10
Mississippi 02
Missouri 03
Montana 01
Nebraska 12
Nevada 03
New Hampshire 02
New Jersey 20
New Mesico 02
New York 79
North Carolina 06
North Dakota 0
Ohio 10
Oklahoma 09
Oregon 03
Pennsylvania 13
Rhode Island 05
South Carolina 12
South Dakota 01
Tennessee 10
Texas 28
Utah 05
Vermont 03
Virginia 10
Washington 52
West Virginia 01
Wisconsin 06
Wyoming 0
Prefer not to say 20
Years working in education 15.4(10.2)
Years working in current school 92(8.1)
Percent of time employed (FTE)
Less than 0.25 32
025-0.49 21
0.50-0.74 33
075-099 27
10 886
Extra work hours per week” 112(8.2)
School type
Public School 66.1
Independent/Charter School 214
Private School ns
Religious School 10
Average class size
1-9 students 47
10-19 students 280
20-29 students 577
30-39 students 79
40-49 students 08
50-59 students 01
60 or more students 08
Annual income (USD)
Less than $20,000 30
$20,000-$29.999 32
$30,000-539,999 69
$40,000-849,999 134
$50,000-$59,999 186
$60,000-$69.999 142
$70,000-579,999 19
$80,000-$89,999 96
$90,000-$99,999 62
$100,000-5124,999 9.1
$125,000-5149,999 30
$150,000 or more 08
School job role
Educator/Teacher 926
School Counselor 41
Social Worker 15
Psychologist 14
Nurse 04
Grade level
PreK 72
Elementary School 355
Middle School 212
High School 360
Educational attainment
High School 03
Some College (no degree) L
Two-year College 08
Bachelor’s Degree 232
Master's Degree 705
Doctoral Degree 41

=4,608. This table contains the demographics information for both Studies 1a.and 1b, *Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could select “al that apply. For extra work
hours, we asked, “How many hours per week do you currently spend outside of your official work hours doing schoolwork? Please enter only whole numbers from 0 to 50 in the box below”.
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“What are the 3 feelings you experience the most as an educator working in your school?”

1st response 2nd response 3rd response Overall

Word % Word % Word % Word

Happy 10.46% Frustrated 11.60% Frustrated 9.07% Frustrated 9.63%
Stressed 9.44% Stressed 6.44% Tired 5.19% Happy 6.94%
Excited 9.26% Happy 559% Stressed 493% Stressed 6.94%
Frustrated 8.22% Overwhelmed 557% Happy 475% Excited 5.32%
Joyful 7.01% Excited 427% Overwhelmed 473% Overwhelmed 5.09%
Overwhelmed 4.98% Anxious 353% Exhausted 364% Joyful 4.23%
Proud 3.39% Tired 3.24% Joyful 261% Tired 382%
Anxious 3.26% Joyful 296% Excited 241% Anxious 3.06%
Tired 3.04% Challenged 248% Anxious 239% Exhausted 249%
Inspired 2.28% Exhausted 222% Challenged 210% Proud 240%

,265. Participants were presented with three boxes to describe the top three emotions they experience working at their school. The percentages i the “Ist response” to *3rd response”
colums refer o responses from each corresponding box. The percentages in the “overall” column refer o participants who reported a specific feeling in 1-3 of the response felds combined.
All emotion words were transformed into their adjectival form for presentation purposes, but the emotion word itself was not altered (e.g., “happiness” was changed to *happy”).
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