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Abstract

Teachers at Work: Factor Influencing Satisfacti®Ratention and the Professional Well-Being
Of Elementary and Secondary Educators

by
Patrick E. O'Reilly
Advisor: Nicholas Michelli

The purpose of this study has been to explorguestion of how factors in the work
lives of teachers influence their experience ofkptace satisfaction, and how satisfaction
influences retention in the teaching professions Btudy had three specific goals: (1) to
examine whether five specified factors that teeshencounter as workers influence their
professional satisfaction, (2) to explore whetleacher satisfaction influences retention in the
profession and (3) to determine whether schooll lexmght plays a role in degrees of satisfaction

a teacher experiences.

Data was collected over a period of five montlssgi a survey administered to 133
teachers, and follow-up interviews with 15, tewdfom also took the survey. Analysis indicates
that both intrinsic and extrinsic factors influeteachers at their work, that teaching is a
demanding profession yet one that evokes signifikgalty among its workers, and that while
school level taught does indeed play a role ingesibnal satisfaction, teachers at elementary
and secondary levels are most satisfied with thierk when intrinsically motivated. Intrinsic
motivation is fueled by a love of students, of fatar subject areas, and of the teaching
profession. External factors, such as mandateh¢eshd teacher performance evaluation
systems, seriously erode satisfaction. Teachibgtis a highly personal and highly public
profession; satisfaction is influenced by the ekterwhich factors such as school climate and

support are oriented to allow for teacher autonamtie classroom.



The value of this study lies in the stories toldthbthrough the survey administration and
follow-up interviews, of the daily work-lives ofaehers. Teachers are powerful work-agents
insofar as they have the ability to shape the lofesucceeding generations. Their success
depends on access to resources, appropriate suapda measure of understanding of the
complexities inherent in the teaching professitins hoped this study will contribute to that
understanding and help enable teachers to transigteved work satisfaction to ever more

successful teaching, with the likely outcome oflveelucated generations of students.
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Chapter 1: Introduction, Context and Research Oveview

Introduction

Among the countless attempts to decipher the coxt@e inherent in schools and how
they do or don’t successfully educate young lea;néne question of how teacher job
satisfaction impacts the learning process is orthe@most compelling and important aspects of
the profession to consider, study and understaedcHing is on the one hand a highly public
profession; public school employees are technicglyointed to their positions by a duly elected
Board of Education, their salaries are paid thropghlic funds as accrued through tax levy, and
they are, for all intents and purposes, one bramebng civil service employee ranks. At the
same time, teaching is a highly personal profes®any educators will admit that what they do
in the classroom is a reflection of aspects of thalwes, an amalgam of their own schooling and
learning, teaching experiences, individual psyofg| feelings about children, and sense of their
own competence or absence of it. Understandingdubwols can create good learning
environments and how students can best learn ia sohple task; the temptation to a
reductionist perspective may have appeal, andénahe modus of simple-minded education
reformers, but is of course misguided. Yet, nocation reforms will improve student learning
and performance if teachers are incompetent; silyiilia may be posited that teacher job
satisfaction will likely create better teachiggyen the propensity in human nature to perform
better on tasks to which we are attracted and futmch we derive a personal sense of well-
being. A conversation about teacher job satisfactind retention, therefore, is likely to yield
insight that is helpful to the ongoing national lsseiarching about how our schools might

improve and students might be better educatedacinand at the risk of over-simplification, |



believe understanding professional satisfactionratehtion is among the keys to school
improvement. With teachers who are satisfied ir fe@fessional lives and who desire to
continue as teachers, students are likelier tmlaad enjoy the experience of learning; it
follows that students will perform better and beedife-long learners if their teachers derive a
personal, and indeed visceral, sense of well —bkearg their efforts in the classroom. It also
follows that we must ask essential questions abweertall teacher job satisfaction at elementary
and secondary levels, about how job satisfactitatee to retention and about the factors
influencing the overall picture of the teacher werperience. By exploring these questions, we
begin to peel the onion of daily, institutional andtural factors that influence teacher

satisfaction and retention.

