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ABSTRACT
LILLIE COX: A Study of the Impact of Salary Supplements on Tiead@ urnover in North
Carolina School Districts
(Under the direction of Dr. Fenwick English)

The purpose of this study was to examine the effettocally competitive salary
supplements and the turnover rate in all North @aaaschool districts and to discuss exit survey
data in one North Carolina school district.

The research analyzed the effects of changes allyomompetitive salary supplements
and the turnover rate in all North Carolina schaiistricts over a period of three years. The study
also used exit survey data from one specific scmdtict. When compared to the district’s
salary data, a description of the findings in thaividual school district provided information
regarding the reasons teachers are leaving orteawgide level and provided insight into the
reasons teachers provided for their leaving onégiNGarolina school district. The study used the
conceptual framework of Herzberg’s Motivation-HyggeTheory (also known as the Two-Factor
Theory) as a basis for understanding the datadegalocal salary supplements and teacher
turnover rates over several years.

Correlations were run between teacher turnoves rate both salary supplement
amounts and salary supplement changes. The rese&ocimd only one indicator of significance
for both salary supplement amount and salary supgié changes. Using a multiple regression
analysis, the researcher used location as theatemtiependent variable with salary supplement
amounts and supplement changes added to the aguko regions in North Carolina showed

a statistically significant relationship betweeadieer turnover and salary supplements. Using



exit survey data from one local school districg tesearcher calculated the percentages for the
three main reasons listed on the survey for teadearing their jobs. The researcher correlated
these reasons to Herzberg’'s Motivation - Hygienedri. This resulted in salary as a hygiene
factor receiving the highest percentage, followgdnore opportunities for advancement as a
reason teachers left their positions. Possibleoreafor the findings, rival hypotheses,
implications for administrators and policy makemsd recommendations for future research are

discussed in the final chapter.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

It is generally recognized that the quality ot@dent’s education is largely a matter of
the effectiveness of the teachers any student emeuin his or her formal education. Often
student test scores are used as measures of tepethiey; however, characteristics of “teacher
guality,” such as experience and years of schopérgonly weakly linked with student
achievement. They are not reliable proxies forative teaching” (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2007, p.
70). Additional research is needed to determinewteachers improve students’ academic
improvement and under which conditions. Many fastfrteacher quality exist, including the
teacher’'s academic background, scores on standdrtksts, such as the SAT and ACT, teacher
certification status, and years of experience. $tusly focused on teacher turnover as a factor
affecting years of experience and, therefore, teaeffectiveness. If teachers are constantly
entering and leaving the profession, teacher loigesxperience, professionalism, and expertise
are ultimately affected. Moreover, teacher effetiess cannot be adequately measured if there
are no longitudinal data due to teacher turnovResearch has clearly revealed that teacher
effectiveness is not only key to student achieveiarnt its impact on student learning is
cumulative” (Dwyer, 2007, p. 3); therefore, thebdlity of the teacher workforce is essential to
continuous student achievement.

A focus on recruitment and retention efforts iseesigl to most school districts to meet
the goal of obtaining and keeping teachers. Thexenany factors involved in securing teachers

in local school systems, including “student enr@ht) class size policies, curriculum



requirements, the district’s fiscal capacity, dcttpriorities, and the wage level of effective
teachers (Murnane & Steele, 2007, p.17). Thisystuiahed to analyze the effects of changes in
salary supplements and the turnover rate in altiNGarolina school districts over a period of
three years. The study also utilized exit surveg l@m one school district for one year and,
when compared to salary and turnover data fronettiee state over three years, provided more
insight into the reasons teachers are leavingsiata-wide level. Assuming that teachers will
remain in jobs where they find satisfaction throaghumber of factors, the study was based on
the theoretical foundations of Herzberg’s Motivatidygiene theory. “Studies by Cooper (1973)
and Stutebeck (1974) have shown job satisfactidetsignificantly correlated with student
perceptions of teaching effectiveness” (Moxley, 2RThey hypothesize that if teachers find
satisfaction through either hygiene factors, matwvéactors, or both, they will remain in their

current positions and less turnover will occur.

Statement of Problem

Currently, the issue of teacher turnover has mdr@d a new and hot topic to a daily
reality as “schools and districts must strugglentintain standards for teaching quality while
continuously recruiting bright new teachers andks®gto retain their most effective existing
teachers” (Guarino, Santibanez, Daley, 2006, p.JR8¢ruiting is no longer a spring sport; it is
a year-round event as teachers enter and leawbatbsoom at various times for various reasons.
Districts have restructured and reorganized thamdn resources and recruitment offices to
meet the challenge of keeping “highly qualifieddeers,” as defined by No Child Left Behind
Act, in classrooms year-round. The competitionasck, and any advantage a local school

district has will help in retaining a quality teaatp work force.



The increase in teacher turnover is based on ddaetars. Some teachers leave for
financial reasons, yet many leave for intrinsicsm®s that are directly related to working
conditions and the culture at the school level. leoand Mittapalli (2006) found that
“retirement and job dissatisfaction were amongl¢laeling reasons for teachers to leave their
professions altogether. Low pay and fewer benefiise not reasons for attrition” (p. 4). In a
study of teachers in Florida, researchers founttheafollowing factors rank highest when a
teacher decides to leave or to stay: administratiygoort, financial incentives, paperwork,
family responsibilities, and the joy of teachingefKaint, Lewis, Potter, and Meiseis, 2007).

In addition to the effect on the classroom, teatherover is costing the nation an
estimated $7.3 billion annually, according to agttecently released by the national
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (NCT2096). Federal legislation such as the
No Child Left Behind Act (Public Law 107-110) reges more accountability in schools for test
scores, teacher qualifications, teacher recruitpteaihing, and, ultimately, retention. These
areas have become top priorities for local schatidts. As the accountability for schools and
school districts has increased, the pressure @srdam teachers has increased as well. For
example, “teachers have been evaluated for yesws|ly in their classrooms; however, more
accurate and easily available teacher informatiarhas led to evaluating teachers by focusing
on specific qualifications and characteristics eatinan on classroom behavior” (Goe, 2007, p.
7). Therefore, teachers increasingly feel lesspeddence and control. Professions outside of
education are attractive to teachers who may lendisanted with their current work situations,
especially as “the circumstances of their jobs magter even more than their salaries”
(Viadero, 2008).

Even if teachers are satisfied in their jobs, #i®l market theory must be considered. In

the recent Quality Counts Report (2008), 16 othlefgssions with similar skill demands were



found to out-earn teachers by a notable margirppfaimately 88 cents to every dollar earned
by comparable workers (Swanson, 2008). Howevergatibn is well known as a stable
marketplace for its employees, and this may agapact the number of teachers willing to
sacrifice stability for the more immediate and mioirative opportunities on the job market.
One promising approach to this challenge has dearof providing specific monetary
incentives to attract and retain quality teachiltany studies find that “teacher pay reduces the
probability that teachers leave the professiortjqdarly once differences in alternative earnings
opportunities are taken into consideration” (HamkstKain & Rivkin, 2001, p. 2). Financial
incentives are important to some teachers. For plgmlirsch (2006) found that salary and
benefits were ranked first among teachers whahefprofession and second among teachers
who remained in their current position, and amdragé who moved to another teaching
position. Teachers have proven to be aware of daiting potential as studies “found that
higher salaries were associated with lower teaatigtion and that teachers were responsive to
salaries outside their districts and their prof@s¢iGuarino, Santibanez & Daley, 2006, p. 194).
The study added to this emerging knowledge basedety the impact of salary changes
across North Carolina and examined the reasonkéeateft one school district in particular in
the state. The results of this study are benefioiadchool districts as they continue to address

the need to provide highly effective teachers atdin those teachers in all of our classrooms.



Research Questions

In this study, the researcher examined the eftefdiscally competitive salary
supplements and the turnover rate in all North @aaschool districts along with exit survey
data in one North Carolina school district to ansthie following research questions:
1. What effects do changes in local salary supptesngave on teacher turnover in all North
Carolina school districts?
2. What effect does location have on teacher twenayiven salary supplements?
3. What are the most significant reasons teacheesfgr leaving one local school district in
North Carolina?
4. Are the findings in the local district data smtent with the findings in the state-wide salary

supplement data regarding reasons for teacherterfo

Importance of the Study

Often, turnover is attributed to retirements ooge simply leaving education for another
profession; however, the people who leave schoalsaigrate to other schools or districts also
leave a void in their wake; the effect on schoal dristrict-level recruitment is the same. A
replacement must be found. Furthermore, the effie¢he students and culture of the school and
district may be harmful regardless of where thehess go. “It's not that we have too few
teachers entering our schools; it's that too maeyeaving,” states Thomas Carroll, Executive
Director of the National Commission on Teaching Amderica’s Future (Blair, 2003). This
study aimed to analyze the effects of changeslarnsaupplements and the turnover rate in one
selected North Carolina school system as it congpg@rsalary changes in all North Carolina

school districts from 2005-2007.



The researcher used the conceptual framework dfiideg’s Motivation-Hygiene
Theory (also known as the Two-Factor Theory) aasasofor understanding the data regarding
local salary supplements and teacher turnover mateisseveral years (Herzberg, F., Mausner,
B., & Snyderman, B., 1959). Herzberg’s MotivatioHygiene Theory finds that the factors
causing job satisfaction (motivation factors) aiféedent from the factors causing job
dissatisfaction (hygiene factors). Herzberg foumat employee salary is a hygiene factor, in that
it may lead to dissatisfaction toward a job; howeutedoes not lead to job satisfaction. Satisfiers
or motivating factors are more intrinsic in natarel include recognition, advancement,
responsibility, achievement, and the nature ofibek itself.

Data collected by North Carolina public school mit$ regarding teacher turnover were
used along with data regarding local salary supptemfor each school district in North
Carolina. The research examined how local increasdslecreases in salary supplements
affected the teacher turnover rate and what theaatnwas on school systems, in terms of teacher
turnover rates from year to year. The school distrin North Carolina are grouped by
geographically into 8 distinct regions. This studynpares teacher turnover rates and salary
supplements within each of the eight regions sbdistiance will not be a factor. Figure 1.1 and

Table 1.1 show the eight regions and list the skcistricts in each region.



Figure 1.1. North Carolina School Districts Showndeographic Region

A"‘

Table 1.1. North Carolina School Districts Dividegl Geographic Region.

Region # | School Districts

1 Beaufort, Bertie, Camden, Edenton/Chowan, CukitDare, Gates,
Hertford, Hyde, Martin, Pasquotank, Perquimang, Pitrrell, Washington

2 Brunswick, Carteret, Craven, Duplin, Greene, 3phenoir, New Hanover,
Onslow, Pamlico, Pender, Sampson, Wayne

3 Durham, Edgecombe, Franklin, Granville, HalifRaanoke Rapids City,
Weldon City, Johnston, Nash, Northampton, Vancek&y&/arren, Wilson

4 Bladen, Columbus, Whiteville City, Cumberland rhttt, Hoke, Lee,
Montgomery, Moore, Richmond, Robeson, Scotland

5 Alamance, Caswell, Chatham, Davidson, Lexingtdg, Thomasville City,

Forsyth, Guilford, Orange, Chapel Hill, Person, &aph, Asheboro City,
Rockingham, Stokes

6 Anson, Cabarrus, Kannapolis City, Cleveland, ©hnCity, Gaston, Lincoln
Mecklenburg, Stanly, Union
7 Alexander, Alleghany, Ashe, Avery, Burke, Caldw€latawba, Hickory

City, Newton-Conover, Davie, Iredell, Mooresvilley; Rowan, Surry,
Elkin City, Mt. Airy City, Watauga, Wilkes, Yadkir¥ancey

8 Asheville City, Buncombe, Cherokee, Clay, Grahbiaywood, Henderson,
Jackson, Macon, Madison, McDowell, Mitchell, PdRytherford, Swain,
Transylvania




The study also uses exit survey data from one Bpachool district that asks teachers
who just left the district their reasons for leayifhese data can be compared to the state-wide
salary data and may provide more insight into gssons teachers are leaving. This portion of
the study is descriptive in nature.

Using Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene theory as aotie¢ical framework, the researcher
was able to analyze the possible intrinsic andresitr reasons for teacher turnover when the
survey data is compared to the state-wide saldoynration. The data collected may provide the
foundation for future studies. In this sense, theyswas primarily investigative in that it is
focused on understanding relationships betweemglex set of variables, as opposed to

generating statistical comparisons from a knowroggariables.

Assumptions of the Study
The study is based on the following assumptions:
1. The actual reasons teachers leave their posiimcomplex and multifaceted, but the data
they report are accurate, insofar as they chosevieal all of the reasons they left a position.
2. A common reporting format may provide consisyehait not necessarily accuracy.
3. The local supplement information only includeanyy salary supplements. It does not include
other financial incentives if they were offeredéachers (such as signing bonuses, incentives for
teaching in hard-to-fill subject areas such as maatthscience, and incentives for teaching in
high-poverty schools.)
4. Financial incentives are but only one type okimtive offered to recruit and retain teachers;
they nonetheless are an important contributingofaicta teacher’s decision to leave or stay in

any one system when combined with other non-mateveards.



5. Herzberg’s theory is relevant and applicabléhapublic education environment.
7. Teachers completing the survey received no degicentive to promote candor in their

responses.

Limitations of the Study

Because the data utilized in this study have dirdémen gathered, the researcher was
limited to some extent by what was included andueded in that data source. The following are
the limitations of the study:
1. Characteristics of teachers: The data do ndadiecdemographic information on the teachers,
including age, years of service, race, genderdacational background. This means that the
researcher was limited to make findings withouirggwconsideration to these factors.
2. Characteristics of school districts: The studyrbt include geographic, demographic, or
economic information regarding the school distridtse district’s location relative to other
districts is considered as the districts are grduperegion. This means that the researcher was
limited to information only based on state and Isadary information.
3. Absence of additional incentive information: Téare many incentives teachers may find
important in their decisions to leave or stay. Tdtigly only examined the impact of local salary
supplements.
4. Conceptual framework: Herzberg's theory is lediin its approach to job satisfaction in that
it focuses on the content-context dichotomy. Angatosions drawn from this proposed study
were limited to the characteristics described byzHerg as motivating factors or hygiene
factors.
5. Limited survey data: The study utilized surveyadfrom only one school system. It was a

convenience sample in that the participants wdeets “because they are willing and available



to be studied. The researcher cannot say with @enée that the individuals are representative
of the population” (Creswell, 2005, p. 149). Sitlce purpose of the study was to explore
relationships between variables, school distriacpces were not compared as to their
effectiveness; that is, a statistical sample wasppropriate.

6. Secondary data sources: The data for the stedy from a secondary source where “in
designing secondary analyses, analyzing the resmtsdrawing conclusions, researchers face a
number of potential problems” (Kiecolt & Nathan 859 p. 47). The data used in this study were
based upon survey results from each local schatiictiin North Carolina and was reported to
the NC Department of Public Instruction for repogtpurposes regarding teacher turnover.

7. Exit survey response rate: The exit surveys weaged to all certified employees who left the
district after the previous school year. They waagled back voluntarily and anonymously with
postage pre-paid.

8. Exit survey: The exit survey was developed lycal school district for its own data

collection purposes. The survey was not designednal Herzberg’'s Motivation — Hygiene
Theory. The exit survey only targets “leavers,t@achers who have exited the school district.
Data were not gathered from “movers” or teachers mioved to a different school within the

district.

Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this study, the following digfams for key terms and concepts
apply:

Average Base Salaryhe average base salary is determined by theregat of Public

Instruction and is delegated to the local schostritits based on an average number of students

per teacher and district poverty levels.
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Motivation — Hygiene Theoryygiene factors include supervision, salary, wenkironment,

district and individual school policies, and redauship with boss and/or peers. Hygiene factors
lead to job dissatisfaction. Motivation factorsdda job satisfaction and include achievement,
the work itself, recognition, responsibility, adeament, and personal/professional growth.
Leavers Teachers who leave their school district. THesehers may move to another
profession or they may move to another state tchtea

Movers Teachers who move to other schools within aidistr

Local Salary Supplemerttach school district in North Carolina is govetisy a local school

board that determines the local salary supplenmradrtified teachers. This decision is based

largely on the amount of local funding provideddach Board of County Commissioners. The
County Commissioners are fiscally responsible &ttiizg the local tax rate and allotting money
to the school district, along with other public ages.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLBhe reauthorization of the Elementary and Secgnda

Authorization Act of 1965. The law requires thaegwchild be taught by a “highly qualified”
teacher and provides sanctions for schools reagiUithe | funding if they do not meet student
achievement standards for two or more consecutaesy The goal is that every child be
proficient in reading and mathematics and the coreses in high school by the 2013-14 school
year and is measured by state mandated tests.

Stayers Teachers who remain in their current school wistr

Teacher Turnover Ratd@he percentage of teachers who left their cursehbol district during

or at the end of a school year.
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Research Design

The research focused on North Carolina schodlickistlocal salary supplement
information and teacher turnover rates for thragseoutive years (2004 — 2007). The researcher
used data from the annual Teacher Turnover Repbith are generated by the NC Department
of Public Instruction. This report is produced bg Human Resources Division and is prepared
annually for the State Board of Education. Schastridts are asked to complete a survey on an
annual basis. The survey asks each school digirrefport the total number of teachers
employed from July 1st to June 30th of the prevalsool year. It asks them to provide the
number of teachers leaving the system, the numitteaohers with tenure leaving the system,
and the reasons given by teachers for leavings Stoidy used data from this report from the
2004-2005 school year through the 2006-2007, a&thear data source.

A multiple regression approach was used, with #geddent variable being teacher
turnover and the independent variable being lonatiith teacher salary supplements added to
the equation. Multiple regression is a statistpralcedure that will examine the combined
relationship of multiple independent variablesdsgllocation, etc.) with a single dependent
variable (teacher turnover rates) (Creswell, 2@0535-336).

The study also used exit survey dataviese distributed by mail to all teachers who left
one local school district in North Carolina durithg 2006-2007 school year. The exit survey
data asked teachers why they left their schoolgrbyiding a list of reasons to check. Teachers
anonymously and voluntarily returned the survegsmiail to the school district. The researcher
calculated percentages of teachers who indicatell re@son. A sample of the survey is
included in the Appendix.

The descriptive analysis of the local exit survaygdetailed information from a subset

of teachers. These local data provided a compatestre state-wide local salary supplement

12



data and related it to Herzberg’'s Motivation-Hygigheory. Salaries were included as hygiene
factors in that they contribute to job dissatisfatiand are considered being first-level factors.
Second-level factors include responsibility, potrfor growth, recognition, and achievement
(Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., & Snyderman, B. (19p919). Second-level factors were reported

by the teachers in the survey data.

Benefits of the Study

This study benefited local and state administraaois policy makers because it
examined both the micro and macro reasons for égdamover. On a large, state-wide scale the
study compared changes in teacher salary supplemaent: three year period and compared
those changes to teacher turnover rates in allochstricts in North Carolina. Additionally, this
evaluation of the data provides policy makers ahetational leaders some of the information
needed to determine whether salary supplement elaftect teacher turnover when competing
with local districts for teachers. The informatiaiso provides information about salary trends
across North Carolina over the past few years.

On a smaller scale, the exit survey data from ched district provided actual
individual reasons that teachers left their posgidVhen compared to each other, the local data
and state-wide data provides educators and polakens with some insight as to how salary
(hygiene factors) and opportunities for growthateinships with peers and administrators

(motivating factors) affect teacher turnover.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

A growing body of research suggests that expeegmneachers have a stronger influence
on student achievement; however, teacher turnaesepts teachers from gaining experience,
disrupts the culture of the school, and causesuress to be focused on recruitment rather than
improvement of current teacheidis section begins with a discussion of Herzbekfggivation
- Hygiene Theory or Two Factor Theory and then nsaeea discussion of the relationships
between teacher turnover and student achievembatsdction concludes with a description of
efforts to decrease teacher turnover, focusingath tetention and recruitment efforts.

For a definition of teacher turnover, the literatwrill focus on both teachers who leave
the profession and those who transfer from onedabradistrict to another. In both situations,
schools and students are left with a void; howewest current research is focused on teachers

who leave the profession altogether.

Historical Background
Effective teaching has been of concern in thimtguas early as 1825, when James G.
Carter of Massachusetts pushed an effort to dewetogining program for teachers in the public
schools. (Pulliam & Van Patten, 2003). The Oswegwd&Mment, started by Edward Sheldon,
secretary of the Board of Education in Oswego, Nerk in 1853, changed the focus from

content to pedagogy. This movement “focused oraeducation that focused on new



principles, better psychology, creative methods, @meffort to understand how children learn”
(Pulliam, et al, p. 137). By the 1870s, teachessavwbeginning to meet over the summer months
for summer institutes focused on pedagogy and oosfeecifics. An interest in teaching as a
profession blossomed and teachers were fillingctagsrooms with training and preparation for
the first time.

By the mid 1900s, the focus of our educationatesysturned to results. The Coleman
Report (entitled Equality of Educational Opportyhivas written and focused the country on
student demographics. By focusing on per-pupil exgares as they relate to student
achievement and other outcomes, the Coleman Ripord that student background was more
significant to student outcomes than school regsi(€Coleman, et al., 1966). Teacher ranks,
however, continued to increase rapidly over th @&ntury, and the National Educators
Association and the American Federation of Teacansed enough members to affect
educational policies. Therefore, salaries begarséosignificantly between 1979 and 1989.
“Average earnings in entry-level positions for@llege graduates increased by only 3.5 percent
over the same period [as compared to teacher salamgases of 13 percent]” (Ballou &
Podursky, 1997, p. 4). In fact, these organizatlmetsame so vocal and focused on salary
increases that their public reputation sufferethas power grew. Fighting for wages and
working conditions, instead of higher standards amdiculum reform, was harmful to these
groups in the public arena. The truth was, thatheasalaries, though increasing, were still not
competitive with other comparable professions, @adher quality started to wane (Pulliam, et
al, 2003).

With the publication oA Nation at Riskn 1983, the performance of the American
educational system was questioned on an interratievel, and a sense of urgency was born.

The complex investigation into what constitutesialy education and the definition of an
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effective teacher has since been the focus of $chfmym and restructuring efforts and the
subject of immediate educational research thaphaduced hundreds of studies. Additional
studies produced evidence that those with lowerdstalized test scores were more likely to
enter the teaching profession; therefore, alteragirograms for obtaining teacher licensure
emerged to fill vacancies. By 1984, the Nationali@ol on the Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE) procedure and protocol were agidfity higher education to ensure that the
teacher preparation programs met a minimum star@aidam, et al, 2003, p. 265). The
Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy (19&fd that “it will do little good to raise
the standards for entry into the profession ofltearand greatly improve the professional
preparation of teachers if nothing is done to ntalsehing a more attractive career.”

Working conditions for teachers have changed driziadt over the decades. Today, the
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation (2002) reiges specific teaching credentials and
certifications in an effort to improve student asrement and performance on standardized tests.
The assumption is that teachers with approved otede will be more effective. Thus, teacher
preparation programs, recruitment efforts, evatuaiystems, professional development and
retention measures have all followed suit in anréfiot only to meet NCLB standards, but also
to also raise the role of teacher to a professi@val. While more attention is being paid to
teacher credentials, NCLB fails to focus on indiaticlassrooms and ranks entire schools as
failing or achieving. In fact, Hanushek, Kain, Oi@n, and Rivkin (2005) have found a greater
variance in teacher impact within school builditiggn between schools themselves. Thus, the
teacher directly impacts students and is impottamdividual student achievement.

More importantly, studies of job satisfaction amportant to understand not only how to
recruit and retain the best teachers, but alsmpmave teacher job performance. Job satisfaction

for teachers can include various components suéld@nistrative support, access to resources
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and materials, mentoring by veteran teachers, tnmuprograms, planning time, professional
development opportunities, and time for family sEstudied during the 1930s by the Hawthorne
studies (Owens, 2001), job satisfaction has evobxent time into several theories. Mathis
(1999) describes four theories. The fulfilmentdheis based on how much the job fulfills one’s
own needs. The equity theory is based on a congrabistween how much effort and rewards
one worker receives as compared to another. Tloeegigncy theory looks at whether workers
are receiving what they expected as compared to thvbg are actually receiving. Finally,
situational theory states that there are sevectbifa of the job that may affect job satisfaction

including tasks, the organization itself, and thepkyee himself.

Relationship Between Herzberg's Theory and Tea€henover

Herzberg’'s Motivation-Hygiene Theory (also knovwanHerzberg’s Two-Factory
Theory) finds that the factors causing job satisbac(motivation factors) are different from the
factors causing job dissatisfaction (hygiene fagtdderzberg found that employee salary is a
hygiene factor in that it may lead to dissatisfactioward a job; however, it does not lead to job
satisfaction. Satisfiers or motivating factors ar@re intrinsic in nature and include recognition,
advancement, responsibility, achievement, and &tere of the work itself (Herzberg, Mausner,
& Snyderman, 1959). He finds that there is “progadme relationship between job attitudes
and output or productivity (Herzberg et al., 195%). Therefore, job satisfaction is important to
the teaching profession as efforts to retain te@ched improve student achievement have
become more prevalent.

Herzberg's theory can, in many ways, be seen eana@efvork that addresses the

challenge of creating desirable working conditiforsteachers so that they may produce positive

results for students. If teacher turnover is greiatechools with lower-performing students,
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perhaps job satisfaction is playing a role in teagrerformance and, therefore, student
achievement. It is to everyone’s benefit for a veorto be satisfied in his/her job. A review of

both motivation and job design theories is impdrtarunderstanding Herzberg’s Motivation-
Hygiene Theory. Motivation theories are focusedhanactions of the individual and can be
categorized into two schools of thought: content process theories. Process theories focus on a
conscious decision by the individual whether ortodiake action. Content theories are focused
on the individual needs that are internal and daiyerson to take action. (Barnet & Simmering,
2006). Job design theories are focused on the@maental elements that affect a persons’

actions.

Overview of Theories

Process Theories

Major process theories are based on a person’siollvand decision-making process as
an individual taking independent action. These waitbn theories include expectancy theory,
equity theory, goal-setting theory, and reinforcatrtbeory (Barnet & Simmering, 2006).

Vroom finds that motivation is a combination opexted results, the need for
satisfaction, and expectations from an employead&, 2001). Vroom'’s expectancy theory
recognizes the fact that workers are consciouslghueg the amount of effort they exert to the
level of performance it will produce, the rewartwill reap, and whether the outcomes will be
attractive or unattractive. The theory suggestswluaikers are always weighing the amount of
effort they will input against the rewards of th&@me and; therefore, make adjustments
accordingly. “Thus, managers should attempt, tcetttent possible, to ensure that their
employees believe that increased effort will imgr@erformance and that performance will lead

to valued rewards (Barnet and Simmering, 2006)héncase of monetary rewards, Belfield and
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Heywood (2008) described workers who intended tdcianger hours or perform additional
tasks to be more likely to receive performanceteelgpay. They go on to admit that performance
is difficult to measure in some professions suchdgation because it takes a team effort of
teachers combined with counselors, coaches, adnatuss, and specialists, to name a few. As a
conclusion to their study with teachers, Belfietdiddeywood, “failed to find that job

satisfaction is generally higher for those recaverformance pay” (p. 251). In the case of
performance pay, Vroom’s theory suggests that traalvould be adjusting their efforts based
on several outcomes such as amount of pay, whiatctiieeagues are to be paid, and as well as
feelings of satisfaction in doing the job.

Equity theory, goal setting theory, and reinforestitheory have important implications
for managers or supervisors as well. Equity the®bhased on the premise that workers are
always comparing themselves and their situatidhao of their co-workers. This theory is based
on the fact that workers will try to reduce the amioof inequity. Workers neither want to be
over nor under rewarded as compared to their p€eral. setting theory provides the idea that
clear, challenging, yet obtainable goals are ingodrfor workers. These goals provide a sense of
direction and accomplishment. Workers must be cdtechio the goals and have a sense of self-
efficacy. “If individuals have a high degree offsefficacy, they are likely to respond more
positively to specific and challenging goals thitney have a low degree of self-efficacy”
(Barnet & Simmering, 2006). Finally, the behavigriSkinner, is most associated with
reinforcement theory. Reinforcement theory provithed behavior that is not rewarded or
behavior that is punished is not likely to be reépdaTherefore, the decisions managers make,
have an immediate impact on their workers’ behavior

Job design theories attempt to provide an undetstgrof what characteristics of the job

itself motivate workers to perform better. Hacknaaxa Oldham (1980) believed in their job
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design theory that job satisfaction is the restijand performance, not the cause. Their model
of job design has three levels: feeling of meanihwdss, feeling of responsibility, and
knowledge of results. These feelings all occurrafte job is completed. When combined with
the five job characteristics (skill variety, taslentity, task significance, autonomy, and
feedback), a person is motivated to perform effetyi This phenomenon also occurs in the
classroom. “Appreciation of intrinsic merits of tteaching profession helps teachers remain in
teaching; and, finally, empowering teachers anthgithem more influence over school and
teaching policies are also associated with teatention” (Shen, 1997). Shen’s research
further supports Hackman and Oldham by stating“#rapowering teachers is one of the ways
to get them to stay.” Effective working conditios® supportive working conditions and
findings “in general show that administrative sup@mnd teacher autonomy play a large part in
shaping teachers’ attitudes toward teaching” (C&rtx, 2002). However, the study by Certo
& Fox listed the hierarchy of teacher-perceivedsoes that colleagues leave as (1) salary and
benefits, (2) external employment opportunitiesl €8) building level administration issues.
Thus, we have the beginning of a dichotomy of reagbat teachers may leave their jobs. Is it
because of internal reasons or external reasoter2stingly, what teachers perceive as reasons

their colleagues are leaving may not be the resaes teachers leave.

Content Theories

Major motivation theories focused on content ineltide job characteristics model
derived from Maslow’s need/fulfillment theory of thation, Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene
theory, and McClelland. Content theories have &hawlerstanding that human motivation is

the basis for satisfaction. These theories focutheract that individual needs drive motivation
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and provide further insight into Herzberg's Motiaat-Hygiene Theory. The content of the work
itself will either encourage or discourage worketivation.

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is a continuum thatregith physiological needs and
ends with self-actualization of the individual. N@s's A Theory of Human Motivatiofi943)
states that there are at least five basic needs€elare physiological, safety, love, esteem, and
self-actualization. The physiological need impliest a person’s physical needs, such as warmth
and hunger, must be met first or they will domiriaie thinking and motivations of the
individual. Secondly, a person must feel safe aed from danger. Thirdly, the person needs to
have a feeling of belongingness be associatedaffiglctionate relationships. Fourthly, people
need self-respect, achievement and confidencellfif@hat a man can be, he must be” (Ott,
1996, p.50). Maslow'’s final need of self-actualiaatmeans that man desires to do what he is
suited to do. “These basic goals are related th etwer, being arranged in a hierarchy of
prepotency.” (Ott, 1996, p. 55). Maslow finds tixdien one need is met, a different need
emerges to dominate a person’s attention, therefongng needs up and down the hierarchy. He
also finds that the average person is either pigriatisfied or unsatisfied with each of these
needs at any given time.

In 1962, Lyman Porter developed and utilized aespakported to measure the
magnitude, importance, and degree of need saifact managers in relation to Maslow’s
hierarch of needs. (Moxley, 1977). In the studmast two thousand American Management
Association members completed a need fulfillmergsgionnaire. The findings were that need
fulfillment deficiencies progressively increasedrr the top to the bottom of the management
hierarchy for three of the five categories: esteamtonomy, and self-actualization. This study
used Maslow’s hierarchy to show how the needsaifdes are focused on the categories most

associated with their roles and not on lower-ordgegories such as safety or physical comfort.
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In 1969, Clayton Aldefer took Maslow’s hierarchyrededs and categorized them into
three basic areas of existence which include:dfetg and physiological needs, (2) relatedness
which includes internal self-esteem and belongisgmeeds, and (3) growth which includes
external esteem needs and self-actualization. (Addel972). Aldefer agreed with Maslow in
that the existence needs must be met first, big\es that the other needs could fluctuate
greatly along a continuum. Movement toward growttl self-actualization would improve
satisfaction and movement back toward existencds@euld mean dissatisfaction or
frustration. Aldefer and Porter both focused on iaslow’s hierarchy of needs was
internalized by individuals.

Douglas McGregor's 1957 X and Y theory is one gdfagites and begins to focus on how
external factors influence the perceived needsdiiduals. Theory X states that individuals
must be externally motivated to work while Theorphbovides that people have a natural need to
work and external forces only provide opportunitidhis suggests that understanding
individuals' internal motivations is necessary oW what external motivators would be most
effective in creating or reinforcing desired beloast (DeSanto, 2005).

David McClelland’s theory of needs includes thechfse achievement, the need for
affiliation, and the need for power. His theoryyades even more flexibility than Aldefer’s
study. McClelland’s theory states that everyonedhparticular level of these needs
(McClelland, 1976). He describes those with a grea¢ed for achievement as people who
intentionally place themselves in situations wheeeneed will be met. They set goals for
themselves that are challenging, yet attainablkeasame time. “Management scholars were
especially interested in this theory since it sstg@ who should be hired or promoted” (Mueller,

2001).
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Herzberg’'s Theory

Herzberg published@he Motivation to Workn 1959 which chronicled his study
involving interviews with 200 engineers and accantd. His interviews asked people to
describe “any kind of story you like — either aginvhen you felt exceptionally good or a time
when you felt exceptionally bad about your job”%99p. 35). Over twelve more investigations
were completed when Herzberg developed the TwaFactMotivation - Hygiene Theory.
Herzberg used the “critical incident” method in wlnthe researcher coded each incident as it
was reported by the employee as falling into aigpalgr category. “A significant advantage of
the critical incident method for the study of fagules in its capacity to deduce from
respondents qualitative dimensions of both satisfa@nd dissatisfaction which may not have
been previously identified” (Bess, 1981). The faliog categories were used by Herzberg
(1959): achievement, recognition, work itself, msqbility, advancement, salary, possibility of
growth, interpersonal relations with subordinagtatus, interpersonal relations with supervisors,
interpersonal relations with peers, supervisiomitézal, company policy and administration,
working conditions, personal life, and job securithe results of Herzberg’s study can be seen

in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1. Percentage of Each Factor Appearingeirzlberg’'s Study as Satisfying or

Dissatisfying (1959).

Factor Satisfying Dissatisfying
Achievement 41* 7
Recognition 33* 18
Work Itself 26* 14
Responsibility 23* 6
Advancement 20* 11
Salary 15 17
Possibility of Growth 6 8
Interpersonal relations, 6 3
subordinates
Status 4 4
Interpersonal relations, 4 15*
superior
Interpersonal relations, peers 3 8*
Supervision-Technical 3 20*
Company Policy and 3 31*
Administration
Working Conditions 1 11*
Personal Life 1 6*
Job Security 1 1

Percentages total more than 100% since more tharfactor can appear in a given answer.
*Significant at the .01 level
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Herzberg's research creates two sets of factors.9enis called satisfiers, also known as
motivators, and contribute to job satisfactionréggent, but do not distract if not present. “Job
satisfaction and dissatisfaction are a functiothefperceived relationship between what one
wants from one’s job and what one perceives itfesing or entailing” (Locke, 1968). Satisfiers
include achievement, recognition, the work itsgitwth, advancement, and responsibility.
Motivators may or may not be present; however, wgkvill be more satisfied if they are
present in the working conditions.

The other category is called dissatisfiers, alsovwkn as hygiene factors, and lead to
dissatisfaction if not present; however, they dblead to satisfaction or motivation if present.
Hygiene factors are described as lower level fadb@cause they must be present first before
satisfaction can be achieved. Dissatisfiers inelpdlicies, relationship with boss, working
conditions, salary, and relationships with peeebld@ 2.2 depicts Herzberg’'s Motivation -
Hygiene Theory.

Herzberg argued that meeting the lower-level n€leglsiene factors) of individuals
would not motivate them to exert effort, but wooldy prevent them from being dissatisfied.
“The opposite of job satisfaction is not job dissfaction but, rather no job satisfaction; and
similarly, the opposite of job dissatisfaction @ job satisfaction, but no job dissatisfaction”
(Herzberg, 1987) (as cited in Smerek and Pete0y)). Sergiovanni (1967) studied the job
satisfaction factors of teachers and found conaldersupport for Herzberg's theory.
Sergiovanni’s findings mirrored Herzberg in that teachers found the work itself to be
rewarding and a positive factor and the conditiointhe work to be dissatisfying. In a replication
of Herzberg’s research methodology, Sergiovannpstted Herzberg in his findings that
teachers “find their greatest satisfaction froncheag and affecting students, followed by their

experiencing recognition for a job well done.” (@®ed in Frase, 1989). Therefore, a study of
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needs theories is important to understand howatisfaction leads to successful outcomes in

our schools.

Table 2.2. Herzberg's Two Factor Theory / Motivatidygiene Theory

Factors Affecting Job Attitudes

Leading to Dissatisfaction Leading to Satisfaction
Hygiene Factors Motivators

O Company policy O Achievement

O Supervision O Recognition

O Relationship with boss O Work itself

O Working conditions O Responsibility

O Salary O Advancement

O Relationship with peers O Growth

Critics of Herzberg

Critics of Herzberg contend that job satisfactiemot necessarily related to motivation.
Ewen (1964) (as cited in Smerek et al., 2007)aizéidd Herzberg because he only interviewed
subjects from one occupational field and only measthe topic of job attitudes. He felt that
Herzberg's results were method bound in that urtlessesearcher is duplicating the Herzberg
study, the results will not support Herzberg’s tiyedn a study by Moxley (1977), the researcher
interviewed faculty members teaching in higher edioo using the same instrument used by
Herzberg. The researcher also followed up withstimae faculty members with a two question

guestionnaire with open-ended questions askingremts to indicate factors of satisfaction
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and dissatisfaction. The results for each of ththoas were different. The “work itself” factor
produced both dissatisfaction and satisfactionlt@s( his reflects Thorngate’s (1976) postulate
that it is impossible for a theory of social belwab be simultaneously general, accurate and
simple” (Smerek, et al., 2007). Likewise, Lock&§®) describes the measure of job satisfaction
as requiring an “interactive approach” stating thia¢ causes of job satisfaction are not in the
job or solely in man but lie in the relationshipgween them.” The simplicity of Herzberg's
theory has served as a criticism of his work.