Personal Context

From my earliest childhood, | have enjoyed bemgaround, and connected to schools
and learning. As a youngster, | looked forwar@&ch year of elementary school and the rituals
associated with those years: classrooms, bookshees fellow classmates, chalk and erasers,
clapping those erasers against each other on ayFaiternoon outside the building, reading,
writing and learning. As a child of Catholic paradreducation, | was schooled, in large
measure, the old-fashioned way. Many of my teaclers Sisters of Saint Joseph, a religious
order highly regarded for its teaching expertisepwalong with the non-religious teachers in the
school were carefully chosen and highly compefEimiis my elementary experience was for the
most part energizing, eye opening, and mind expapdican remember the day | learned to read
(first word: mouse), the day | stood, perplexedyamt of a science lab table for the first time,
and certainly remember perhaps the most intrigdangof all in seventh grade, when the boys

were separated from the girls for the “talk” absex, a topic which pretty much consumed our



curiosity for the rest of that year and beyondallonesty | cannot recall a weak teacher from
my elementary years, a gift that has influencedsomgcessful pursuit of education well beyond
those formative grades. At home | took, with myliedps and some friends, to “playing school,”
a game of imitating the classroom complete withkdspassignments and rudimentary lesson
plans. It's no surprise then that my first sigrafit awareness of quality teaching tied to job
satisfaction comes from these early grades. Bylange, those elementary teachers genuinely
enjoyed their work and worked hard to developyteng minds before them each day;
elementary school graduation day was both sadenéying, filled with foreboding about high
school, new and stricter teachers, the departare the warm confines of St. Benedict Joseph

Labre School.

Fast forwarding to the start of my own careerragducator, | was equally blessed by the
influences of master teachers in the high schoolghich [ initially taught, Marist High School
in Bayonne, New Jersey, and Archbishop Molloy H8ghool in Briarwood, Queens. In each of
these | discovered an essential truth about tegchiis at once a profession and a personal
experience, a daily series of relationships, irttgoas, challenges, successes and failures, all of
which are, for the mindful educator, the buildidgdks of success, but which are also for the
dissatisfied pedagogue, a road to perdition. Irhingin school years | began to notice the
phenomenon of a distinction between teachers stotdte profession and those blatantly
unsuited. The difference? Strong teachers hagsigraabout their subject and an ability to
relate to youngsters; weak teachers might have krtbeir material, but could not organize a
lesson or connect with students. The memory isesetar mind of the day my Tgrade math
teacher, whose response to student misbehaviotoaadually and continuously lower his

voice as the roar of the students grew louder lfertlieory that the lower his volume, the more



students would strain to hear him) was observethéylepartment chair, who had been
inundated by parent complaints. Things got so batih the middle of the lesson the Chair
stormed out as Mr. Crowe stood whispering moreraace softly to the chalkboard about
solving trigonometric equations. | suspect my emdsament on his behalf was an unusual
reaction among members of the class. It upset rsed@ teacher in so much pain; his inability
to channel enthusiasm or connectedness, not taandghe subject at hand, was difficult to

witness.

My formative years as a teacher showed me the galseigredients for success and
satisfaction as a teacher: in a word, “with-it-neagerm loaded with meaning though difficult
to find in a dictionary. Migrating from teaching @atholic high schools to public highs schools,
then from teaching to public school administrati@s placed me in numerous school contexts,
with the opportunity to observe teaching from mangles. My current position as a District
Coordinator for English Language Arts and Readilaggs me in classrooms of all sizes, with
elementary and secondary teachers of all typesatiodis a “feet on the ground” perspective
from which to consider the relationship betweertheas, satisfaction, retention and student
success. My desire to consider teacher job satiisfeand its impact on student learning is borne
from years of experience as a student, teacheadméhistrator. This introduction continues
with a statement of purpose for my study, an owsnwof my research questions, an explanation
of their significance, a brief description of thetmodology of my study, further developed in

Chapter 3, a theoretical framework, possible outoand concluding thoughts.



Introduction to Research Questions

An introduction to the research questions thanftire basis for contextualizing the topic
of teacher job satisfaction sets the stage for tstaeding the purpose of the study, the research
guestions, and methodology employed anticipatedomugs, and significance of the study.
Carroll and Foster’s article (2010), regardinguadgtby theNational Commission on Teaching
and America’s FuturéNCTAF, 2010) indicates that, “After five years,en30% of our
beginning teachers have left the profession...anid departure is expensive: NCTAF estimated
that the nation’s school districts spent at leadtbrllion a year on teacher turnover and churn” (p
4). Given the alarming rate of departure fromtdeching profession, an inquiry as to who is
likely to stay in the profession and who may leteaching certainly merits study. Having
worked in education for thirty-five years and feglivery strongly about the critical role of
education in the lives of youngsters and adultsjmagstment in this inquiry is both professional
and personal. Education allowed my siblings andarechieve middle-class lives in this
country; we are the products of parents who wera bolreland and raised under modest
circumstances. Both of my parents completed #ahication as middle- aged adults in New
York thirty years after leaving Ireland; they batlso benefitted from the remarkable opportunity
of attending school through the City UniversityNd#w York, specifically Queensborough and
LaGuardia Community Colleges. Therefore, my inteireshis topic is multi-layered:
experience has taught me that the most effectiveatbnal moments involve close interaction
between students and teachers, prompting the eationnn this study of the relationship
between professional satisfaction and longevitigacthing. Teacher work satisfaction and
retention, impacting the quality of what happenthim classroom, are significant factors to

understanding dedicated professionalism and stigieess.



Overview of Purpose

This study intends to uncover the relationship leemvteacher work satisfaction and
retention in the profession, using the lens of fators that influence the teacher experience on
a regular if not a daily basis: (1) school climgeworkplace support (3) teacher professional
development, (4) perceptions about the teachinfgpsmn as experienced by teachers, and (5)
factors contributing to entry to the professionha first place. By asking teachers why they
chose working in a classroom to make a living, thgking whether they feel supported in what
type of climate they work, whether they have actegsofessional development and how they
feel about it, and finally how they believe theg aeen within the community in which they
work and in the larger professional world, thisdstproposes to enable greater insight to the
relationship between satisfaction, as influencethiege factors, and the critically important

issue of teachers staying or leaving the professilso known as retention in teaching.

The methodology for this study employs both antjtetive and qualitative approach:
first, for the purpose of measuring teachers’ rasps, a survey is used with questions designed
around the five factors outlined, followed by quass$ related to satisfaction, and concluding
with questions about retention in the professioth i@@asons for staying or departing education.
The data gathered in the survey is further explomedg a qualitative study through interviewing
of a total of 15 teachers: ten volunteers from agritie survey respondents and five additional
teachers from outside the survey pool; the purpbsiee interviews is to flesh out teacher
experiences in the workplace and to mine theidivesights about how they value and see
themselves valued as professionals. Demographoeniration examines variables related to
years in the profession, gender, race, and typkstrict of each respondent, among other

demographic variables. An important goal of thigly is to study the question of whether a



distinction is evident in survey and interview respes as made by elementary and secondary
teachers. This research proposes that if a disimc evident between elementary and
secondary teachers’ responses relative to thddters under examination, and these responses
are related to work satisfaction, and that furtheelationship may be established between
satisfaction and retention, this study may be §icant to understanding how to (a) make
teaching a more satisfying work experience and tw{l) strengthen retention, i.e. how to foster
life-long teaching professionals. If this study @eplishes its purpose it will play a modest role

in the never-ending pursuit of better school andngfer teachers, thus contributing to the goal of

forming well-educated students.

Overview and Introduction of Research Questions

Developing research questions has involved caefaiination of possible perspectives
from which teacher satisfaction might be studiedidlly, for example, examining whether a
relationship exists between teacher satisfactiahsaudent performance clearly seemed an
important question, given that student performaadke sine qua non of the endeavor of schools.
Further consideration, however, determined therelavbe significant difficulty in gathering
performance data, given restrictions on accestittent test results and grades, and that it would
be unlikely to successfully measure the relatiom&l@tween student performance and a given
teacher’s classroom. Another variable examinegjtiestion of who enters the teaching
profession in the first place. Guarino (2006) aed colleagues, for example, explored “Four
studies found that college graduates with the lEglewels of measured ability tend not to go
into teaching, and [that] two of these studies tbtimat this holds primarily for elementary
school teachers rather than secondary school tesidjpe 181) Given this startling outcome, the

factor of “choice of entry to the profession” wakdad to the original four, detailed in the



research questions below, of school climate, wartg@kupport, professional development, and
perceptions about teachingFor the purpose of examining the factors influegdeaching,

satisfaction and retention, this study thereforgitgsdhree research questions:

1. How do the factors of entry to teaching, schoahelie, workplace support, professional
development, and perceptions about teaching inflei¢@acher satisfaction and retention
in the profession?

2. lIs there a significant difference in overall prai@esmal satisfaction among teachers,
correlating with the level at which they teach,@feally the elementary and secondary
levels?