Vroom (1964) argued that the results of the ineavg conducted by Herzberg were due
to people wanting to contribute external factorgy(ane factors) to their unhappiness and
internal factors (motivators) to their happiness.rgasoned that people were answering the
guestions to make themselves look good by blanxigyeal factors on unhappiness and
contributing internal factors to their happinesadess theorists, such as Vroom, argued that
happy workers do not necessarily produce more pfopth more effort. The measurement of
output from individual to individual is too variednd what makes one person satisfied may
dissatisfy another. “The use in applied settingsraved difficult because of problems
associated with measuring need levels and atteghmialter personality patterns that have
developed in childhood, and the significance oféheironment has been neglected” (Mueller,
2001). Likewise, Locke (1968) accuses Herzbergobiing individual values in his model.
Locke states that depending on what a person vatuesl lead to either job satisfaction or
dissatisfaction regardless of the category in witi¢alls, either a hygiene factor or motivator.
Locke (1968) examined several studies and founttiearly all the studies designed to test
Herzberg's theory which have not used his methdddfwhas serious flaws) have failed to
support the theory (e.g., Ewen, et al., 1966; Faieder, 1964; Graen & Hulin, 1968; Hulin &

Smith, 1967; Lindsay et al., 1967; Wernimont, 1966)
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Bellott and Tutor (1990) challenged Herzberg’s tiyeand found that teachers described
salary as a motivating factor, rather than a hygimetor, as they made decisions regarding
whether to stay in their current jobs or leaveddess desirable profession, but for a higher
salary.

Likewise, Gawal, (1997) also challenged Herzbetigéory hypothesizing that teachers
might respond differently than workers in the bess profession due to the nature of their jobs.
This study of teachers in the Tennessee Careerec&idgram found that teachers did not
match the behavior of people working in busineskl§ in Herzberg’s original research. The
Tennessee Career Ladder Program provided teachtbrsalary increases if they chose to
participate. While achievement was the highestirapkotivating factor for teachers, salary was
the primary reason teachers chose to participateeiprogram. The study found that teachers
were as motivated by hygiene factors as they weradtivator factors. However, in support of

Herzberg, the study found that hygiene factorselbmnot motivate teachers.

Herzberg’'s Theory in Education

Many efforts to recruit and retain teachers inclattategies that are extrinsic in nature,
that modify the conditions of work: financial indeses, salary increases, policy changes, human
resource efficiency, and support programs for reachers. These strategies affect the working
conditions for teachers, but they do not motivatehers intrinsically. In other words, extrinsic
strategies are preventative in nature and are sace®r good working conditions such as
Herzberg's hygiene factors. However, intrinsic ¢astare necessary for job satisfaction and top
performance such as Herzberg's motivator factdnsisTthe complexity of teacher job
satisfaction is born. “There is good reason todwelithat faculty are both dissatisfied and

satisfied simultaneously, as the Herzberg modellavpredict” (Bess, 1981).
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It is important to note that the job experienceteathers are different from those of the
200 engineers originally interviewed by HerzbergeAchers’ understanding and interpretation
of “interpersonal relations with subordinates” wibbk the relationship with students while with
an engineer it may be a more professional andpes®nal one. Several studies have been
conducted in the area of education which suppattsavstantiate Herzberg's theory.

The study by Caldwell (1992) attempted to test bdthzberg’s theory and Sergiovanni’s
study by asking 200 elementary teachers to resfmadurvey about their perceptions of job
satisfaction and found that achievement, respditgitand recognition were the dominant
factors in job satisfaction. The study also ainedetduce the criticisms of Herzberg by not using
the critical-incident method to prove that Herzb&fgqdings are still valid even when a different
method of measurement is used.

Feistritzer (1986) found that teachers ranked tppbdrtunity to use their minds and
abilities” as first in importance, the “chance tonkw with young people” as second, and
“appreciation for a job well done” as third in sieslabout teacher job satisfaction (Frase, 1989).
In support of the studies by Frase, Shen (199 Mddbat an “appreciation of intrinsic merits of
the teaching profession helps teachers remairachteg.” These results are supportive of
Herzberg, in that they rank motivator factors sastihe work itself and professional growth as
most important to their job satisfaction.

A recent study by Basset-Jones and Lloyd (2005Hauzberg’s theory to the test by
examining which motivators encouraged employeestdribute new ideas to the organization.
The results were supportive of Herzberg in thattagority of employees who contributed new
ideas did so because of internal motivator factdesy few of them contributed ideas in order to

gain financial incentives.
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In a study of higher education non-academic em@sy8merek and Peterson (2007)
found that the work itself had the most positiverelation to job satisfaction of any of
Herzberg'’s factors. This study surveyed non-academiployees in the areas of facilities and
human resources to determine which factors cawdesdgtisfaction. Additional factors,
including individual demographics and union statuste also included. Of the motivators,
“three variables have positive and significant Goefnts: the work itself, opportunity for
advancement, and responsibility” (Smereck & Petgr2007).

While studying Herzberg's theory and its implicasdor retaining male teachers,
motivating factors were statistically more effeetim retaining male teachers in their current
positions in a study by Freeman (2005). Howeveth@ésame study, hygiene factors were more
important to male teachers’ decisions to remaiti@ir positions in urban schools rather than
rural schools. This study showed how moth motivatat hygiene factors play a part in creating
job satisfaction.

In a study of teachers in low socio-economic schioBereket (2008) found that teachers
were motivated by the work itself using Herzbertysory. This study of teachers in Santa Clara
County, California searched to find the degree lictvthere were differences between teachers
in high- or low-socioeconomic schools in their mations to stay or to leave. The study also
found that a teachers’ relationship with their pipal had a large influence on whether or not a
teacher decided to stay or leave as well.

Using Herzberg's theory, Turner (2007) exploredittfiences of school, teacher, and
student characteristics on middle school teachelpssatisfaction in four school districts in
North Carolina. The researcher used the resultiseoNorth Carolina Teacher Working
Conditions Survey to examine middle school teachpenseptions of their work environments.

The findings were that there was no statisticatipigicant relationship between job satisfaction
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and teacher turnover; however, there was a rekttiprbetween job satisfaction and school
academic achievement in math and reading. Thigysthowed that teacher job satisfaction does
affect student achievement. This study also foinadi the opinions of individual teachers are
important. What one teacher may value may not ees#ime as what another teacher may value.
Therefore, Herzberg's theory may not provide alih&f information needed to supervisors to
adjust working conditions for individual teachérwever, overall, Herzberg's theory of job
satisfaction has implications for decreasing teatlm@over, thus improving teacher

effectiveness and, in turn, increasing studenteagment.

Relationship between Teacher Turnover and Studemedement

It can generally be said that teacher effectiverseesseasured by improved student
achievement. When measuring student achievemeimsageacher credentials, experience,
subject-matter preparation, and even scores odatdized tests such as the ACT and SAT,
research shows a mixed analysis of the data. Tdygleeacher quality is different from teacher
effectiveness. Some differentiate teacher quality teacher effectiveness by concluding that
“teacher effectiveness is determined by studentstases, while qualifications, characteristics
and practices can all be used as determinantaciée quality, independently of student
achievement” (Goe, 2007, p.8).

Additionally, factors such as who enters the teaglprofession and who teaches the
most successful students have a direct impactesetimeasures. These factors have been
researched as to their implications on studeneaeiment. One matter of ultimate concern is
teacher turnover. Once in the profession, why dohers leave, who leaves, and what impact

does this have on student achievement?
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Professional educators have asserted for yearthih&dacher has the greatest impact on
student achievement above economic status, statdéity, and other factors. Sanders and
Rivers (1996) showed that the variance in studsarhing can be attributed to the teacher after
students’ own qualities have been studied. Thdueradded calculations directly link student
academic growth each year to the effectivenesseofeacher. A study by Gordon, Kane and
Staiger, (2006) (as cited in Haycock and Crawf@fi)8) found that students taught by teachers
in the highest 25% of effectiveness gained an @eecd five percentile points relative to their
peers, where students taught by teachers in theskoguartile lost five percentile points. “The
same study suggested that if all black students agsigned to four highly effective teachers in
a row, this would be sufficient to close the averatack-white achievement gap.” Likewise,
Sanders and Rivers (1996) contend that one ineféetegacher can cause setbacks for students
that likely last for the next four years.

Students in high turnover schools are more likelgricounter inexperienced teachers
assuming the replacements are less experiencece\Hoysome turnover is necessary. In the
study by BoydGrossman, Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2008), eletagy teachers and
middle school math teachers who left their posgipror to their second year had lower student
achievement results than those who remained farsheond year of teaching. Other studies of
teachers such as certification status and teackdetials or academic prowess do not show a
significant impact on student achievement. Addaidn studies have found that university
graduates with the highest levels of measuredtabédnd not to go into teaching or leave
teaching within the first few years. (Guarino, $laamez, Daley, 2006; Feng, L. 2005).Therefore,
the best and brightest people are not enteringrhiession. Kane, Rockoff, and Staiger (2006)
also found “little difference in the average acadeachievement impacts of certified,

uncertified and alternatively certified teachexSdntrary to these findings, Darling-Hammond'’s
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(1999) review of state policies in comparison tadsnt achievement states that “certification
status and degree in the field to be taught ang significantly and positively correlated with
student outcomes.”

Teacher experience has proven to be the most leiiadticator of a teacher’s
effectiveness (Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger, 2006; Hamek, Kain, O'Brien, Rivkin, 2005; Darling-
Hammond, Sykes, 2003). Hanushek and Rivkin (2d@x)ever, also suggest that teacher
experience may not be a cause of higher studerg\arhent simply because more experienced
teachers may already teach the higher-achievirdgests. Therefore, “higher student
achievement ‘causes’ teacher experience in theegbas schools with easier-to-educate students
attract experienced teachers” (Hanushek & Rivk0Q72 p.79).

Hanushek, Kain and Rivikin (2001) found that tharelcteristics of students, particularly
student achievement, are strongly related to teanbeility. Their study discovered that student
race and ability were the most prevalent reasontefxhers to leave the profession or transfer to
another school or distridEducation Weekeported inQuality Counts 2003hat “for states to
end the ‘achievement gap’ between minority and naonty students and those from rich and
poor families, they must first end the ‘teacher’gtpe dearth of well-qualified teachers for those
who need them most” (Olson, 2003). Attracting heglality teachers to low-performing schools
will be difficult as these schools are already bdhin a study of the effects of National Board
Certified Teachers (NBCTs), Koppich (2006) foundttteachers in high poverty or low-
performing schools are more likely to lack a majominor in the subjects they are teaching
than are teachers in low poverty or higher-perfogrschools. Koppich’s study found as well
that NBCTs are more likely to be found at higherfgening schools.

Other studies suggest that additional factors, ssdiocation or student demographics,

may in turn have an impact on the style of leadprahd, therefore, teacher turnover. Hanushek
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and Rivkin (2007) studied turnover in urban andusbbn districts finding that “working
conditions in urban and suburban districts difigssantially, with urban teachers reporting far
less administrator and parental support, worse naéeand greater student problems. Difficult
working conditions may drive much of the differemc@urnover of teachers and the transfer of
teachers across schools.”

Monk’s (2007) study of rural and urban schools ftimat most urban schools are
smaller and those teachers “report more satisfaetith their work environments and feel they
have greater autonomy and more direct influence ssfgool policy.” He suggests a subcategory
of policies for hard-to-staff rural schools rattiean a blanket set of policies for all. “In
particular, the focus should be directly on suahdators as low teacher qualification, teaching
in fields far removed from the area of trainingfidulty in hiring, high turnover, and lack of
diversity among teachers in the school.” (Monk, 20@&nother alternative suggested by Monk
is to reorganize the district into larger unitstthee more heterogeneous in nature to attract more
teachers. Policy-makers should pay special attentiGcchools with diverse populations of
students who are from low-income families. “Theiuation is exacerbated by teacher attrition,
which not only disrupts the teaching and learniracpss but also weakens the bond between
teacher and student” (Shen, 1997). “On averageatsiserving high percentages of poor and
minority children have teachers that are less e&peed, have fewer professional credentials,
and come from less-selective colleges than thasengemore affluent and white students”
(Hardy, 2009).

In addition to the impact on student achievemenin@2004) interviewed teachers about
the impact of teacher turnover on student instouctMany teachers found that a lack of
consistency in staff meant that many teachers vidmaned in the Spring were not present to

carry it out in the Fall. Also, students had nosgeaf continuity with instruction because
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teachers were not present for the same professievalopment opportunities. “The continual
loss of teachers also had a negative impact omtimaentum of instruction at the school” (Guin,
2004). The continuity of a coherent curriculum amgtructional practices is also more difficult
to maintain with a constantly revolving teachingfStMoreover, “it stands to reason that student
learning should be enhanced by the efforts of tel@civho are more knowledgeable in their field
and are skillful at teaching it to others” (Darlistammond, 1999, p. 39). According to William
Hussar at the National Center for Education Stesistthe nation will need to recruit an
additional 2.8 million [teachers] over the nexthgigears owing to baby-boomer retirement,
growing student enrollment, and staff turnover +olths especially rapid among new teachers”
(Wallis, 2008).

When faced with a shortage of teachers, MurnameSaaele (2007) found that districts
“often respond to a shortage of effective teachetke prevailing wage not by leaving teaching
positions vacant, but by filling them with ineffeat teachers.” Knowing that schools must have
teachers in place, standards are lowered to flitipms as student enrollment has increased. The
National Center for Education Statistics estimane2005 that 48.7 million students were
enrolled in public schools, as cited in Murname &tekle (2007). That is an eight percent
increase over 1995.

However, not all turnover is bad. When studyirecteer movement within New York
City schools as compared to student achievemeng wsilue added scores, Boyd, et al, (2008)
found that first-year teachers who are producisg Eudent achievement are, in fact, choosing
to leave their schools. Therefore, “it may bengtitdents for some teachers to leave, particularly
those teachers who are ineffective in improvinglsetu achievement” (Boyd, et al, 2008);
however, second and third year teachers with lomesit scores tend to remain in the profession.

Also, the teachers who decide to transfer betwebads tend to move to higher performing

35



schools. This study also found that more than ¢faifie teachers who leave following their first
year transfer to another school within New YorkyGihd a third quit teaching altogether.
Studying schools in one Texas district, HanusheknKO’'Brien and Rivkin (2005) found that
those teachers leaving their schools and the mioiesltogether had lower student achievement
scores. In another study, Hanushek and Rivkin (2@®&06 found that teachers who leave
teaching were significantly less effective thansihavho stay.

A small amount of turnover is healthy as it “allothe school to have a great
combination of new teachers and veteran teachersivae similar beliefs, and who continually
change and grow together.” (Guin, 2004) As mentioneChapter Two, effective teachers are
essential to improved student achievement. Inaffe¢eachers need to leave (Boyd, et al, 2008);

so some turnover is helpful for student achievement

Efforts to Decrease Teacher Turnover

The challenge remains as to how to recruit ararrétigh quality teachers. Several
factors contribute to teacher attrition; howevet al of these factors can be controlled. In an
effort to influence teacher attrition, school dits and states have created new policies,
procedures, and philosophies in the form of supgadtincentives. Supportive measures work to
ensure that the teaching profession is desiralileeany to maneuver. Areas of support include
improved policies, human resource planning, mengpaind induction programs, and strong
school-based leadership. Incentives for teachetade improved salaries, although some might
consider salaries to be support, merit pay or perdmce-based pay, signing bonuses, and non-
financial incentives such as guaranteed plannimg tr reduced class sizes or teaching load.

Some support programs can be costly, and fiscaliress spent to replace teachers

instead of supporting existing classrooms are extenThe National Commission on Teaching
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America’s Future (NCTAF) conducted a pilot studyfigé school districts to quantify the real
costs of teacher turnover (Barnes, Crowe, & Scha2@98). The key findings were that the
costs of turnover are substantial at an averageof@i.7,872 per leaver. Low-performing
students and high-poverty students suffered maehts turnover. Turnover costs can be
recouped by an up-front investment in teacher teterat an average cost of $6000 per teacher.
Unfortunately, districts’ data systems are notgiesd to monitor or aggregate teacher turnover
data efficiently. The study also found more thangy fiscal implications. “These costs do not
include what may in fact be the largest cost ofthea turnover: lost teaching quality and
effectiveness. Numerous studies have shown theli¢e@ffectiveness improves with experience
during the early years of their career. New teaxk#&uggle, but, as they gain more knowledge
and experience, they are able to raise studengeamient. With the high rate of new teacher
turnover, our education system is losing half bfedchers before they reach their peak
effectiveness” (NCTAF, 2008).

Ingersoll (2001) (as cited in Elfers, Plecky, &&fpp, 2006) describes turnover as an
indicator or organizational health. Turnover maadarger impact on smaller organizations such
as a school buildings or individual classrooms.n3@004) describes “the intangible costs in
schools with high teacher turnover [which] may ud# a decrease in employee morale or an
increased strain on working relationships.” Tea¢herover may erode trust, morale, and lead to
a breakdown of the team of faculty working towar@baanmon goal. “It disrupts the team-based

organizational structure and functioning of a s¢h@@uin, 2004).
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Human Resource Planning

There are several policy implications to the figdirmbout teachers leaving the
profession. Darling-Hammond (1999) found that disolicies have an influence on teacher
qualifications that include hiring standards andraditation. The certification process can
sometimes create a challenge for prospective tescBee study of school budgetary practices
found that increased spending at the central oféeel without increasing teacher salaries
improved the chances that teachers will leave {@&iTheobald, 1994).

There have been some changes in the way humaurcesdepartments function to
manage the constant ebb and flow of teachers. $dmstocts have been forced to restructure
how they interview, hire, and recruit teachers ttuthe sheer number of annual vacancies.
While the ability to manage large quantities oflaggmts and new hires has improved, many
human resource offices struggle to provide effigidmely, and quality service to the applicants.
In fact, “according to a 2003 study from The Nevadleer Project, 31 percent to 60 percent of
applicants for four urban districts withdrew frohethiring process because they were fed up
with waiting for offers” (Levin & Quinn, 2003). Ténology has assisted the hiring process by
providing online applications, application scregnpiautomating the process of contacting
candidates, and tracking their progression thrabghiring process. Timing is also essential for
securing the best candidates. Hiring practices khifeed to the early spring rather than summer.
The competition to hire the best teachers fir§eixe and is often a matter of creating a strong
relationship by offering teaching contracts moriiefore school starts. Many local Chambers of
Commerce have partnered with school districts e ¢lae relocation process and help find jobs
for a spouse. Several adjustments can be madegimading human resource offices, moving
hiring decisions to the school, and offering tragin hiring practices for principals and

teachers. Districts can increase the probabiliy fithools will achieve a good match between
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their program and needs and what a new teacheoludfer (Johnson, Kardos, Kauffman, Liu,
& Donaldson, 2004, p. 16).