3. How does job satisfaction at these levels relatedcher retention rates at each level?

Significance of Study

In an age of data-driven instruction, externatasment, and teacher evaluation tied to
assessment results, an overlooked aspect of stadetess lies in the daily human interaction
between teacher and student, an interaction heavilienced by how well a teacher likes the
work she does. Bogler (2002) suggests the sigmifieaf studying satisfaction: “It is important
to study teacher job satisfaction because of fecebn teacher retention” (p.666). Absence of
satisfaction in the teaching profession often ldadeb burnout; Kahn, Schneider, Jenkens-

Henkleman, &Moyle. (2006), citing the work of Masla(2003) describe burnout as follows:

In most contemporary research job burnout is vieasdomprising three dimensions.
Emotional Exhaustions characterized by an employee’s feeling of eomai and
physical overextension, such as when a teaches fir@ined and depleted because of

work. Cynicismrefers to a detached attitude toward the peopleweriered at work. This



would be illustrated by a teacher who lacks con@out students. Finally, feelings of
reducedprofessional efficacyefer to a lack of confidence concerning one’sdpuativity
at work and affect multiple teaching tasks and damanot only emotional aspects of

teaching (p. 794).

The corrosive effect of a burned-out teacher student’s learning may well be
imagined and is, sadly, too often the lived expergeof students in classrooms. This study is
significant because it explores the relationshipveen teachers and their work and internal and
external factors that create satisfaction or disfsattion in the profession. Looking beyond the
measures created by data-driven teacher evalusggiams, this study posits that how a teacher
feels in relationship to teaching matters a greai:dhow satisfied a teacher is at work is likely
to be a factor in overall effort at work. Pajalddlase (1984) addressed the interplay of the
teacher-self in a qualitative study of teachers wghthered regularly in a bar every Friday to
socialize and decompress from the work week. ligars done in this bar surfaced that, “the
teachers studied tended to dichotomize their psadeal and personal identities” and “the
teachers appropriated a public drinking place éwesal hours each week in order to separate
themselves from the contrastingly serious, restectand moralistic social reality of schools”
(Pajak & Blase, 1984, p. 165). One of the fact@mland Blase (1984) report from the group
of teachers interviewed is the dichotomy “betwdenteachers’ conception of their professional
role and their personal identities” (p. 168). Tstigdy of teacher satisfaction is significant when
it adds to the understanding of how the teachdf”isempacted positively or negatively in the
performance of teaching, given the social condsaeachers feel within the confines of the

profession. Taking this conversation from the bamdoack to the classroom, this study intends
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to show how the important factors of entry to thef@ssion, climate and support, professional
development and perceptions of teaching contribuutee relationship between a teacher and her

intention to remain in the profession for all oe thetter part of a working career.

Significance of Research Questions

A closer examination of the proposed researchtgumessshows why they are significant

in understanding factors that lead to successartiissroom.

1. How do the factors of entry to teaching, climate, wrkplace support, professional
development, and perceptions about teaching influexe teacher satisfaction and
retention in the profession?

This question is significant because it calls foamining factors over which school
systems have some measure of control, and thosevbnveh they have less, if any,
control. Ultimately, no improvement to externalttas (climate, physical plant, support
systems, administrative dispositions, etc.) is npmeerful than the influence of intrinsic
factors (sense of well-being, feeling that one ¢tassen the right profession, love of
students and learning, among many), but extriresitofs may contribute to the degree of
potency of intrinsic ones. For the purposes of shusly, the five factors of (1) choice of
entry to the profession, (2) school climate, (3ykpbace support, (4) professional
development and (5) teachers’ perceptions of htwerstview the profession, are the
focus of inquiry. Through both a survey and volenég interviews, evidence surfaces
about these factors and how they influence satisfaand retention. If this relationship
exists, it contributes to a better understanditresllexperience of teachers, providing an

informed eye as to how workplace conditions mayticolly improve so as to foster
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better teacher performance and greater retengadjrig to improved conditions for
student learning.

Is there a significant difference in overall profesional satisfaction among teachers,

correlating with the level at which they teach, spdfically the elementary and

secondary levels?
This question is significant because if one teagneup is more satisfied than another,
probing the reasons for greater satisfaction attewed may inform development of
mentoring, school climate, availability of resowgcer other tangibles that lead to greater
overall satisfaction and retention on both schewkls. Additionally, if elementary and
secondary teachers differ in their perceptions atfmway the profession is regarded by
others, this difference may surface how emotionauttural influences impact teacher
satisfaction and retention. Examining whetherfiedince in satisfaction exists at the
elementary and secondary teaching levels is liteelyontribute to the study of specific
workplace environments and relationships, factdmekinfluence the work product of
successful teachers: student who learn.

How does job satisfaction at these levels relate teacher retention rates at each

level?
The loss of teachers within the first five yeargofployment to other professions is
costly and damaging to all schools and schoolidistrCarroll and Foster, in their report
(NCTAF, 2010) indicat€iln addition to hemorrhaging teaching talent at leginning of
the career, we are about to lose accomplishediteatdlent at the veteran end of the
career on an unprecedented scale. The teachingr gapeline is collapsing at both ends.

Even our highest performing schools and districésadout to lose much of the expertise
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that has been at the core of their success fordéscd eaching effectiveness in virtually
every school district in the country will be affedt just as we are challenged with
educating a 21st century workforce that can keegouspetitive in a global economy”
(p.4). If this study shows that dissatisfied teashare likely to consider leaving the
profession early in their careers, or if it showattdissatisfied teachers beyond the
financial point of being able to leave (because theuld incur serious financial harm)
would leave if finances were not a factor, therfating the underlying factors that create
dissatisfaction and a physical or attitudinal degarhas importance, as this study may
suggest ways to prevent these departures. Cosigsawiay be realized through teacher
retention if greater levels of retention are pdssibut we must first understand this

relationship of satisfaction and retention to ackithat end.

Taken as a group, these questions examine thedabtt may create a satisfied, productive
teacher or a dissatisfied, potentially counter-patide one. Ultimately, the value of these
guestions lies in the impact this research may Iravederstanding teachers: they will
contribute to the literature, but more importamtigly impact the lives of teachers, toward the

goal of creating more productive educators.

Definition of Terms: Satisfaction and Retention

Understanding the significant terms of a studjobfsatisfaction is aided by research
connected to the sociology of work and the fielahofustrial psychology. In educational
psychology, the term satisfaction applies to theeelence of work among teacher employees in
a given school, district, or region. For examplenig and Jiliang (2007) focus in their study of

job satisfaction in Chinese schools on a workinnden of overall job satisfaction that
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suggests, “Overall job satisfaction means the wstladtitude toward all aspects of work and the
work environment, that is, the workers’ overallggan to their work in its entirety” (p. 87).
SkaalvikandSkaalvik(2010) defined job satisfaction as “an affectigaation to one’s work” (p.
1061). Perrachione, Rosser, and Petersen (20@3eitzberg’s Two Factor Theory (1966) in
which Herzberg theorized, “that job satisfactiorswafluenced by ‘intrinsic factors’ or
‘motivators’ relating to actual job content or ‘witthe person does’ and by ‘extrinsic factors’ or
‘hygienes’ associated with the work environmentlog situation in which [the person] does the
work” (p. 3). Perrachione et al., (2008) referegdBobbit, Faupel, and Burns (1991) and Meek
(1998) further indicate that “employee satisfact@s been a reliable predictor of retention in
teaching” and that “this area of research hasatepdy demonstrated that job satisfaction results
in higher levels of teacher retention” (Perrachienal., 2008, p. 2). For the purposes of this
paper, an operative definition of “retention” iseacher’s remaining in the teaching profession
until retirement eligibility age or beyond, or fone’s working life. The overall experience of job
satisfaction is an attitudinal and affective expece; teacher satisfaction is an experience of
ability connected to implementing (planning, orgamg and carrying out) activities toward the

goal of delivering instruction.

Theoretical Framework: Self-Determination Theory

Consideration of psychological underpinnings of kveatisfaction among teachers leads
to investigation of theories of motivation and te&tionship between work experience and
positive and negative influences on psychological-veing among teacher-employees in the
work place. An overarching understanding of fasthiat contribute to both satisfaction and
extreme disengagement from work may inform theystfdeacher work satisfaction. Self-

Determination Theory, developed by researchers EtlwaDeci and Richard M. Ryan at the
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University of Rochester in Rochester, New York, tedhe creation of a consortium of
psychologists and academics who explore the dyrsaafibuman motivation and behavior, with
application to the endeavor of work; a portionlogtresearch studies this theory and its impact
on education. The tenets of Self-Determinationofhare stated on the front page of this

organization’s website.

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) represents a broad framework for the stddyman
motivation and personality. SDT articulates a ntagory for framing motivational
studies, a formal theory that defines intrinsic aaded extrinsic sources of motivation,
and a description of the respective roles of istdrand types of extrinsic motivation in
cognitive and social development and in individdiffierences. Perhaps more
importantly SDT propositions also focus on how aband cultural factors facilitate or
undermine people’s sense of volition and initiativeaddition to their well-being and the
quality of their performance. Conditions supportihg individual’s experience of
autonomy, competence, and relatedness are argdiestéo the most volitional and high
guality forms of motivation and engagement for\atiés, including enhanced
performance, persistence, and creativity. In aoli8DT proposes that the degree to
which any of these three psychological needs ispmsrted or thwarted within a social
context will have a robust detrimental impact ordimess in that setting.