Interviews with teachers in rural Virginia courstighowed that Herzberg's
motivator and hygiene factors may not be the samalfteachers (Lyons, 2008). This study
showed that interpersonal relations were classdedotivators instead satisfiers. Teachers
found that a positive relationship with their supgor was a motivating reason to remain in their
jobs or to accept a position at a particular schbbis study also aimed to determine which
recruitment strategies were most effective in thrasal districts. The results were inconclusive
in that some teachers were satisfied with theis jaid found one set of recruitment strategies to
be effective, while others were dissatisfied inrtf@bs and found the same set of recruitment
strategies to be effective. Ultimately, recruitmesndnly as effective and as necessary as the

efforts to decrease turnover.

Support Programs for Teachers

Teaching is a very lonely job. While the classro@resfull of students and the
days are busy, teachers are often working in iemland are making hundreds of instructional
and individualized decisions about students witlanyt discussion with or input from other
adults. For beginning teachers, this can seem dwetnaing. Ingersoll found that “especially for
hard-to-staff schools, the largest exodus is byandeachers who are dissatisfied with working
conditions or have had insufficient preparationitrat they face in classrooms.” (as cited in
Darling-Hammond, 2003).

In an effort to better prepare teachers for éxiserience, induction and mentoring

programs have been developed to provide supporgaigénce. Induction programs provide

guidance and assistance on the basics of teachimg)) include time management, lesson
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planning, student behavior management, and commatiomcskills. Ingersoll and Kralik (2004)
reviewed existing studies of induction programs fmuohd that “the assistance for new teachers
and, in particular, mentoring programs have a p@sitmpact on teachers and their retention.”
Likewise, in a study of the 1999 Schools and Stgffsurvey (SASS), Smith and Ingersoll
(2004) determined that beginning teachers who wa@ved in some type of induction program
were less likely to leave teaching or move to o@#rools after their first year. While Rockoff's
(2008) findings were consistent with those of Sraitld Ingersoll (2004) regarding teacher
induction, he also discovered that student achievemlso increased with teachers as hours of
mentoring increased. Further research by the Neaefler Center has shown that “first- and
second-year teachers in the induction program ageffective as fourth-year teachers who had
not previously been in the program” (MaciejewsKi02, p.1).

Because of the low numbers of experienced teaahdéos/-income schools, new
teachers are particularly at risk of leaving beedtsachers ultimately need to have broad,
substantive support from a range of experienceléaglies, rather than simply an assigned
individual, who in the end may fail to deliver whhe new teacher needs” (Johnson et al, 2004,
p. 16). Providing mentors in buildings with highirtaver is a challenge because of the general
lack of experience in these school buildings. Tisemgly are not enough experienced teachers

to mentor new teachers in some schools.

Building-level Leadership

The relationships created in school buildingspmwerful and also impact teacher
retention. The principal sets the tone in the bogdand has primary influence over how the
organization functions. Factors such as collegiaditability of teaching assignment, class

assignments, time for planning, and allocationesburces are all related to working conditions
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and are directly influenced by school-level adntnaitors. In fact, studies find that dissatisfaction
with school conditions is a primary motivator feather turnover, with poor administrative
support at the top of the list of factors. “Adminéors should be concerned about the impact of
faculty attitudes on their performance and the sgbent affect on students” (Satterlee, 1988).
Monitoring teacher attitudes and perceptions isartgnt for administrators. Feldman and
Arnold (1983) (as cited in Satterlee, 1988) aghes job satisfaction surveys are important to
fulfill organizational purposes: (1) to assess sesrof potential problems in the organization, (2)
to discover the causes of indirect productivitylppems such as turnover, (3) to assess the impact
of organizational change on employee attitudesta4}jimulate better communication between
administrators and teachers, (5) to provide aceurdbrmation about sentiments, and (6) to act
as an indicator concerning the effectiveness oardwystems. Administrators can then act on
the results of survey data to make the work enviremt a positive place.

Ingersoll (2001) finds that improvements in studdistipline, increased support from
the administration, and improved input from facuttgmbers are all factors that decrease teacher
turnover. In a study of veteran elementary teachmsitive collegial relationships were listed as
a primary reason for enjoyment in the job (Cockhd®©8). Lincoln and Kalleberg (1990) (as
cited in Mueller, 2001) found in a study of U.Sdalapanese workers that “organizational
structures that facilitate participation, integoati individual mobility, and legitimacy result in
more satisfied and committed employees.” Thesarfgglindicate that the leadership style and
practices of the principal are important to teasher

For teachers entering the profession as a secoadrcéheir expectations of the school
working environment may be different from those veémber the profession on a traditional track
because “career changes are more likely to holicpar expectations about professional

interactions within the workplace” (Easley, 20084¥). The decisions of school-based
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administrators have a significant and immediateaictjon teachers, and teacher turnover data is
often a sign of school health and administratoitiag and competence. “Academic leadership
can attend to the core job dimensions of depart@edtnstitutional life from a more balanced
perspective” (Bess, 1981).

Feedback on performance is also important to teache‘lack of accountability for
school performance, staffing practices that siriposl systems of incentives to take teacher
evaluation seriously, teacher union ambivalencd,@mlic education’s practice of using teacher
credentials as a proxy for teacher quality — hawelpced superficial and capricious teacher
evaluation systems that often don’t even direatlgrass the quality of instruction, much less
measure students’ learning” (Toch, 2008). Accordmmgoch, models that improve teaching
include explicit standards for teaching excellemoaltiple measures which may include
observations, instructional portfolios, lesson plaand teacher interviews, and teamwork. Some
school districts are relying on teacher evaluationa team of experts who then combine their
information for a final analysis. Teachers are mika&y to trust evaluators with the same
credentials and teaching backgrounds and moregils#a more accurate and less subjective
results. “At a time when research is increasinglynpng to working conditions as being more
important than higher pay in keeping good teachretise classroom, the teachers in the
comprehensive evaluation programs say that the r@mbn of extensive evaluations and
coaching they receive makes their working condgiorore professional, and thus more
attractive” (Toch, 2009).

“Giving schools greater authority over teacherrtgrand firing would provide them with
additional incentives to evaluate teachers cangf(lloch, 2009). Those closest to the classroom
have the most incentive to improve teacher effeciss. “Unless those who make personnel

decisions have a strong incentive, they are unliteeimake difficult, high-stakes choices
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regarding teacher pay, promotion, and employmetd&h(ishek, et al., 2007). Teachers at
Quaker Valley High in Pennsylvania were empowengthkir principal and superintendent to
find solutions to students’ problems. The high sdluecided that it would restructure the
curriculum and teaching practices to operate dgldyhgifted program for all students. When
teachers were given the opportunity to have a vantkbe creative problem solvers, many were
apprehensive to this change in leadership struddowever, this school increased student
achievement and graduation rates by focusing odébision making process and the rules of
leadership in the school (Conlon, 2008).

In a study of non-academic employees at a uniygiSinerek, et al. (2007) found that
supervisors must focus on being effective and suweo “Supervisor training to improve
communication, management, and decision makingigraficant lever to impact job
satisfaction” (Smerek, et al. 2007). This studpatgluded the factors of unionized and non-
union workers. Members of unions were the mosttisfgad in their jobs. In fact, in the area of
effectiveness of senior managemenion workers showed the largest difference ti@munion
members of all other factors studied. Unions prexadministrators with an additional set of
external factors for consideration as well.

Teachers often site strong school leadership a®nsao stay. When teachers in were
asked about the reasons for recent stability iohieg staff, their “resounding explanation was
school leadership” in a study by Guin (2004). Thesehers felt that trust in their principal was
a major factor contributing in low teacher turnavBeachers will have a stronger tie to their
principal than any other administrator in a schdistrict. Leadership was “making a difference

in how teachers feel they are valued in the sch@@Lin, 2004).
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Financial Incentives

Pay structures for teachers have typically besedan years of performance and level
of education. Opportunities for career advanceretite area of teaching are far and few
between; therefore, top-performing teachers ofésiont to careers in administration to gain
career status and significant salary increaseallijeeacher leaders would receive additional
compensation for professional duties such as miegtaleveloping job-embedded workshops
for their peers, aligning and monitoring curriculuamd serving on teacher leadership teams.

Certo and Fox (2002) list the top 10 reasons teadk# their positions as (1) salary and
benefits, (2) other employment opportunities, [@)dng level administration visibility in
classrooms, (4) administrators listening to tea€hezeds, (5) professional development, (6)
resources/supplies, (7) administrators understgnsppecial needs children, (8) teacher
placement practices, (9) district level administratvisibility, (10) last minute meetings /
paperwork. Other than professional developmengelage highly centered on hygiene factors.
The actual reasons that teachers gave for stayitigeir local school district included (1) a
commitment to the profession, (2) quality admiragtn, and (3) an appreciation for
relationships with their colleagues. (Certo & FBR02) This supports Herzberg’s theory by
showing that both the presence of hygiene fa@odsthe addition of motivator factors are
significant to teachers as they make decisionsawd or to stay.

Performance-based pay or merit pay structures beee more widely tested in recent
years to recruit and retain teachers. These plansde for a portion of teacher salaries based on
student achievement. Many attempts at merit pag feled because of subjective evaluations,
unpredictable funding, poor morale, staff dissemsind competition, changes in leadership, and
teacher union opposition (Murname & Cohen, 198&)iRson, 1984) (as cited in Morice &

James, 2003). Merit pay may benefit current teached encourage teacher retention; however,
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the likelihood that new teachers would considerinpaty an incentive is unlikely. A few recent
attempts at merit pay are declaring success, imgjutie Ladue School District in suburban St.
Louis, Missouri, which celebrated the"sanniversary of its teacher evaluation and salary
program in 2003. Administrators in Ladue “attribtite longevity of the incentive pay program
to the role of the teacher committee that designgses, and monitors the program (Morice &
James, 2003). The Ladue School District boastsvadacher turnover rate of 4.86 percent on
average since 1993 and also provide tuition reisdgment, a 12:1 student teacher ratio, and a
high per-pupil expenditure of close to $11,000.

Recently, North Carolina offered a bonus of $1800math, science, and special
education teachers willing to teacher in low-incamnéow-performing schools from 2001-2004;
however, researchers showed that this incentiveimalemented so weakly across the state that
it showed little benefit to teachers or schoolgvBys of administrators found the rules
governing this program to be too complex, the st of the program during the school year to
be a hindrance, and that $1800 was not enough ntorextice teachers. (David, 2008)

A two-year-old pilot program in Texas has alsowgh@romise. Teachers receive
between $3000 - $10000 in merit pay based on tetoifs: student performance and teacher
collaboration. Teacher collaboration includes teachitiatives, sharing lesson plans,
participation in professional development, and iseras a mentor (Honawar & Keller, 2008).
This model can be defined as differentiated pay salary associated with other duties and
assignments and not pure performance-pay, accotaifgglish (1984). Interestingly enough,
Honawar reports that recent studies of perform@ageprograms across the nation show mixed
results. The most academic growth was from progitaiaitsonly consider student achievement as
a factor for receiving a bonus. This is “a modehsceducators actually warn against because it

can force teachers to teach to the test” (Hona2e08).
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Performance pay is another option to provide te@chéh incentive to stay and motivate
to perform well. Performance pay for excellent teevaluations “become mutually
reinforcing, rather than mutually exclusive” (To@®09). Honawar also reports that there are
some “unintended consequences” of performance-payrgms, such as one in North Carolina
that paid $1500 bonuses to teachers in schoolsiioat test score gains above a certain
threshold. Some schools with large numbers of ntynetudents were unlikely to receive
bonuses, thus creating a greater percentage dfgetaonover. Teachers moved to schools with
student populations with a greater likelihood aci@d@mic success. This model has an element of
market-sensitive pay that, according to EnglistB@)9is based on the market demand for
teachers in particular subject areas or schools.

Efforts to recruit teachers to under-performingasuh are difficult. One-time or
performance financial incentives are one optiost#ly by the Center for American Progress of
K-12 public teachers in the 2003-2004 school yean®d that 11% of teachers from high
poverty schools did not teach in the same scha&ofdlowing year compared to 6% of teachers
from low-poverty schools. “That’s one reason whieohg money may be even more important
to retaining teachers in hard-to-staff schools tinarecruiting them” (Hardy, 2009). However,
Koppich et al. (2006) warns that monetary incergtiney have unintended consequences when
they run out. Once teachers are no longer eligdlénancial rewards, because of years of
service, changes in teaching assignments, or sshho@ing out of the low-performing category
under No Child Left Behind legislation, they mayoke to leave or recruitment efforts may be
dismal. In a study of urban and suburban distirc/ashington state, Elfers et al (2006)
discovered that teacher retention is indeed relatetuident poverty, and that within some
districts it is also related to measures of stutkarning. “Within-district variation, coupled with

the variation among schools in poverty rates andesit demographics, highlights the
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importance of understanding the specific contexroindividual district and its schools when

analyzing retention and mobility of teachers” (Edfeet al, 2006).

Salary Influences on Teachers

Non-competitive salaries for teachers have loreplscussed as a mark against
the profession. Several researchers have foundhibadhbor market theory especially applies to
the teaching profession. Furthermore, researclichesl that teacher salaries are most important
to new teachers as they shop around for the bestdial opportunities. Shen (2001) discusses
the human capital theory that “individuals maketsystic assessment of benefits and costs of
entering and staying in the profession” (p.1). @& ¢ontrary, salaries have not proven to be a
deciding factor for veteran teachers who have éshaal good relationships with their peers and
the school community. These teachers have alreadle ra significant investment in the
profession, typically earn higher salaries, aregldnd are less likely to move and change their
career or lifestyle for a modest improvement imsalTheobald and Gritz (1996) discovered
that, when average teacher salaries are highpedafs district, beginning teachers are more
likely to move to that different district. A moreaent study by Imazeki (2004) found similar
patterns in beginning teachers and associateddbeisions with competing salaries in
surrounding districts. Once in the profession, heas may shop around for the best salaries for
the first few years. After gaining a few years gperience, they are leaving teaching for other
reasons. In a study of teacher turnover in Alabdeaaers ranked salary and benefits first as
factors relevant when considering staying in tanrent position (Hirsch, 2006). For those who
stayed in their position, salary was not as imptrta

Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2001) conclude that ipayeases of 20, 30, or even 50

percent may be needed to offset the hiring cnissoime schools. Some other options for
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incentives include state income tax credits, rdlooaeimbursement, housing assistance, loan
forgiveness, and scholarships (Hirsch, 2006). THadlenges and idiosyncrasies of performance-
pay programs are numerous. Very easily, salaryniinges can turn into performance-pay
programs.

As is the case with signing bonuses or merit gag/jicentive to leave must be
substantial enough to warrant changing jobs. Ameséd ten percent salary increase is
sufficient to decrease teacher attrition (HanusKen, & Rivkin, 2001). Overall, literature
contends that higher salaries are associated eutarlteacher turnover (Murname & Olsen,
1990; Theobald & Gritz, 1996; Hanushek, Kain & Rinjk2001; Hansen, Lien, Cavalluzzo, &
Wenger, 2004; Imazeki, 2004; Feng, 2005; Hirscl0620

As discussed earlier, other studies support thisoooe as well. “School boards and
administrators cannot buy motivation with salangea. The idea of making a menu of rewards
may make it more palatable to teacher bargainingmus” (Frase, 2001). There are several
examples of how teacher unions and policy makers herked together to implement incentive
programs for teachers to meet their intrinsic neétdle ProComp plan was implemented in
Denver to reward teachers by bumping their salamesthrough bonuses. Teacher union groups
along with administrators collaborated to develop plan. Teachers are paid for a variety of
elements such as teaching in a high poverty schawkasing their test scores, years of service,
and participating in professional development. ‘iltpstudy found that students of teachers who
enrolled [in ProComp] on a trial basis performettdyeon standardized tests than other students.
The program is already successful by another mearsaising the number of teachers applying
to work in Denver’s most troubled schools” (Will&)08). However, in a recent report,
negotiations between school employees and uniontaesmay be in peril. The superintendent

wants to make revisions to the program, but therumembers do not want to make any
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changes. (Honawar, 2008) The Teacher Advancemegta&m, also known as TAP, founded by
the Milken Family Foundation in 1999, is in plaoeli80 schools and 14 states. This program
pays teachers for excellent teaching and is baseduitiple observations by various observers
throughout the year. The most interesting facehisfprogram is that all teachers meet with a
lead or mentor teacher for one to two hours evaxgkito work on lesson plans and reflect on
their prior lessons. While many veteran teachenmgwet interested at first in being
micromanaged by another teacher, many schoolsdemreteacher turnover decrease and
student achievement increase substantially. Orehéeaeported that she does many more labs,
hands-on activities, and reflects on her own pecaatnore because of TAP (Willis, 2008). These
efforts are indicative of an effort by policy maké¢o meet the motivator needs of teachers in

order to reduce turnover and increase student\amient.

Working Conditions

Because of the intricacies involved in recruitimgl aetaining teachers, monetary
incentives or support programs alone are not enal@hsatisfaction is multi-facetted; the
decision to leave one’s job is a logical and emm@&ine combined. For this reason, Herzberg's
Motivation - Hygiene Theory is relevant to the dission of teacher turnover and student
achievement.

Stockard and Lehman (2004) (as cited in David, 2088earched the factors influencing
first year teachers to remain in their jobs. Ingup of Herzberg's theory, they found that the
most important factors of job satisfaction were i@ivator factors of social support
(relationships with peers) and school managemeho(d leadership). Their research showed
that schools with mentoring programs had lowerhieaturnover rates because teachers were

supported and developed strong relationships wdlérs and peers. Key sources of support for
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new teachers are (1) an informative hiring pro¢kasensures a good fit between the candidate
and the position, (2) a well-trained and well-mattimentor assigned to each new teacher, and
(3) a well-defined, standards based curriculum pinavides guidance, but allows for teacher
autonomy and flexibility as well. (David, 2008).

Torquati, Raikes, and Huddleston-Casas (2007) éabekrinsic benefits as “workplace
supports” in their study which “includes three @weristics: (1) professional supports; (2)
physical/material resources; and (3) absence ok weerload.” The top three reasons teachers
remain in the profession are 1) a commitment tgotiodession, 2) quality administration, and 3)
an appreciation for relationships with colleaguesrfo & Fox, 2002). All of these opportunities
for teachers to be critical thinkers and contribsiio their field are impossible if barriers are in
the way. “If employees are preoccupied with conseinout unsatisfactory working conditions
or the inability to provide adequate food and shejpositive impact from motivators will not be
realized” (Frase, et al., 1982).