(www.selfdeterminationtheory.oyg

The relationship of this theory to a study of tezraork satisfaction may be found in the
research conducted by Gagné and De&eti Determination Theory and Work Motivation
(2005). Gagné and Deci reference Porter and L&an£968) “proposed model of intrinsic and

extrinsic work motivation [according to which] pdepdo] an activity because they find it
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interesting and derive spontaneous satisfactiam fiee activity itself. Extrinsic motivation, in
contrast, requires an instrumentality between ttieity and some separable consequences such
as tangible or verbal rewards, so satisfaction somoé from the activity itself but rather from

the extrinsic consequences to which the activiaglée(Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 331). Further,
Self-Determination Theory makes a distinction betmvautonomous motivation and controlled
motivation; citing Dworkin (1988), Gagné and De20(5) explain autonomy as “endorsing
one’s actions at the highest level of reflecticant continue, “Intrinsic motivation is an example
of autonomous motivation. When people engage awvitgdbecause they find it interesting, they
are doing the activity wholly volitionally (e.g.work because it is fun)” (p.334). Establishing a
relationship between Self-Determination Theory adk motivation, Gagné and Deci (2005)
continue, “SDT focuses not only on job charactarsssuch as choice and constructive feedback
as one way to influence autonomous motivationjttalso suggests that the interpersonal style
of supervisors and managers is important” (p. 3¥2¢ducation supervisors include
superintendents, principals and department chaifithiese, the latter two are likelier to have a
direct influence on the day-to-day work experieateeachers, but every level of school
supervision influences the factors of professia®lelopment (how much and of what quality is
available), school climate (how restrictive or resfful is the environment of the school) and

support (what type of resources are available; tesponsive is the school to teachers’ needs).

Self-Determination Theory further suggests a i@taship between this theory of human
motivation and work outcomes. Gagné and Deci (200% that Deci (1989) “found that
managerial autonomy support, defined as managekaoavledging their subordinates’
perspectives, providing relevant information incaftontrolling way, offering choice, and

encouraging self-initiation rather than pressusogordinates to behave in specified ways, was
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associated with employees’ being more satisfietl tieir jobs” (Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 345).

If we extrapolate this finding to the work expegenn education, examination of professional
development (as a function of encouraging selfatian), climate (the overall physical and
psychological landscape) and support (as a distaetr but together with climate, influencing
information flow, choice, and acknowledgement a@icteer perspectives) will suggest a
relationship between these factors and work satisita Gagné and Deci (2005) also suggest a
relationship between work satisfaction and the gatrons of others regarding the value of the
work performed: “When people are autonomously natéd at work they tend to experience
their jobs as interesting or personally importaetf-initiated, and endorsed by relevant others.
When people perform effectively at these jobs, tgyerience satisfaction of the basic
psychological needs and have positive attitudeatdwheir jobs” (p. 353). In the field of
education, “relevant others” involves myriad staiders, including supervisors, fellow teachers,
parents and students. We may suggest, then, thédd¢tor of how others perceive the work of
teachers in a given community correlates to teaghtmomy and work satisfaction. Gagné and
Deci (2005) suggest that work “endorsed by relewéimers” is more satisfying work because the
acknowledgement of the value of the work has &xefe effective on the worker: if the
community endorses the value of teacher work thmougterial and verbal support mechanisms,
teachers are likelier to feel greater autonomyrande satisfied about what they do. Self-
Determination Theory offers a framework for undansling intrinsic motivation as an essential
element of work satisfaction. In this study, théeex to which internal (choice of entering
teaching) and workplace (climate, support, professi development and the role of relevant
others) factors support or diminish teacher moiwvaénd satisfaction will inform understanding

of how satisfaction influences the work experieand likelihood of retention.
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Significance of Potential Outcomes

Considerable study has been conducted regardingdeaork satisfaction at both the
elementary and secondary levels. Marston’s std@9%), also cited in Chapter 2, details many
differences between elementary and secondary tegdiah in what they value and what
satisfies them. Marston (2005) cites Perie and B@l#97), who found “that elementary school
teachers tended to be more satisfied than secotetlgers” (Marston, 2005, p. 470). In
addition, Brunetti (2001) cites the same Perie Bakker study in reporting that, “Using
composite criteria to identify teachers as low, eratke, or high in job satisfaction, they [Perie
and Baker] found that only 26.3 percent of publghhschool teachers fit in the high category”
(Brunetti, 2001, p. 50). Guarino (2006) cites Herekal. (2001) who found “that secondary
teachers, particularly science teachers and soregtinath teachers, were more likely to leave
[the teaching profession] than were elementaryhteat (Guarino, 2006, p. 187). This study
continues the conversation about degrees of wditfaction at the elementary and secondary
levels, posing the question whether one school leveacher experiences different degrees of
satisfaction in the course of their careers thamotiher. Factors influencing satisfaction and
retention may relate to variables such as age andeg of the teacher, but overall school climate
and district demographics may also play a significale. The assertion that choice of
profession, climate, support, professional develpnand perceptions about teaching are
influences on practitioners is significant if tisisidy shows a relationship of satisfaction to
retention. Further, if this study generates figgisimilar to those discussed in Marston (2005)
and Guarino (2006) that elementary teachers arergiyymore satisfied than secondary school

teachers, the reasons for this outcome are impgddesmrd informing the work environment of
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all teachers. Brunetti (2001) asserts a “genetadld belief secondary teachers enter teaching
primarily because of a love of their subject, imizast to elementary teachers—at least
according to general belief—who enter teaching prily because they want to work with
children” (p.62). If Brunetti’s assertion is acctaathis study also proposes to shed light on
whether the secondary teacher, attracted to tegtt@oause of a love of a particular subject, is
able to maintain satisfaction over time when coregdo the elementary teacher, whose desire to

work with children serves as a significant motige éntering the profession.

A review of relevant literature on this topic afis further insight as to how other
researchers have studied and written about thengattopic in the exploration of satisfaction

and retention in the teaching.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature

Historical Perspective

A worthy literature review regarding teachers aacker satisfaction does well to begin
with an historical perspective on the teaching eargnderstanding the genesis of the form and
structure of the profession is likely to providgaod contextual foundation. To a large extent,
career satisfaction in the classroom (as in almogtother profession) has a relationship to the
culture of the workplace, including the historyhaiw that culture developed over time. In
Silences and ImageSyrovesnor, Lawn, and Rousmaniere (1999) suggegguimgly, that this
history is shrouded in the absence of sound; tlegynbwith the reflection, “There have been a
great many ‘silences’ in the history of educatioroas many cultures, silences about the practice,
meaning and culture of the classroom” (p. 1). Thairk derives from a series of conferences in
the mid 1990’s in several locations in Canada; thesit that silences are found in the stasis of
empty classrooms, filled with desks, books anddisstion hanging in the air of these empty
rooms: “What was the lived reality of teacher’srkvand student’s lives in and around [those]
classrooms?” (Grovesnor, et al., 1999, p. 1). Pi@ardner’s contribution to the conference,
“Reconstructing the Classroom Teacher, 1903-194f&ts that, “From the inception of a
structure of formal training and certification...tedras been no shortage of public and political
pronouncements about the nature of teaching” argbhe on to characterize the outcome of the
scrutiny of the profession as follows, “Teachergenbeen variously constructed as selfless
missionaries, as intellectual upstarts, as amlstgiatus seekers, as social isolates, as cruel
authoritarians, as well-meaning dupes unwittinglsveg this interest or that, as emergent

professionals, as trade union fighters, or as @adée occupational constituency divided against
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itself. In each of these assertions, there ioafge some truth” (Gardner, et al., 1999, p.125).
Gardner captures the essence of the multituderoépgons of teachers through the lens of
recent history; his characterization of the many eontradictory qualities attributed to teachers
shows just how complex perceptions are and suggesihighly nuanced a sense of

professional satisfaction might be within the coe8 of these public perceptions.

Gardner’s assertion begs the question of how teagw®zceive themselves, given the
level of scrutiny to which they have historicallgdn subjected. His essay also notes the wide
debate about teaching in the public arena aftetutmeof the (nineteenth) century, with a highly
prescient observation about professionals in thabg that teachers, “conclude[d] that they
were more or less widely misunderstood by the wodtside and that the rhetoric of public
discussion of education and the reality of theacteng lives were two quite different things”
(Gardner, et. al., 1999, p. 127). Gardner indicitesmisperception about teachers has been an
attribute of the profession for at least a cenang before; historically, teachers have been up
against multiple sources of interaction and feellpa®ating an intriguing question about how
satisfying an experience such teachers had indte garts of the preceding century. The
contributors to these conference talkSitences and Imagé®ne in on some of the essential
challenges of the profession in the nineteenthtamdtieth centuries and suggest that the very
guestions about teacher satisfaction and elemeatatgecondary work were as relevant then as
they are today. Gardner asserts that, “Throughwufitst half of the twentieth century, the gulf
between elementary and secondary teacher, rootedgrstanding social, educational and
professional separation remained unabridged” (Gardst. al., 1999, p.139). Perhaps we need to
consider the notion of ‘separation’ as an esseatintept in the exploration of teacher

dispositions; as literature suggests, teacherprares to experience a sense of separation—from
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administrators, parents, boards of education, aost significantly, from each other, in their

guest to educate students.