Alternative methods of rewarding teachers are ptssibilities for policy debate. Frase,
Hetzel, and Grant (1982), described a programrdvaérded teachers according to the
motivators as defined by Herzberg. This progranvigiex recompense other than money on the
basis of instructional excellence. Teachers médt thieir principals for their evaluations and
discussed the type of incentive that would be mu#tivating to them professionally. Incentives
ranged from out-of-state attendance at conferemes$,, computers, or instructional materials
with a monetary range of $80 to $700. Funds westriduted proportionately among the schools
and the size of the individual reward would be dateed by the principal commensurate with
teacher performance which included classroom ingstm only and did not include extra duties
or leadership positions of the teacher. This pnogrntitled the “Program for Excellence,” was

designed to provide additional recognition for teexs who showed excellent instructional
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strategies in the classroom. In their study of gnegram, Frase et al (1982) found that teachers
were very receptive to this reward system; howebere was some disagreement about the
possibility of dissention amongst teachers. Sortietfat publically announcing the highest
award winners would cause dissention, while othienaed a public announcement as an
incentive to improve. “The results of this studg aery supportive of Herzberg's theory in that
(1) participating teachers valued the rewards Wgaly, (2) the rewards were perceived as
special recognition for teaching excellence, ardg@ticipants perceived special recognition as
motivation to continue their excellent teachingagbices” (Frase et al, 1982). The researchers
agreed, however, that hygiene needs must be mateheifotivating factors can be embraced by
employees. “Both hygiene and motivation needsraportant and both must be met before an
employee can work at his optimal level and befexgards of any kind can have a positive
effect” (Frase et al, 1982).

Yee (1990) (as cited in Certo and Fox, 2002) “fothett teacher highly involved in their
work attributed their decision to stay in teachingre to supportive work conditions than to pay:
other highly involved teachers reported unsuppeniwrkplace conditions as the main reason
they left the field. Supportive work conditions limded appropriate workload, opportunities for
collegial interaction, professional developmenttipgoation in decision-making, and support for
student discipline.” In this study, teachers repaithat working conditions and poor
relationships were reasons for leaving. While suiygworking conditions are largely affected
by school leadership, policy makers create thecitra within which school level administrators
can create the climate and culture within individualdings. Ingersoll (2001) suggests that
schools should provide the mechanisms for tea¢hdrave a voice and provide for the
protection of academic freedom as well. He postsl#hat “if there are few mechanisms for the

collective or individual expression of disagreemeith school policies and few protections for
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those employees who challenge school policiesetivd® disagree with school policy will be
more likely to leave” (Ingersoll, 2001).

“It appears that teachers need a career laddeatieave the school district where they
are currently employed.” (Fowler & Mittapalli, 20p&ften known as a “flat profession,”
teachers need to have opportunities with in thdlemarganization to take leadership roles such
as within a school or local school district. Acdoglto this study and other research, teachers
want opportunities for professional growth. Theioral Center for Education Growth cited a
whole list of hygiene factors as reasons for teecleaving their jobs. The highest of which was
a “lack of time to prepare” during their work dayr instructional time with students. (Willis,
2008) Professional development for teachers iruthieed States differs greatly from other
countries whose students perform well on achievénesits. (Sawchuk, 2009) Sawchuk reports
that other countries allow more time for teachergork together and plan, which reduces actual
instruction hours with students. A greater valughantime that teachers actually spend outside
of the classroom improving their skills and prepgriheir lessons is greater in other countries
than it is currently in the United States. Ofterdggnteachers plan alone, and policies such as
mandated instructional time and calendar laws d@ravide any opportunity for teachers to
improve their practice in a non-integrated fashibducational advisor, Linda Darling-
Hammond, (Sawchuk, 2009) reviewed several studipsofessional development and
concluded that 30 to 100 hours of time over six themo a year — positively influenced student
achievement, while those with fewer than 14 hoa little effect.”

Including teachers in the decision-making procésisgawith empowering teachers to
have influence over their own work environmeninmportant. Sergiovanni (as cited in Frase,

2001) stated that “caution must be exercised tidgmmviding for motivation needs at the
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expense of hygiene needs. “The data from this stighrly indicate that teachers who feel that
they have influence over school and teaching pediaire more likely to stay” (Shen, 1997).

According to Hirsch (2006), “Teachers want greatcpk to teach and learn,” and he goes
on to find the solution in supportive building-léWeadership. He states that “non-financial”
incentives are more valuable to teachers than monstwards. Weiss’s study (as cited in Liu &
Meyer, 2005) used the National Center for Educafitatistics Schools and Staffing Survey and
found that teachers with a strong commitment tohe®y also had positive perceptions of their
workplace conditions. Also in support of Herzbengistivators, Linda Darling-Hammond found
that “reasons for remaining in teaching are strpagkociated with resources, teacher input into
decision making, and school climate” (2003).

In a study of teachers leaving Florida school ditstrover a period of two years, Kersaint
(2007) found six factors that teachers ranked depof influence in their decision to leave. The
factors are (1) administrative support, (2) finahbenefits, (3) paperwork/assessments, (4)
family responsibilities, (5) joy of teaching, (&)nt with family. This study places a motivator as
the first factor, but quickly moves to a hygienemeént as the second and third factors. While the
majority of the reasons are motivators, teachdtsaind a level of importance with hygiene
factors. Sergiovanni (as cited in Frase, 1982) waupervisors “that caution must be exercised
to avoid providing for motivation needs at the engeof hygiene needs.” Volkwein and Zhou
(2003) (as cited in Smerek et al., 2007) suppastribtion of complexity in their findings of job
satisfaction concluding that “the model suggesas tiverall satisfaction is the product of a
complex balance of many ingredients.”

While each of these studies used different instntsnand procedures, Herzberg’s theory
supports the findings of these studigall else being equal, individuals will select emyatoent

that offers the best “extrinsic” and “intrinsic” hefits (Muname & Olsen, 1989). While hygiene
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factors will not produce job satisfaction, they aszessary to prevent job dissatisfaction.
Motivator factors consistently rise to the top laes primary reasons workers find satisfaction in

their jobs in the previously mentioned studies.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

This chapter describes the research methods acddures used to conduct this research
and the rationale for using the proposed reseagrthads. The purpose and intent of this study
was to:

-Assess how changes in local salary supplementaatigacher turnover in all North Carolina
school districts over a three-year period,;

-Assess the effect of location on teacher turnover,

-Describe the most significant reasons teachess fgivleaving one local school district in North
Carolina;

-Compare the findings in the local district datahvthe findings in the state-wide salary
supplement data;

-Describe any connection between state-wide salgoplement data and exit survey data.

The research employed a multiple regression apprtwaanalyze the effects of changes
in locally competitive salary supplements and tiradver rate in all North Carolina school
districts over a period of three years. The study ased exit survey data from one specific
school district. When compared to the districiitasy data, a description of the findings in the
individual school district provided information i@gling the reasons teachers are leaving on a
state-wide level and insight into the reasons teechrovided for their leaving one North

Carolina school district.



Purpose of the Study and Guiding Research Questions

In this study, the researcher examined the effediscally competitive salary
supplements and the turnover rate in all North @@aschool districts and exit survey data in
one North Carolina school district to answer thofing research questions:
1. What effects do changes in local salary supptesigave on teacher turnover in all North
Carolina school districts?
2. What effect does location have on teacher twnaiven salary supplements?
3. What are the most significant reasons teacheesfgr leaving one local school district in
North Carolina?
4. Are the findings in the local district data smtent with the findings in the state-wide salary

supplement data regarding reasons for teacherterfo

Conceptual Framework
The study used the conceptual framework of Herzbdgtivation-Hygiene Theory
(also known as the Two-Factor Theory) as a basiariderstanding the data regarding local
salary supplements and teacher turnover ratesseveral years (Herzberg, Mausner, &
Snyderman, 1959). Herzberg'’s theory finds thafélceors causing job satisfaction (motivation
factors) are different from the factors causinggdsatisfaction (hygiene factors). Herzberg
found that employee salary is a hygiene factothat it may lead to dissatisfaction toward a job;

however, it does not lead to job satisfaction.<SSiatis or motivating factors are more intrinsic in
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nature and include recognition, advancement, respihity, achievement, and the nature of the

work itself. Table 3.1 describes Herzberg’s theory.

Table 3.1. Herzberg's Two Factor Theory / Motivatidygiene Theory

Factors Affecting Job Attitudes

Leading to Dissatisfaction Leading to Satisfaction
Hygiene Factors Motivators

O Company policy O Achievement

O Supervision O Recognition

O Relationship with boss O Work itself

O Work conditions O Responsibility

O Salary O Advancement

O Relationship with peers O Growth

Research Design

This study was a non-experimental design usingesudata that includes “longitudinal
studies using questionnaires...for data collectiath the intent of generalizing from a sample
to a population” (Creswell, 2003, p. 14). This studed secondary data derived from the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction on anuwairbasis. The researcher used data from the
annual Teacher Turnover Report, which is generayatie North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction. This report is produced by the Humas&urces Division and is prepared annually
for the State Board of Education. Local Educatiarth®rities (LEAS) or school districts are

asked to complete a survey on an annual basisrandlp data from teachers who are exiting
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their school district. The secondary data provideapportunity for the researcher to compare
the turnover rate of each school district in NdZ#rolina with the average salary of each school
district over a three-year period. The use of sdaondata “is extremely versatile in that it can
be applied to studies designed to understand #sept or the past, to understand change, to
examine phenomena comparatively, or to replicatéaarextend previous studies” (Hyman,
1972: 11-24) (as cited in Kiecolt & Nathan, 19854p).

The study also used exit survey data that werelloiged to all teachers who left one
local school district in North Carolina during tB@06-2007 school year. The exit survey data
asked teachers why they left their schools by pliagi them with a list of reasons to check.
Teachers anonymously and voluntarily returned timeey/s via mail to the school district. The
researcher calculated percentages of teachersnditaied each reason. The exit survey was
developed by a local school district for its owiadeollection purposes. The exit survey only
targeted “leavers”, or teachers who have exitedgtheol district. Data was not gathered from
“movers” or teachers who moved to a different s¢hathin the district. A sample of the survey
is included in the Appendix.

The delimitations of the study include geograpbaation, local salary supplement, and
teacher turnover rate for all school districts iorth Carolina. The delimitations of the exit
survey data are that they provided the percentaigieschers who left for specific reasons.

Some of the limitations of this study included #isence of demographic information,
sample convenience, absence of additional incemtfeemation, and pre-existing data sources.
The following are the limitations of the proposéady:

» Demographics: The data did not include demog@piiormation on the teachers, including

age, years of service, race, gender, or educatimtwikiground. This means that the researcher
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was limited to findings without giving consideratito these factors. The proposed study also
did not include geographic, demographic, or ecoeanformation regarding the school districts.
» Survey sample convenience: The study utilizedesudata from only one school system. It
was a convenience sample. Since the purpose sfuldg was to explore relationships among
variables, school district practices were not comgas to their effectiveness, i.e. a statistical
sample was not appropriate.

» Absence of additional incentive information: Th@re many incentives teachers may find
important in their decisions to leave or stay. Tdtigly only examined the impact of local salary
supplements.

* Pre-existing data sources: The data from the @rnheacher Turnover Report generated by the
North Carolina Department of Public Instructiorprepared annually for the State Board of
Education. Local Education Authorities (LEAS), aheol districts, are asked to complete a
survey each year. The survey data from the lodedadistrict were also pre-collected and
written by the local school district; thereforeg tesearcher did not design the surveys to ask
specific questions to extract the information. éast, the proposed study uses a research design
and methodology to fit the available data. Usingpselary data “requires the application of
creative analytical techniques to data that haws lzenassed by others” (Kiecolt & Nathan,

1985, p. 10).

Site and Participants
The selection of North Carolina school districisswrimarily because the Department of
Public Instruction provides an annual Teacher Tuen®&eport that contains data from all North
Carolina school districts. North Carolina is a dseestate with a wide range of economic and

geographically varied school districts. From urb@arural, the school districts represent the
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many communities that they serve. The school distare also grouped by “region” by the
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction,igéhprovides additional geographic
information when comparing data.

The local school district survey data are fromlzost district of central location, large to
moderate size (20,000-25,000 students), and mautame of $57,000, according to the North
Carolina Department of Commerce. The survey wasiloiged to all teachers who left this
school district during the 2006-2007 school ye&adhers selected the reasons they left the
school district from a list developed by the losahool district. The researcher calculated the
percentages of teachers who indicated each reliswas a convenience sample, in that the
participants were selected “because they are @itimd available to be studied. The researcher
cannot say with confidence that the individualsrapresentative of the population” (Creswell,
2005, p.149). The researcher also consideredatbee @& gaining access to these data since she is

currently employed in this school district.

Data Collection

The primary method for the research was survegares. The survey that was analyzed
in this study was administered by all local schistricts in North Carolina on an annual basis
from the 2004-2005 school year through the 2006/Zahool year. The NC Department of
Public Instruction provides an annual report suninivag the results of these surveys. The
Annual Teacher Turnover Report was used to proWidalata for this proposed study.
Specifically, data from the Teacher Turnover Reparthe purposes of this study was the
percentage of teacher turnover by each schooldaistrNorth Carolina.

Information regarding local teacher salary supplets@as obtained from the North

Carolina Department of Public Instruction Finanaeigdon. This division provided three years
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of data on the amount of local teacher salary smpehts provided to teachers by each school
district in North Carolina.

The participants in the exit survey gave informatiegarding reasons they left their
current positions categorized under each of tHeviahg headings: resigning to teach in another
school district, resigning for personal reasonsigréng for other reasons. Sub-categories under
each of the three primary categories provide mwsght as to why they made the decision to
resign. The administration of the survey was cieateprovide information to the school
district's Human Resources Department to improaeher retention efforts. This data was made

available by the school district.

Data Analysis

Reasons for teacher turnover are very complexratididual, making it difficult to
generalize the reasons for teachers leaving tlositipns. This study aimed to limit the scope of
the data to annual turnover percentages, annual $atary supplement amounts, and geographic
location of the districts. A multiple regressiorpapach was used, with the dependent variable
being teacher turnover and the independent vasdi#ang location with teacher salary
supplement added to the equation. The data wasriethmtoSPSS Version 17dhd then a
correlation between turnover percentages, salgglement amounts, and changes in local
salary supplements was computed. A measure wasdasasgess whether a relationship exists
between teacher turnover and supplement changes¢bryear. After this bivariate analysis, the
researcher conducted a multiple regression analygidocation as the central independent
variable with salary supplement amounts and saapplement changes added to the equation.

By limiting the data to these economic and geogafatttors, the study provided

information on a large state-wide scale that was ttompared to one local school district’s exit
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survey data. A descriptive analysis of the exitey data from one local school district was
provided and compared to the state-wide data. fEisisarch was utilized to reveal the
complexity of this particular situation as it taket account the multiple reasons for teacher
turnover and to investigate whether or not theasaes reveal themselves in state-wide salary
data. Specifically, the researcher was applyingblkeng’s theory which finds job satisfaction
with the presence of motivator factors and hygiiaors simultaneously. By combining macro
and micro levels of data, this method allowed #searcher to reveal any connection between
state-wide salary supplement data and the reasankédrs provide for their leaving one North
Carolina school district.

The results of these data were then described tisengonceptual framework of
Herzberg's theory. Salaries were included as hygfantors, in that they contribute to job
dissatisfaction and were considered being firselléactors. Second-level factors included
responsibility, potential for growth, recogniticand achievement. (Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., &
Snyderman, B., 1959, p. 49) Second-level factore weported by the teachers in the survey

data, but are not included in the state-wide data.

Researcher Identity
As a current school district administrator, thee@cher had a direct and immediate
interest in understanding the factors underlyirmghber turnover, recruitment and retention. This
study allowed the researcher to better understdrydt@achers leave and practices and policies
that may prevent turnover and promote retentior rBsearcher had a strong desire to improve
the quality of education for students and belietned it starts with a strong and stable teaching

force.
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For the purpose of this study, it is importanhtae that the researcher was currently the
Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Ingtourcin the district where the exit survey was
administered, but was not involved in the developimaistribution, or collection of the surveys
through the Human Resources Department. The teaohesys were anonymous and also did
not identify the names of schools or regions indtigool district. With intentional effort, the
researcher was confident that she was able to etisatrthe proposed study was absent of any

personal bias.

Summary

This study of teacher turnover provided detailsudtthe ways in which changes in
teacher salary supplement affect teachers’ dec@dmieave across the state of North Carolina as
well as how and why teachers in one local schaitidt made the decision to leave their current
positions. Furthermore, the study discerned thsomesfor teacher turnover as hygiene or
motivating factors using Herzberg’'s Motivation —diigne Theory.

This study provided further guidance for schootreits as they seek answers and
solutions to provide the best environment for teastio work and thrive and the best classrooms

for students to learn.
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CHAPTER 4
PROCEDURES AND FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this quantitative study was to stigate whether changes in
salary supplements affected the teacher turnotermall North Carolina school districts over a
period of three years in each of eight geograpdgoons across the state. The study also used
exit survey data from one school district for oearyand, when compared to salary and turnover
data from the entire state over three years, peavidore insight into the reasons teachers are
leaving on a state-wide level. This chapter prestdrg data analysis process and findings from
the study. The first section will take a closerd@t the guiding research questions, statistical
procedures used for analysis, and will include garebservations based on the frequencies
reported. Section 2 provides findings for eachasdequestion and data analysis procedures.

The third section includes ancillary findings ansuanmary of the chapter.

Research Questions and Procedures
The research questions for this study can be faui@ble 1. Questions 1 and 2 were
designed to determine whether a statistically §icamt relationship existed between changes in
teacher salary supplements and location existedaperiod of three years. If there were such a
relationship, the purpose was to also identify Wwhaethose relationships were due to increases
or decreases in salary supplements in schoolastuithin the same geographic region.

Question 3 was designed to observe teacher respbose one local school district as to why



they left their jobs during one school year. Q

wesd was meant to take the descriptive data

from Question 3 and apply it to the quantitativeadeom Questions 1 and 2 by looking for

consistencies in the data.

Table 4.1. Research Questions and Procedures

Research Question

Statistical Procedure

SPSS Versioh7

1. What effects do changes in local salary
supplements have on teacher turnover in all

North Carolina school districts?

Pearson Correlation Coefficients

2. What effect does location have on teache

turnover, given salary supplements?

r Pearson Correlation Coefficients

Multiple Regression

3. What are the most significant reasons
teachers give for leaving one local school

district in North Carolina?

Descriptive Analysis of One Local School
District's Administered Survey

Frequencies and Percentages

4. Are the findings in the local district data
consistent with the findings in the state-wide
salary supplement data regarding reasons f¢

teacher turnover?

Pearson Correlation Coefficients
Descriptive Analysis of One Local School
piDistrict’s Administered Survey

Frequencies and Percentages
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Descriptive Data

The researcher began by reviewing the descriptatesscs for turnover rates from 2004
to 2007. Descriptive statistics were calculateth@SPSS Version Ifér teacher turnover and
teacher salary supplement information for all 1d%0®l districts in North Carolina. The data
were retrieved from the Teacher Turnover Reporttins created annually by the Department
of Public Instruction. Table 4.2 shows summaryistias of teacher turnover percentages from
2004-2007. The average turnover rate in 2004 wasd®d was the same in 2007, with increases
in the two intervening years. It was especiallyhhig 2005 at 13.29. The median followed a
similar pattern, but in 2007 turnover reached apmmt at 11.37. The maximum and minimum
turnover rates reinforce that 2005 had the highasbver rate.

Table 4.3 shows summary statistics of teacher uan@te changes from 2004 to 2007.
The turnover rate increased from 2004 to 2005 Bybi& dropped over the next two years by -
40 and -.49 respectively. This change replicdtesattual change in turnover rates in Table 4.2
as the actual turnover percentage saw the greatestise in 2005 which is validated by the
largest percentage of change from 2004 to 200%bler4.3. Also, the negative turnover change
of -.40 and -.49 are equivalent to the increas@®in 2005. This also supports the data in Table
4.2, as the turnover rate in 2004 and 2007 weraleglihough the years in between changed.
The minimum amount of turnover change in 2005 o41%nd maximum of 12.12 support that

2005 had the highest percentage of turnover ratagshfrom the previous year.
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Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics for Turnover R2@©4-2007 in All North Carolina School

Districts

Turnover Rate Turnover Rate Turnover Rate Turnover Rate
Percentage 2004| Percentage 2005| Percentage 2006| Percentage 2007
Mean 12.4 13.29 12.89 12.4
Median 12.0 12.55 12.32 11.37
Std. Deviation | 4.14 4.85 3.97 4.07
Minimum 2.73 3.96 2.21 3.53
Maximum 25.76 28.51 25.79 26.23

Table 4.3. Frequencies for Teacher Turnover Pei€bhahges From Year to Year 2004-2007

Turnover Rate | Turnover Rate | Turnover Rate
Percentage Percentage Percentage
Change 2004- | Change 2005- | Change 2006-
2005 2006 2007

Mean .89 -.40 -.49

Median .99 -.19 -.35

Std. Deviation | 3.96 3.75 3.27

Minimum -9.41 -13.93 -10.64

Maximum 12.12 9.44 8.19

Table 4.4 displays the frequencies for teachergalgpplement amounts from 2004-
2007. The mean salary supplement amount increasgdyear from 2004 to 2007 with a
minimum mean of $1657.00 in 2004 and a maximum noé&2015.97 in 2007. The median
salary supplement amounts also increased eachwtbathe greatest increase between 2004 and
2005. The actual minimum salary supplement amowast$0 each year; however the maximum
actual supplement amounts increased each year.

Table 4.5 displays descriptive statistics for teadalary supplement changes from 2004
to 2007. The mean amount of supplement changeasedsthe most from 2004 to 2005 and

increased the least from 2005 to 2006. The mediange was the lowest from 2005 to 2006 at
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an amount of $25.00. The minimum and maximum anssupport that the greatest change in

teacher salary supplements was from 2004 to 200%henleast variance in teacher salary

supplement changes was from 2005 to 2006.

Table 4.4. Descriptive Statistics for Teacher §a&upplements in All North Carolina School

Districts

Teacher Salary

Teacher Salary

Teacher Salary

Teacher Salary

Supplement Supplement Supplement Supplement
2004 2005 2006 2007
Mean $1657.00 $1821.23 $1910.24 $2015.97
Median $1500.00 $1780.00 $1851.00 $1956.00
Std. Deviation $1131.37 $1189.75 $1219.12 $1266.85
Minimum $0 $0 $0 $0
Maximum $5755.00 $5903.00 $6080.00 $6580.00

Table 4.5. Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Sagupplement Changes from Year to Year

2004-2007
Salary Salary Salary
Supplement Supplement Supplement
Change 2004-| Change 2005-| Change 2006-
2005 2006 2007
Mean $163.50 $89.02 $105.72
Median $41.00 $25.00 $85.00
Std. Deviation $358.00 $306.67 $474.55
Minimum $-1533.00 $1103.00 $-4000.00
Maximum $1750.00 $2000.00 $1567.00
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Findings
Research Question 1: What effects do changes ah $a¢ary supplements have on teacher
turnover in all North Carolina school districts?

With this information, the researcher usaSS Version 17.tb generate correlations
between teacher turnover rates and salary supptenmeNorth Carolina. The researcher used
the Pearson bivariate correlation to examine whetiere was a statistically significant
relationship between teacher turnover and tea@iaryssupplements from 2004-2007 in North
Carolina school districts. An alpha level of .05swesed for all statistical tests. Tables 4.6 and
4.7 are the correlational reports based on teadneover percentages as reported in the North
Carolina Teacher Turnover Reports from 2004-20@¥taacher salary supplement data as
reported by the North Carolina Department of PuBlicication for each of the 115 school
districts in the state from 2004-2007. Table 4forés the correlation between teacher turnover
rates from 2004-2007 and teacher salary suppleameatnts from 2004-2007. Table 4.6 does
not show a statistically significant correlatiortleeen teacher turnover rates and salary
supplements in any year except 2005. Table 4.7t®gwe correlation between teacher turnover
rates and teacher salary supplement changes frengear to the next from 2004-2005. Table
4.7 shows a statistically significant correlatiatween teacher salary supplement changes in
2005 when compared to teacher turnover rates iyealls, 2004 to 2007. There was not a
significant relationship between salary supplenoiiainges in 2006 or 2007 in any year when

compared to teacher turnover rates.
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Table 4.6. Correlations: Teacher Turnover RateTeeather Salary Supplements

N=115
Turnover Rate| Turnover Rate| Turnover Rate

2005 2006 2007

Supplement .108 .081 .070
2004

Supplement .158* 141 130
2005

Supplement 147 129 .146
2006

Supplement 130 071 .091
2007

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (1)

One Year to the Next Year

Table 4.7. Correlations: Teacher Turnover RateTeather Salary Supplement Changes from

N=115
Turnover Rate| Turnover Rate| Turnover Rate

2005 2006 2007
Supplement .183* 211* 212*
Change 2005
Supplement -.027 -.032 .074
Change 2006
Supplement -.031 -.143 -.130
Change 2007

* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (lkal)

Overall, the correlations do not present a patvéstatistically significant correlations
between teacher turnover rates and teacher salppfesnent amounts. Only one indicator of
significance was found in 2005 as is indicatedabl€ 4.6. As for teacher turnover rate and

changes in teacher salaries from one year to tkig the researcher did not find a statistically
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significant correlation other than in 2005 fortaltee years of supplement change data as is
indicated in Table 4.7, but again, there is nodagattern of relationships between turnover and

supplement change over the next two years.

Research Question 2: What effect does location baweacher turnover, given salary
supplements?

The researcher used multiple regression to examirather there were statistically
significant relationships among multiple variablesacher turnover with teacher salary
supplements from 2005-2007 and with school digtirctthe eight geographical regions in North
Carolina. An alpha level of .05 was used for allistical tests. Region 5 was used as the
reference category. The researcher conducted reutggression analyses with turnover in years
2005-2007 as the dependent variables, geograptatidnm as the central independent variable,
with salary supplement changes and salary suppleameounts added to the equation. Outcomes
from these analyses are reported in Tables 4.8an®4.1.1.

Table 4.8 shows the multiple regression of teatlv@over rates and geographic regions.
Teacher turnover in Region 8 was statistically gigant in 2005 with a difference of 4.254
points below the reference category of Region Bidte8 was also statistically significant in
2006 with a difference of 3.421 points below ReghoBoth Regions 7 and 8 were statistically
significant for 2007 with Region 7 being 3.207 gsibelow the reference and Region 8 at 2.94
points below the reference. R Square is the prapodf variation in dependent variables
explained by the independent variables togethée R Square values were statistically
significant for all three years, which demonstrates the independent variable can explain the

variance in the dependent variable. In Table 4&jiéh explains 19.9% of the variation in 2005
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turnover rate, 17.2% of the variance in 2006 tuangate and 14.7% variance in 2007 turnover
rate.

Table 4.9 shows a multiple regression between traamover rates for 2005 to 2007
when compared to geographic region with teachargalupplement changes added. When
comparing teacher turnover rate to salary supplécteanges and geographic regions, the
turnover rate for Region 5 in 2005 was 14.28, i6@®as 14.13, and in 2007 was 13.39. The
turnover rate in Region 8 was 4.7 points lower tRagion 5 in 2005, thus resulting in a
statistically significant difference. Region 8 walso statistically significant in 2006 and 2007.
Region 7 showed a statistical significance in 200% supplement change data only showed a
statistically significant difference between 20088 and 2006-2007 in teacher turnover in
2006. The R Square values were statistically sicant for all three years in Table 4.9. In Table
4.9, Region and supplement change amounts ex@Bai¥%®@of the variation in turnover rate in

2005, 24.6% of the variation in 2006, and 21.9%hefvariation in 2007.
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Table 4.8. Multiple Regression with Turnover R&665-2007 as the Dependent

Variable and Region as the Independent Variable

Turnover | Turnove | Turnove | Turnove | Turnove | Turnove | Turnove | Turnove | Turnove
Rate 2005| r Rate r Rate r Rate r Rate r Rate r Rate r Rate r Rate
B 2005 2005 2006 2006 2006 2007 2007 2007
Beta Sig. B Beta Sig. B Beta Sig.
Region 1 .618 .043 .706 .633 .054 .643 -.293 -.024 .832
Region 2 677 .046 .685 .360 .030 .796 -.218 -.018 .87/6
Region 3 2.734 .185 .103 1.695 .140 224 2.53/7 .20b .012
Region 4 -.454 -.029 794 -1.237 -.096 .394 =270 -.020 .853
Region 6| -1.987 -111 .295 -.1.835 -.125 246 -2.025 -.134 204.
Region 7| -2.728 -.210 .081 -2.139 -.201 100 -3.206 -.294 .015
Region 8| -4.254 -.313 .008 -3.421 -.307 011 -2.914 -.255 .031
Constant 14.085 _ .000 13.694 _ .000 13.304 i .000
R .199 _ .001 72 _ .004 147 _ .001
Square

Note: Bold-faced values reflect statistical sigrafice at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4.9. Multiple Regression with Turnover R&665-2007 as the Dependent

Variable and with Region and Teacher Salary Chafrges Year to Year as Independent

Variables

Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover

Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate

2005 2005 2005 2006 2006 2006 2007 2007 2007

B Beta Sig. B Beta Sig. B Beta Sig.
Region 1 .602 .042 711 .736 .063 579 -.193 -.016 .889
Region 2 .849 .058 .615 .651 .054 .636 -.214 -.017 .881
Region 3 2.828 .192 .096 1.630 135 .236 2.35( .190| .103
Region 4 -.275 -.017 .874 -.832 -.064 .555 -.060| 005. .967
Region 6 -2.094 -117 .269 -1.991 -.135 197 -1.996-.132 215
Region 7 -2.657 -.205 .089 -2.093 -.197 .100 | -3.090 -.283 .021
Region 8 -4.763 -.350 .003 -3.938 -.354 .003 -3.102 =272 .024
Supplement .001 .084 400 .001 .070 479 .001 077 449
Change
2004-2005
Supplement -.003 -.209 .066 -.004 -.305 .007 -.002 -.114 318
Change
2005-2006
Supplement .000 -.062 .596 -.002 -.243 .039 .000 -.110 354
Change
2006-2007
Constant 14.282 _ .000 14.131 _ .000 13.391 N .000
R Square | .236 _ .001 .246 _ .001 219 _ .003

Note: Bold-faced values reflect statistical sigrafice at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4.1.1 shows the multiple regressions of teattirnover rates and geographic
regions with teacher salary supplement amountscadileen comparing teacher turnover rate to
salary supplement amounts and region, the teach®w\er rate for Region 5 in 2005 was 13.97,
in 2006 was 13.77, and in 2007 was 13.28. The w@nate in Region 8 was 4.414 points lower
than Region 5 in 2005. This resulted in Region@ashg a statistically significant difference.
The same is true in 2006 for Region 8 with a défere of only 3.6 points and a statistical
significance of .013. In 2007 both Regions 7 arade8statistically significant. No other regions
showed a statistical significance for these thesry. When the supplement amounts were
added, a statistically significant difference wasrfd in the amount for 2005 with teacher
turnover for both 2005 and 2006. The supplementusntinior 2007 was statistically significant in
its relationship to the turnover rate in 2006. Th&quare amounts were statistically significant
for all three years. Region and supplement amaoamexplain the proportion of variation in

teacher turnover by 23.2% in 2005, 24.5% in 2006, 21.5% in 2007.
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Table 4.1.1.

Multiple Regression Significanceéle as Compared to Region 5 with Turnover

Rates as the Dependent Variable and with RegionTaadher Salary Supplement Amounts as

the Independent Variables.

Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover| Turnover
Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
2005 2005 2005 2006 2006 2006 2007 2007 2007
B Beta Sig. B Beta Sig. B Beta Sig.
Region 1 .918 .064 .608 1.045 .089 A73 -.037 -.003 .981
Region 2 1.244 .084 465 .962 .080 487 .050 .004| 972 .
Region 3 3.091 210 .068 1.827 151 .182 2.535 .205| .078
Region 4 -.046 -.003 .979 -.621 -.048 .670 .064 5.00 | .967
Region 6 -2.119 -.118 .268 -1.970 -.134 .205 -2.050-.136 .207
Region 7 -2.615 -.201 .105 -2.007 -.189 126 | -3.110 -.285 .024
Region 8 -4.414 -.325 .013 -3.607 -.324 .013 -2.924 -.256 .053
Supplement .004 910 -.039 .004 1.277 .004 .002 525 234
Amount
2005
Supplement -.002 -.616 .095 -.002 -534 .145 .000 -.130 727
Amount
2006
Supplement -.001 =277 341 -.002 -.745 .011 -.001 -.392 .183
Amount
2007
Constant 13.967 .000 13.770 .000 13.283 .000
R Square |.232 .001 .245 .001 215 .004

Note: Bold-faced values reflect statistical sigrafice at the 0.05 level.

The researcher found a statistical significancenftbe multiple regression data in only

two regions, Regions 7 and 8. In Table 4.8, Regishowed a statistically significant difference

in all three years. Region 7 only showed a staa#lfi significant difference in 2007. Once salary

supplement changes were added, the results remi@esdme with Region 8 showing a

statistically significant difference for all thrgears and Region 7 showing a statistically

significant difference for 2007 only. When addiradesy supplement amounts, the only
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difference in the outcome was that Region 8 nodosfowed a statistically significant

difference in 2005. All other results remained shene.

Research Question 3: What are the most significeadgons teachers give for leaving one

local school district in North Carolina?

The researcher used pre-existing survey data froeriacal school district and calculated
the percentages for each category of reason thchees left their jobs in 2007. The categories
were (1) resigned to teach in another districtyé2)gned for personal reasons, and (3) resigned
for other reasons. The survey was mailed to 34Ghexa and 132 responded giving a response
rate of 38%. Teachers were asked to select onenrdasleaving their job with this school
district. Most of the teachers left for personasens at 47.8%. Following close behind, 44.3%
of teachers reported leaving to teach in anotheoaaistrict. These results are calculated in
Table 4.1.2.

The researcher then applied Herzberg’s Motivatiblygiene Theory to the survey’s
specific subcategories of reasons teacher resignach in another district. Only two of the
reasons were classified by the researcher as nmatsvasing Herzberg's theory. Table 4.1.3
shows that 17.96% of teachers who resigned to t@sahother district, left for salary reasons.
The second most reported reason for going to andtkeict was for “professional
growth/advancement opportunities”. The third megtorted reason for leaving to go to another
district was “working conditions” which was repadtequally with “poor relationships with their

supervisor” at 14.8%.

77



Table 4.1.2 Survey Results from One School @istn North Carolina Regarding Reasons

Teachers Left Their Jobs in 2007

Reason Percentage
Resigned to 44.3%

teach in another
district
Resigned for | 47.8%
personal
reasons
Resigned for | 7.8%
other reasons
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Table 4.1.3 Percentages of Responses by Teachers@#igned to Teach in Another District

and Comparison with Herzberg’'s Motivation-Hygierneeory

Subcategory Percentage Herzberg’'s Herzberg's
Motivators Hygiene
Factors
Salary 17.96 X
Local Policies 4.68 X
Poor 14.84 X
Relationship
with Supervisor|
Need More 16.4 X
Opportunities
for
Advancement /
Professional
Growth
Working 14.8 X
Conditions
Change in Role 7.03 X
Poor 2.34 X
Relationships
with Peers
Need More 7.81 X
Opportunities
for Recognition
Need Different 1.56 X
Insurance/
Benefits
Distance from 12.5 X
home

The survey was not written with Herzberg's theasyadramework; therefore, the theory
could not be applied to two of the tables (Table4tand Table 4.1.5). Of the teachers leaving
for personal reasons, the primary reason for teadhaving was retirement at 41.3% followed
by family relocation at 24.13%, and then “familgpensibilities/childcare” at 22.4% as is seen

in Table 4.1.4. Of the teachers leaving for otleasons, Table 4.1.5 reports 55.5% of teachers
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leaving because they were dissatisfied with tegchimwvanted a career change. This reason was

followed by 22.22% of teachers whose license wasermewed or whose contract was ending.

Table 4.1.4 Responses of Teachers Who Resigndtefsonal Reasons

Retired 41.3
Family relocation 24.13
Family responsibilities / childcare 22.4
To continue education full-time 5.17
Health reasons / disability 6.89

Table 4.1.5 Responses of Teachers Who Resignédtiier Reasons

Dissatisfied with teaching/career change 55.5
License Non-renewed/ contract ending 11.1
Didn’t obtain / maintain license 22.22
Dismissed 0
Resigned in lieu of dismissal 0

Research Question 4: Are the findings in the lalisirict data consistent with the
findings in the state-wide salary supplement dagarding reasons for teacher turnover?

Findings from the survey data from the local schaaih are not consistent with the
teacher turnover data from all 115 school disthictSlorth Carolina. The local data showed that
teachers left their positions for other positiom&ducation primarily for salary reasons. This
correlates with a hygiene factor using Herzbergiivation — Hygiene Theory. The second
most important reason for teacher leaving was fofgssional opportunities or advancement
which correlates as a motivator using Herzberg'siwdtion - Hygiene Theory. In the state-
wide data, only two regions, Region 7 and Regiosh®wed a statistically significant
relationship between salaries and salary changeseacher turnover rates. On the state-wide

data, neither geographic location nor salary inftran was significant in the other geographic
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regions as to their impact on teacher turnover. ather reasons for teacher turnover are not

evident from the Teacher Turnover Report.

Summary

Using frequency reports conducted WBRSS Version 17$bftware, Research Question
1 was addressed. The researcher provided frequepoyts for all 115 school districts from
teacher salary and turnover data. Tables 4.2443and 4.5 display the results based on the
Teacher Turnover Reports 2004-2007 from the Nosetoltha Department of Public Instruction.
The researcher found only slight changes in teaitineover and salary supplement changes over
these three years and no pattern to the chandelibhsaschool districts.

Pearson correlations were used to explore a pedsill between teacher turnover rate
and salary supplement amounts and salary suppleshanges in Tables 4.6 and 4.7. Only one
indicator of significance was found in 2005 as awer was compared to actual teacher salary
supplement amounts.

Using a multiple regression analysis, the reseangbed location as the central
independent variable with salary supplement amoamtdissupplement changes added to the
equation. Tables 4.8, 4.9, and 4.1.1 reflect theselts. Region 8 showed a statistically
significant difference in years 2006, 2007, and®@@h and without the salary supplement
change data added. Region 8 did not show a stafigtsignificant change in 2007 when the
salary amounts were added; yet the data remaimesitine for Region 8 in years 2006 and 2007.
Region 7 only showed a statistically significarftetience in 2007. Region 8 showed a
statistically significant relationship when salarpounts were added in 2006 and 2007. Region 7

only showed a relationship of significance in 200fe supplement amounts in 2005 showed
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statistically significant relationships in both Z08nd 2006 while the amount of supplements in
2007 showed a statistically significant relatiompsim 2006.

The researcher compiled data from exit survey fitata one local school district in
North Carolina. Survey respondents were to answene of three areas their reasons for leaving
their jobs. Table 4.1.2 reflects the results wakigning for personal reasons as the primary
reason for leaving with 47.8%. Within these thremaa, teachers were to answer their specific
reasons for leaving. These computations are refleict Tables 4.1.3, 4.1.4, and 4.1.5.
Herzberg’'s Motivation — Hygiene Theory was appliedhe items in Table 4.1.3 to provide
more a basis for discussion. The primary reasotetoring in Table 4.1.3 was salary which is a
hygiene factor using Herzberg’s theory.

The final chapter will provide discussions, con®uas, and possible implications based
on this study. With the state-wide and local d#ta,researcher found several areas of further

discussion.

82



CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to examine the effeiclocally competitive salary
supplements and the turnover rate in all North @aaschool districts and to discuss exit survey
data in one North Carolina school district. BasedHerzberg’s Motivation - Hygiene Theory,
the researcher used teacher turnover rates ang salgplement amounts from each school
district in North Carolina and answered the follogresearch questions.
1. What effects do changes in local salary supptesngave on teacher turnover in all North
Carolina school districts?
2. What effect does location have on teacher twenaiven salary supplements?
3. What are the most significant reasons teacheesfgr leaving one local school district in
North Carolina?
4. Are the findings in the local district data smtent with the findings in the state-wide salary

supplement data regarding reasons for teacherterfo

Summary of Procedures
Reasons for teacher turnover are very complexaigidual, making it difficult to
generalize the reasons for teachers leaving tlositipns. This study aimed to limit the scope of
the data to annual turnover percentages, annual $atary supplement amounts, and geographic

location of the districts. A multiple regressiorpapach was used, with the dependent variable



being teacher turnover and the independent varladhgy location with local teacher salary
supplement data added to the equation. The datanwpasted intaSPSS Version 17dnhd then a
correlation between turnover percentage and chandesal salary supplements was computed.
A measure was used to assess whether a relatiosgbip between teacher turnover and
supplement changes for each year. After this aw@mnalysis, the researcher conducted a
multiple regression analysis with location as taetral independent variable, with salary
supplement values added to the equation.

By limiting the data to these economic and geogafatttors, the study provided
information on a large state-wide scale that was tompared to one local school district’s exit
survey data. A descriptive analysis of the exitey data from one local school district was
provided and compared to the state-wide data. fEsisarch revealed the complexity of this
particular situation as it takes into account thétiple reasons for teacher turnover and whether
or not these reasons reveal themselves in statesaidry data. By combining macro and micro
levels of data, this method allowed the researtthezveal any connection between state-wide
salary supplement data and the reasons teacheidgfor their leaving one North Carolina
school district.

The results of these data were then described tisengonceptual framework of
Herzberg's theory. Salaries were included as hygfantors, in that they contribute to job
dissatisfaction and were considered being firselléactors. Second-level factors included
responsibility, potential for growth, recogniticand achievement. (Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., &
Snyderman, B., 1959, p. 49) Second-level factoreweported by the teachers in the survey
data.

This study used secondary data in the form of aualreport derived from the North

Carolina Department of Public Instruction. The ezsher used data from the annual Teacher
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Turnover Report, which is generated by the Nortlo@za Department of Public Instruction.
This report is produced by the Human Resourcessioiviand is prepared for the State Board of
Education. Local Education Authorities (LEASs) oheol districts are asked to complete a
survey on an annual basis and provide data froohera who are exiting their school district.
The secondary data provided an opportunity fordsearcher to compare the turnover rate of
each school district in North Carolina with the mage salary of each school district over a three-
year period.

Information regarding local teacher salary supplets@as obtained from the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction Finandeigdon. This Division provided three years
of data on the amount of local teacher salary smpehts provided to teachers by each school
district in North Carolina.

The research employed a multiple regression apprtwaanalyze the effects of changes
in locally competitive salary supplements and tiradver rate in all North Carolina school
districts over a period of three years. The study ased exit survey data from one specific
school district. When compared to the districiitasy data, a description of the findings in the
individual school district provided insight intoetheasons teachers are leaving on a state-wide
level and the reasons teachers provide for thauihg one North Carolina school district.

The participants in the exit survey gave informatiegarding reasons they left their
current positions categorized under each of tHeviahg headings: resigning to teach in another
school district, resigning for personal reasonsigréng for other reasons. Sub-categories under
each of the three primary categories provide mwsght as to why they made the decision to
resign. The administration of the survey was cieateprovide information to the school
district's Human Resources Department to improaeher retention efforts. These data were

made available by the school district.
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Summary of Major Findings

Frequency reports were generated fISRES Volume 17f0r teacher salary supplement,
supplement changes and teacher turnover rateslidkchool districts in North Carolina. An
analysis of the data revealed that there were @simgteacher turnover and teacher salary
supplements from 2004 to 2007. The changes in éeazhary supplement changes increased
more from 2004-2005 than from 2006-2007. Teach®otter rates, however, increased only
from 2004-2005 and then decreased for the nextydaos. These data suggest that in an analysis
of all 115 school districts without including geaghic location, the changes were only slight
and may have been subject to other factors suebh@wmics, supply and demand trends, or
specific vacancy needs. All statistical computatiarere performed usifgPSS Volume 17.0.

Correlations were run between teacher turnoves rate both salary supplement
amounts and salary supplement changes. The resed&ocimd only one indicator of significance
in 2005 for both salary supplement amount and galapplement changes. This is consistent
with the frequency information in that 2005 showtleel largest increase in teacher turnover and
the highest increase in salary supplements inl&llsthool districts.

A multiple regression analysis was then perfornoedetermine whether there was a
statistically significant correlation among mul@plariables: teacher turnover rate, teacher salary
supplements from 2004-2007, and North Carolina alcthistricts in all eight geographical
regions in the state. Region 8 showed statistigaifecance in 2005, 2006, and 2007 when
teacher salary supplement changes were calcultieen teacher salary amounts were
calculated, Region 8 was statistically significem005, 2006, and 2007. Region 7 was also
significant with teacher salary supplement amoun2007 only. Thus, the multiple regression

calculations showed that when grouped by geogragigions, two regions in the western part of
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the state showed a correlation between teachertarmates as the salary supplement amounts
changed.

Using exit survey data from one local school distithe researcher calculated the
percentages for the three main reasons listedesauitvey for teachers leaving their jobs.
Resigning to teach in another district receive®%e.resigning for personal reasons received
47.8%, and resigning for other reasons receiveth.7T&2achers were then asked to give details
within those subheadings regarding why they lefithilf the subheading of resigning to teach in
another district, teachers listed salary as thaany reason at 17.96% followed by a need for
more opportunities for advancement/professionalvgrat 16.4%, poor relationships with
supervisors at 14.84%, and working conditions a8%as the fourth reason. The researcher
correlated these reasons to Herzberg's Motivatidggiene Theory which resulted in salary as a
hygiene factor receiving the highest percentagevied by more opportunities for advancement
as a motivator. Both poor relationships with a suiger and working conditions were hygiene
factors. Under the subheading of resigning for gesisreasons, retirement was the largest
percentage at 41.3%. Under the subheading for o#lasons, career change/dissatisfaction with

teaching received the largest percentage at 55.5%.

Herzberg’'s Theory
Herzberg'’s theory provided a framework that asdigstedefining and understanding the
possibilities behind how teacher turnover progré$sem 2005-2007 across North Carolina, the
role that teacher salary supplements may have glaytirnover, the role of geographic region
on teacher turnover, and how one school distrieBsers responded as to why they decided to
leave one district. Herzberg's theory is basedheyptremise that “the opposite of job satisfaction

is not job dissatisfaction but, rather no job $atison; and similarly, the opposite of job
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dissatisfaction is not job satisfaction, but no ghésatisfaction” (Herzberg, 1987) (as cited in
Smerek and Peterson, 2007).

This framework was appropriate for this study beedderzberg clearly defined salary as
a hygiene factor contending that dissatisfactiotihwalary would lead to job dissatisfaction
overall. Hygiene factors are first level factorghat they must be met before job satisfaction can
occur. It is the combination of hygiene factors amativator factors that will provide working
conditions that are satisfactory.

The teacher turnover data from across the sta#wdh Carolina found the two western-
most regions to show a statistically significaniatienship between turnover and salary
supplement amounts over three years. The findirogs the exit survey were also consistent
with Herzberg’s theory in that the data showed Haddries were the most selected reason for
teachers leaving the district. Salaries, beinggdne factor, must have been greater in another
district or another profession. The second mdstted reason were opportunities for
professional growth which was categorized as avatur factor. The almost equal selection of
these reasons by teachers shows that there igisdeeed to decrease hygiene factors and

increase motivator factors at the same time inra@ectain teachers.

Possible Rival Hypotheses
While the data from thEPSSeports do not show a statistically significarffetence
between teacher turnover and salaries as a trendsathe state of North Carolina, two regions
showed a statistically significant difference ie thestern part of the state. Regions were used in
the study to determine whether or not the moveroktgachers may be due to location. A
possible rival hypothesis for these two regions imayhat the proximity of the districts allows

for easy commuting opportunities for teachers, jpbgsnore so than in other parts of the state.
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Region 8 was statistically significant for both B0&nhd 2007 for teacher supplement changes and
in all three years for teacher supplement amounts.

Both Region 7 and Region 8 are at the western-parstof North Carolina and
therefore, border several other adjoining stategliédh 8 borders South Carolina, Georgia, and
Tennessee. Region 7 borders both Virginia and Tssa®e This close proximity to other states
may be a reason that teachers were more likegaeel these districts as salary supplements
changed. No other regions in North Carolina toucnerthan one other state. Teachers in Region
7 and Region 8 had more options for local employmesdily available as nearby states may
offer higher salary options.

Another possibility for these two regions to shosignificant relationship between
salary and turnover rate might be that the teaclkers changing districts in search of what
Herzberg describes as motivating factors suchsgoresibility, advancement, or recognition.
Since Herzberg study found that these characesistust be present for employees to find job
satisfaction, these regions may have been more;aak these factors than other regions. Since
local survey data was not available from theseidist the specific reasons are unknown;
however, there was a statistical relationship betwternover and salary.

Other demographic elements may have contributégetstatistical outcomes in these
districts including the age of the teachers, teaghalifications, the demographics of the
students, and the local socioeconomic status gkthegions. The literature in Chapter 2 found
that teachers leave rural and low-socioeconomioashat a higher rate than urban and high-
socioeconomic schools. (Hanushek, et al., 2001deitudemographics and achievement were
not included in this study; however, they may hphaged a part in the outcomes as only two
regions were found to have a significant relatigm&tetween turnover and salary and provide

material for further research in these regions.
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While Herzberg did find salary to be a statistigalignificant dissatisfying factor, his
study was with engineers and not teachers. As uely noted, people in different professions
place different values on different factors. Teaghs a unique profession in which the product
is intangible and the relationship between theheaand student is a factor in and of itself.
Salaries in general may not be as important tdheracas they are to people in other professions.
More research and data would be needed to makagkisnption.

The local survey data also reported that of teacleaving to work in another district,
their primary reason was for salary at 17.96% feéd closely by professional opportunities at
16.4%. While correlations were not run on this datdid provide the researcher with the details
from one of the 115 school districts in North Caral The district with the exit survey data was
not located in either Region 7 or Region 8 wheegdlwas significance related to salary;
therefore, the results were not high enough tacetei significance due to salary. The survey was
not based on Herzberg’s theory and did not equoatlyide teachers with reasons from both
categories; however, the survey data did showntip®itance of salary along with opportunities
for professional growth and advancement amongsethehers who left to go to other districts.
This may provide insight as to why more districesrgvnot found to have a significant
correlation between salary and turnover. The reagmmeaving may have included motivating
factors as well. Additionally, motivating factorsagnhave been the reason teachers remained in
their positions despite the changes in salary supents.

School climate cannot be replicated. While teacheag receive more pay to leave their
positions to work in another district, they may betwilling to give up what they consider to be
priceless: the culture, relationships, and clintdtineir current school. Perhaps teachers in North

Carolina were more so satisfied with the motivafigtor of climate that they were not willing
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to give it up for a hygiene factor such as sal&hese specific details for these reasons are
unknown in this study.

The local survey does not measure the reasongeticters may have found satisfaction
in their jobs. For example, a person may have blessatisfied with their salary, but satisfied
with their relationship with their boss. If both thiese factors were combined, it would be
difficult to determine whether the person was $etisor dissatisfied. Therefore, the more
general information as to why a person left thelr jnay be more accurate in that it simplifies
the responses. They left for one of three reagorteach in another district, personal reasons, or
other reasons. Those leaving for personal reasooiher reasons may not have been dissatisfied
at all. However, the detailed information underteeategory is especially important to school
administrators who wish to alter their work seting increase job satisfaction.

When discussing the possible existence of rivabkiypses to explain the lack of
statistically significant positive correlation beten salary and teacher turnover rates in six out of
eight regions in North Carolina, the complexitiéshe situation should be taken into account.
As Chapter 2 describes, teacher turnover is compléxat it includes a variety of factors
including student demographics, geographic locatiothe school/district, teacher credentials,
teacher years of experience, building-level leddprsand local, state, and national policies. The
more specific the study, the more exact the resiilis study was focused on both the macro
level using state-wide data and on the micro legaig one school district to see if a relationship
existed. Several factors were not included, sudh@se listed above, which would have given
the researcher more information and possible csiats for rival hypotheses. The cyclical
nature of teacher turnover is that one factor erilees the other, thus resulting in higher or lower

teacher turnover. Given these outcomes, thereamslge implications for public schools.
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Implications for Administrators

Factors such as student demographics, teachergfeaxperience, local and state
policies, geographic location, union structure, adldool culture have direct implications for
school administrators and can impact the decidioey make. As stated in Chapter Two, the
impact of school level administration directly inggathe working conditions of the school.
Herzberg (1959) has his own implications for mamagt: the job should have sufficient
challenge to utilize the full ability of the emplk, employees who demonstrate increasing
levels of ability should be given increasing levaeisesponsibility, and if a person cannot be
fully utilized, there will be a motivation probleniranslated into the school setting,
administrators have direct decision-making autlganter the types of tasks that teachers
undertake. Teachers want to be recognized for tnaik, included in the decision making
processes of the school, and challenged profedbionarder to find job satisfaction, according
to Herzberg's theory. The exit survey results sufgabHerzberg by finding that the second and
third most listed reasons for teachers leavinggat% and 14.8% were that teachers needed
more opportunities for advancement and professigralth along with improved working
conditions. Managing these tasks will lead to dbargense of motivation by the employees.

While this study did not include building leadegsfactors, their impact was seen in the
teacher survey data as 14.84% of the teachersyadisted poor relationships with their
supervisors as reasons to leaRelationships based on trust must be built ovee tifinbuilding
level leadership is also experiencing high levélsimover, schools are simply moving in an
ocean like a ship with no one at the helm. Thebeds can easily run off course because of a
lack of stable leadership for a sustained perioihoé. Similar incentives, opportunities, and
evaluation of effectiveness should be in placeafiministrators as it is for teachers to ensure that

the support and incentives are in place for themels
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Herzberg's theory supports the notion that worldngditions are a combination of both
hygiene and motivator factors. This study’s resaftssupportive of that fact as well. The most
reported reason for leaving was for salary reagdmeh is a hygiene factor followed by three
motivator reasons: the need for more opportunitesdvancement and professional growth,
poor relationships with supervisors, and workingdibons. Because Herzberg'’s theory is based
on the understanding that both hygiene and motigdactors must be addressed at the same
time, the implications for administrators are ttingty be cognizant of these factors and their
impact on teachers as a group and on an indivislsik as well. Factors that may seem
important to one person, may not be important tuttzer.

One strategy found in the research that intrinsicabtivates workers is to work to
improve building-level leadership. As school leaderake decisions that affect teachers,
Herzberg advises that “a supervisor is successfilid degree to which he focuses on the needs
of his subordinates as individuals rather thanhengoals of production” (Herzberg, Mausner, &
Snyderman, 1959, p.10). By learning what motivatdssiduals rather than simply improving
the working conditions of whole groups, people W#l intrinsically motivated to perform better.
The exit survey data supports the fact that indialdactors are behind the reasons teachers
decide to leave or stay. The results of this ssltyuld be taken into consideration by school
administrators when providing feedback to individieachers regarding performance and when
setting goals with teachers for their professigralvth.

Administrators make decisions as to how to superthsir teachers each day. Some
situations may require more direct supervision,levbthers may be best controlled indirectly.
The indirect method involves manipulating the wogkconditions and processes so that the
conditions will produce the most satisfied and catted workers. Providing teachers with

opportunities for professional growth, collaboratidecision making, and advancement is a
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more indirect leadership style and will cater torenof the motivator factors in Herzberg’s
theory, and therefore, more job satisfactiddditionally, a more direct leadership style might
involve integrating individual recognition for perfnance or contributions to the profession as a
part of the school culture.

A large part of administration is accountabilityhié job satisfaction is important,
holding teachers accountable for effective teacpnagtices while maintaining positive working
conditions is vital to improved student performarféading a balance between motivator and
hygiene needs while monitoring teacher effectivengsnother challenge for administrators.
The literature supports the fact that teacherggtiog in their first year are more likely to leave
than teachers having a positive first year expege(Feng, 2005; Guarino, et al., 2006; Boyd, et
al., 2008) However, once teachers are in theirreoo third year, the chances of them leaving
are less. Therefore, strong support programs shmuld place along with proper evaluation
systems that will quickly remove ineffective teachi#om the classroom. Herzberg’s motivator
factors support opportunities for growth, recogmtiand responsibility. This study showed that
the second reason teachers left the surveyedatiistais for more opportunities. Effective
teaching should be rewarded and feedback shoutdltistantive. Quality teacher feedback
through formal and informal evaluations can be péwéools for school improvement

Success can only be measured if the goals ardyctefined. The research in Chapter 2
documents that teachers want to work on a teamslietaded in a common direction with
common goals. (Guin, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2088ersoll & Kralik, 2004).This can only
be accomplished by providing feedback periodicatigl by creating a team dynamic with in the
school building. Insisting that teachers work tosdvarcommon goal provides guidance, but also

gives a sense of accountability and importancédontork of the school.
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As stated earlier, Herzberg (1959) suggests torsigoes that job enrichment is
important noting that “employees who demonstratesasing levels of ability should be given
increasing levels of responsibility.” Assigned taskould have enough challenge to fully utilize
the employee or the employee will lose their inéémotivation. Of teachers surveyed in this
study, 16.4% left their district to teach in anatbsstrict to find more professional opportunities
and opportunities for advancement. Evaluationsigeadministrators opportunities to
individualize professional development based om#eds of teachers. Teachers also need
positive feedback about their performance so thewkwhen they are performing well. Often,
teachers are evaluated; however, their speciféngths are not mentioned. Creating a
relationship between principal and teacher thabsut continuous professional improvement
will encourage teachers to st&itrinsic benefits that directly align with Herzlger hygiene
factors can be addressed to produce situationsewhere is no job dissatisfaction. Alternative
methods of reward such as salary, financial ingestiand opportunities for professional
development have been highlighted in Chapter 2néd@r, 2008). As a way to decrease the role
of hygiene factors, school administrators may wartonsider some of these ideas as options.
Struggling to find a balance between hygiene antivaiting factors is the impending challenge

for school administrators.

Implications for Policy Makers
Research Question 1 simply asks about the effesalafy supplement changes on
teacher turnover. The decision to raise or lowieragher’s salary is a result of several factors.
Economic conditions such as taxing authority, th@nemic climate, instructional decisions,
class size, and facility needs are just a few efitlmediate factors that affect whether or not a

local school district can find it feasible to rassaries. In the study, the researcher did natdin
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trend across the state as to the significanceaghir salary changes on teacher turnover other
than the two western-most regions. Therefore, ddmtors must be involved. As mentioned
previously, job satisfaction consists of a comptaxture of factors. Perhaps policy-makers
should be focused on those policies that influeno&vator factors such as opportunities for
advancement and professional growth and recogridioimdividual or group accomplishments.

Teaching is different from other professions int tieachers do not produce a tangible
product. Their donation to the growth of a studergartial in nature because, rarely, if ever,
does a teacher move along with a student throughHeutr even to other classes or schools to
see the impact they have had on the student. \Wtaley teachers enter the profession with the
belief that they are impacting students and arekingrfor the common good, it is easy to loose
sight of that vision within the four walls of a sloom. Other intrinsic variables must be present
for teachers to feel satisfaction such as oppadrasifor professional growth, recognition, and
acknowledgement. Perhaps this is why Herzberg'svauotr factors are so important to finding
job satisfaction. They remind teachers of why thegsued this career. Policy makers should
embrace the notion that teachers are highly implaayepolicies that prevent them from
experiencing intrinsic rewards. In other words, sgmlicies may increase teacher
dissatisfaction because they affect the hygien®ifaén a negative manner such as set salary
structures, prevent collaboration with peers, plaaeiers between supervisors and subordinates,
and structure the work day or work year to preyeofessional growth opportunities. This
research highlights the fact that motivator factmesimportant and should not be discounted or
taken lightly. In the teacher survey, teachetsdis lack of professional growth opportunities as
the second highest reason for leaving their cuipesition.

An investment in human capital is the message b&ngto policy makers and

administrators. Teachers need sustained professlemalopment, effective management of
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their performance, and reward systems that competisase who perform the best. The survey
results found that 16.4% of teachers who left tdoal district cited a need for more opportunities
for advancement and professional growth as theredhis was the second most reported
reason for leaving. Policy makers may want to areathe current time that teachers have to
work together and develop professionally duringrtregular working hours. While this would

be a major theoretical shift for many school detsi it would send a clear message to teachers
that their professional growth is a priority.

Opportunities for advancement into other positionsto teacher leadership roles should
also be considered. Policies that allow teachebetmentors, model teachers, collaborate with
each other, or serve in leadership roles will nileetmotivator needs in Herzberg’s theory of
advancement and professional growth and might eageueachers to stay.

The recruitment of new teachers is also drivendlics. Public education has followed
the lead of business and industry by offering sigrbonuses, additional pay for teaching in high
poverty schools, housing allowances, loan forgigsnauition reimbursement, and merit pay.
Recent efforts to attract new candidates to tegcand to administrative roles through organized
programs such as New Leaders for New Schools, éve eacher Project, and Teach for
America have introduced new blood into organizaidfowever, these programs must be fully
supported and implemented at the local level. Rastnps with local universities may also yield
results when a direct pipeline of candidates wioeike special training and tuition
reimbursements for that training. Policies shoulgp®rt grant opportunities as well. The
Knowles Science Teaching Foundations offers fellopsfor teachers who work in math and
science fields and provides grants to teacherswithteach in a district for three years.

Once teachers are recruited, keeping them is tkiechallenge for policy makers and

administrators as well. Policy makers are essetttiahsuring that there is equity in the area of
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support for new teachers especially those entéogncome or low-performance schools.
Mentoring programs that support new teachers duhag first two years clearly send the
message that we’re going to help our teachers lawsiitlong foundation for a long-term career to
ensure that more students are taught by experieamadhsightful veteran teachers. While this
study did not include the demographic informationteachers, age and experience may have
played a role in teacher turnover. Ensuring thatsachools are balanced with both young and
veteran teacher will support the mentoring process.

Teacher unions and other bargaining groups oftkiicaigher teacher pay; however,
the results of this study do not show a trend atistically significant relationship between
turnover and teacher pay in all regions acrossiNGarolina. If local districts want to consider
higher salaries, performance pay, or other credithacial reward systems, policies must
support their efforts. Funding for innovative red/@rograms would support local districts in
their efforts to decrease teacher turnover andttaca teachers as well. One of the major
responsibilities of policy makers is to ensure grogtart up and long term funding of programs.
While this may be easy to initially plan, changatttudes of tax payers and politicians
regarding funding may deplete funding sources. Regnonitoring of these programs and their
effect on student achievement and teacher turrtovemsure effectiveness is important to
convincing the public that they are worth funding.

Policy-makers may also want to question whetheptiesize-fits-all approach is the
most effective or not. Across states with a widegeaof demographics and in larger school
districts, policies to address individual issuey i@ necessary. Since Region 7 and Region 8
showed a significant relationship between salad/tamover in this study, the importance of
understanding how state-wide and local policieshiligad to a greater understanding as to why

these regions had these results and others di&petial incentive programs and more
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flexibility for local hiring and firing practices M benefit these schools as they attempt to reduce
teacher turnover. In short, policy makers sho@d/éry familiar with their data. They should be
able to recognize areas of high teacher turnowrobfield teaching, student achievement,
years of teacher experience, and the demographibgio student populations.

Overarching policies that remove the local contnadr teacher quality are damaging to
schools. Because of No Child Left Behind Act sasrddiwhich include removing principals from
their jobs or rewarding schools with financial intees, principals and teachers have more
incentive than ever to have concerns about thetefémess of teaching in their schools. In order
for teachers to feel a sense of autonomy and regpbty, they must be held accountable at the
school level by an administrator who works withrthen a daily basis. Policies that provide
local control over teacher evaluations while atghme time supporting efforts to promote
teacher leadership and professional developmerdrappties and efforts to remove ineffective
teachers are crucial to keeping effective teacimetfse classrooms. Efforts to address both
hygiene and motivator factors must be includedalicges.

While teacher demographics were not included is shiidy, the age, experience, and
gualifications of teachers may have played a factéeacher turnover as well. Policies should
support veteran teachers; however, prevent veteeaiers from using their marketing skills to
gravitate toward schools with fewer minorities ama-income childrenThe research in Chapter
2 supports the trend that the most experiencedjaalffied teachers often choose to teach the
highest performing students.

As a reflective practice, policy makers should obsend review their own process for
creating policies. Herzberg's theory is developeniad the concept that feelings of
appreciation, leadership opportunities and recagndll lead to job satisfaction. “Empowering

teachers and giving them more influence over schndlteaching policies are also associated
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with teacher retention” (Shen, 1997). Teachers ardecempowered to make decisions are

having their motivator needs met by providing oppoities for growth and recognition

Student Achievement Implications

Principals know the importance in staff stabilis/ibkeeps a sense of continuity in
relationships, instructional philosophy, and curhign development from year to year. All of
these issues have a direct impact on student arhievt as they directly impact the effectiveness
of instruction in the classroom. Research Quesdiasked: What are the most significant
reasons teachers give for leaving one local satligtiiict in North Carolina? The researcher
found that salary did not play a significant ralgéacher turnover across the state but only in
two regions; however, it was listed first in thedbsurvey followed closely by professional
opportunities. Teacher perceptions about why drhers leave are important as well.

Teachers perceive that their colleagues leave jiblesrfor a variety of reasons.
Interestingly, the perceived reasons for teacleargithg are opposite in nature to the reasons
teachers give for staying. (Certo & Fox, 2002) Télationships with students contribute greatly
to stabilizing the teaching workforce and prevegtirnover. Fortunately, students are a huge
motivator for teachers, as they are the “work fts@lowever, this study revealed that
administrators must pay attention to overall wogkoonditions as teachers want opportunities
for professional growth, recognition, and inpubintecision making.

If effective teachers need experience to improed tlevel of effectiveness, then turnover
rates have a direct impact on student achieveri@etpreceding literature has already discussed
several studies that indicate that turnover rateschools with high numbers of minority and
low-income students are higher than in schools widgih numbers of white students and high-

performing studentshis is powerful data about the impact of effecteachers on student
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achievement. The results of the study showed beatvio western-most regions in North
Carolina showed a relationship between teacheowamand salaries. It would be important to
understand if the turnover was also a factor of laglow student achievement in these local
districts. The literature supports that teachere did not finding as much success as other
teachers showed a natural attrition rate during fhet few years. However, if those same
ineffective teachers simply transfer to anotheiostha different set of students will receive
inadequate instruction. The literature also fourat teachers typically move from schools with
low-performing students to schools with higher agimg students which further exacerbate the
achievement gap. Efforts to reduce turnover inlteexwho have demonstrated effectiveness are
important to student achievement. Once again, adtrators should focus on support programs
for new teachers and opportunities for teacheesata responsibility, recognition, and growth.
School leadership should also be familiar with l@dool teacher turnover data to help
monitor and understand the reasons for teacheovarnExit surveys, such as the one employed
in this study, provide administrators with insighitio how their leadership decisions are affecting
teacher job satisfaction. Developing a culture otiwator factors that encourage teacher
retention and recruitment is important; howeves tdannot be accomplished without a
consistent process of examining student achievedsatand surveying teachers about job

satisfaction information.

Implications for Future Research
This study supported the conclusion that teaclraouer had a statistically significant
relationship in two of eight regions in North Canal. These data, however, may be based on a
variety of factors. The decision to leave or stag teaching position was a combination of

Herzberg's motivator and hygiene factors amongstéachers in North Carolina from 2004-
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2007. Since the researcher only found that sal@ayep a significant role in two of the regions
across the state, other factors were being coresid®y the teachers who left their jobs in the
remaining six regions. It is important for bothute research and policy development that we
learn which working conditions are most importantdachers. Ongoing research in this area is
important as we know the educational environmeragpsdly changing. The current economic
and political climate of an organization and itentounity play significant roles in making
decisions about leadership, salary, working coodgj and policies in general.

Future research may want to focus only on Regiand’/Region 8 to determine if
demographics, socioeconomics, teacher qualificatitsacher experience, or geographic
proximity to neighboring states were factors in dlaécome of this study.

The conditions of this study were simplistic imttthey only considered teacher salaries
and turnover rates. The survey was administeremipone of the 115 school districts. In order
to draw more definitive conclusions regarding th& between teacher salary supplements and
teacher turnover rates, it would be beneficialdoduct a local survey instrument aligned with
Herzberg’'s Motivation - Hygiene Theory in each lagehool district along with analyzing the
teacher turnover rates and salaries across tlee Biathermore, research examining the impacts
of turnover and turnover trends within schools wioallso add to our understanding of factors
affecting turnover. Ingersoll (2001) suggests thaire studies be conducted using national data
to examine the impact of teacher turnover on schowimunity and school performance. His
interests also lie in how the impact of teachendwer affects the reputation of a school and how
it impacts parents as well.

Additionally, more research is needed regardirstyidi and state-wide policies that may
inadvertently facilitate teacher turnover. Furthesearch is needed to determine if a higher

salary supplement difference between school distwould change the teacher turnover rate.

102



Determining whether or not there is a specificaodmount for which teachers would overlook
positive working conditions and other positivelyrabated factors associated with job
satisfaction is important to understanding the th& salary plays in turnover. Since teachers are
not leaving for salary reasons alone, finding tblkadl amount that would create a statistically
significant difference would be important as stated districts attempt to create incentive
programs, signing bonuses, and merit pay systems.

As an additional factor, the researcher may inelin ability to discriminate between
teachers who left a district and those who movetiwa district to a different school. The same
factors listed above can be applied to individealo®ls such as demographics, local economic
conditions, and information about the teachingfsidfe small amount of changes salary
supplements, which actually decreased and thentilipmcreased again from 2004-2007, along
with the survey data that listed salary as the arimmeason for going to a different district leads
to the conclusion that local conditions vary acribgsstate and within school districts. Insight
into these factors would be beneficial to praatiics and researchers as well.

The critical-incident method of gathering informeatwas used by Herzberg in his
original studies. This method might be replicatgdibvesearcher to simply gather the thoughts of
teachers about what makes them happy or unhapgpeinjobs. By replicating this method, the
researcher would more easily apply Herzberg's themthe outcomes. The other variables of
salary and turnover rates could be added to sulsthe data gathered from interviews with
teachers.

As previously mentioned, just as teacher turnoegratively impacts students, so does
principal turnover. It would be interesting for dué research to apply Herzberg's theory to the
information regarding principal turnover and incduthe factors of salary and geographic

location. Because North Carolina administratorseangloyed under contractual agreements,
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there is more room for variance in salaries amosgjsbol principals across the state than there
is within the teaching ranks. The results, whenlieggo Herzberg’s theory, might be similar to
that of teachers or different depending on thergalata and geographic region.

Effective student instruction includes studentipgration in their learning. Engaging
students in their own learning means that they rhasé choice in how they learn, a voice in the
activities in the classroom, consistent and pecioaeasures of their growth, opportunities to
solve problems, and conditions conducive to collateowith their peers. Herzberg’s motivators
parallel these factors. Teachers are more satigfiezh they have a voice in the school, the
ability to make choices, opportunities to work tthgg, opportunities for advancement, and
receive recognition for their efforts. These fastonirror Herzberg’s motivator factors and may
very well be applied to classroom settings in fattgsearch. An interesting study would be to
research student perceptions of “learning satisfattn their classrooms as they apply to
Herzberg's theory. Additional factors to consideayninclude demographics and student grades

and test data.

Conclusions
Rather than developing wide-spread policies andqatores for reducing teacher

turnover, policy-makers and administrators shoubdkwhand-in-hand to create positive working
environments for teachers in their own settinge #aching profession has faced many
challenges based on policies, public perceptiod,cattural norms after over 100 years of public
education in America. This study provides evidetheg the topic of teacher turnover is complex
and requires a combination of both motivator angidrye factors as outlined by Herzberg’s
Motivation - Hygiene Theory. Herzberg’s theory imigle in that job satisfaction is either

intrinsic or extrinsic in nature; however, this do®t give the complex reasons that some
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teachers leave and others stay. Herzberg himseif states that individual employee strengths
and needs must be considered to create condigsaing in job satisfaction. Developing
multipronged strategies to reduce teacher turnisvienportant to successful teacher retention
efforts. Some combination of salary incentives glaiith tuition for graduate programs,
common planning time with peers, mentors for neachers, and opportunities for leadership
and advancement is more likely to yield succedb@seasons for teacher turnover are complex
as this research shows.

The absence of statistically significant positieerelations between teacher salary
supplement and teacher turnover rates in six otlteoéight geographic regions in North
Carolina in this study my be a result of:

1. The absence of information regarding other facsach as: teacher credentials, teacher
experience, school district demographics, additior@ntive information, leadership
credentials and longevity, and teacher survey flata all districts.

2. Economic, political, and cultural conditions in mdual regions that may have affected
salary supplement changes.

3. Geographic location of the regions including salafgrmation from neighboring states.

While the survey from the local school district wen directly aligned with the framework
used for this study, the use of secondary data fresnsurvey supports the fact that local data
may provide more insight into the situation thaatestwide trend data alone. The results of the
survey showed that while the difference in salangyptement may not have been significant, it
was an important factor to teachers when decidirgjdy in or leave their current positions.

Listed below are concluding recommendations ashatwesearchers can now do with the

concept of teacher salary and teacher turnover:
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1. Conduct additional studies that provide teacheresuimformation along with state-
wide data to deepen the understanding of statistiftamation about turnover.

2. Include additional factors regarding charactersstitteachers, students, and leaders in
their study.

3. Continue to make direct relationships betweenaesseachers leave and Herzberg's
Motivation — Hygiene Theory to assist policy-makansl administrators make better
decisions.

4. Replicate Herzberg’'s method of research and contpatelata to qualitative salary
and turnover information along with survey data.

5. Further study the two regions that showed a $tally significant relationship
between turnover and salary supplements to betgrstand the reasons why
significance was only found in these regions. Tha&y include salary information
from neighboring states, teacher demographicsestutemographics, and student

achievement.

Policy makers need to be aware that teacher tur@apmpens as a cost to schools. The cost is
more than simply financial. It disrupts the orgatian as a whole which ultimately impacts
classrooms. Teacher job satisfaction is importauleicreasing the amount of turnover and while
both hygiene and motivator factors must be constlexdministrators and policy makers should

pay particular attention to the importance teachens to intrinsic or motivator factors overall.
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APPENDIX

School System
Certified Employee Follow-up Survey

Last year, your employment ended with cho@ System. We would like to
know why you left so that we can make the workingimnment in the
School System a positive one for everyone.

Your response is anonymous. Reasons are groupeatéyory.
Please select one box, and check all that apply Wi that box.

Resigned to teach in another school district.
Please provide your reason(s) for leaving to téaemother school districMark
all that apply in this box.
salary
ABSS policies
poor relationships with supervisor(s) / adstiator(s)
needed more opportunities for professiodahacement
working conditions
change job role
poor relationships with peers
needed more opportunities for recognition
needed different insurance / benefits
distance from home / geographic location
needed more opportunities for professigraith

Resigned for personal reasons. Mark all that apply in this box.
retired
family relocation
family responsibilities / childcare
to continue education full-time
health reasons / disability

Resigned for other reasons. Mark all that apply in this box.
dissatisfied with teaching / career change
non-renewed / probationary contract ending
didn’t obtain / maintain license
employed, but in a non-teaching position uncation.
end of contract
dismissed
resigned in lieu of dismissal

Please place this card in the mail®@gtober 19, 2007.

Thanks again for your help!
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