As we consider the frames of the teaching professine piece of the core lies in how
teachers are both members of a community but atligiduals, isolated, separated, and having
to employ creative energy to keep students engagedooperative. Kate Rousmaniere’s essay
on Margaret Haley withisilences and Imagge%Sixteen Years in a Classroonuétails the daily
ritual of the teacher and union leader in Chicagaiklic schools in the late nineteenth century.
Haley and her colleagues had to organize physatadiies, regulate classroom temperature,
control close to fifty students without using car@igounishment, and manage to teach students
(Rousmaniere, 1999, p. 248). Teachers today mifaoe fifty students at once, but to some
extent are responsible for as many tasks, if notmno a given day in the classroom. History
shows us that the question of extrinsic and inicifectors influencing the profession are
relevant to a conversation about teaching toddkli@swere about teaching in bygone eras;
Rousmaniere captures the matter beautifully irctreclusion of her essay on Margaret Haley,
with the observation, “The work of the teacher doeshappen only in the classroom in one
second; it changes over time and through communiti&eachers’ work is regular and
regulated, but it is also spontaneous and unreb@afeachers are among the most literate of all
workers, yet the nature of their work leaves themedxhausted to chronicle their day, and
classroom papers are usually discarded becausatbewt considered important”
(Rousmaniere, 1999, p. 254). While teachers mawjdally enough, chronicle little of their own
daily experiences, those who observe the professiuter insight to the essential question of

job satisfaction and student learning in both tiséohnical and contemporary classroom.
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Larry Cuban’s seminal wotdow Teachers Tauglf1993) explores the history of
classroom practice through two major historicaiqus, 1890-1940 and 1965-1975. Cuban’s
first chapter plunges directly to the drawing afistinction between elementary and secondary
instruction in the earliest years of the historjpatiods he explores. Citing similarities and
differences in instruction in the early twentietmtury, Cuban observes, “Teaching was
fragmented in high schools as students traveled flass to class to meet with five or more
teachers in a given day” (Cuban, 1993, p. 37) hat tThis was not the case at the elementary
school, where the teacher would spend all day thghsame students” (Cuban, 1993, p. 38).
Perhaps this distinction is most striking for asriiliarity, for while the contemporary elementary
classroom sees students excused from primary attnu(at a surprising rate) for “specials”
“pullouts” and the like, the high school teachenall/ sees students for forty minutes a day,
every day. Just as the high school teacher seesmthe set of students once a day, his
elementary counterpart sees her students all day,ab least responsible for the same set of
students from one end of the day to the nexttslearly chapters Cuban’s book closely details
historical underpinnings of three school distritt®se in New York, Denver and Washington
D.C., examining innovations, reforms, and the obacher-centered progressivism against the
backdrop of expanding bureaucracies and more stirtgacher evaluation systems. He
concludes that, “For teachers, contradictions pligil as they tried to resolve the tensions
generated by partisans of progressive pedagogyrendaily realities they faced in their schools”
(Cuban, 1993, p. 113). Cuban elucidates the essémtision teachers felt in the early years of
the twentieth century, struggling as they did bemvthe expectation of infusing basic skills and
socializing children to good behavior and respectiithority, while “wanting to embrace the

values of progressive pedagogy (individual chosedf-expression, and independent thinking)”,
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all of which “suggests that many teachers begaeéoa fundamental dilemma in what they did
and what role they were expected to play” (Cub@&931p. 113). Cuban fast-forwards to the
present from his examination of early to mid-twettticentury schools, with the prescient
observation that, “The paradox of teacher-centpredressivism that grew in the inter-war
decades is one that has persisted since, creddéisgyaoms where teachers are beset by
conflicting impulses to be simultaneously efficiestientific, child-centered, and authoritative”
(Cuban, 1993, p. 114). Cuban draws a link betweaadhers of the past and the present,
suggesting that factors able to influence job &attgon have applicability yesterday and today:
the existence of a palpable tension between experse’behind the classroom door”, the highly
personal, idiosyncratic, relational (for bettemarse) lived reality for teachers, and the equally
potent expectations from outside the classroom,dbose from parents, administrators, school

boards and state education departments.

Kate Rousmaniere’s exploration of New York Citieéacher experience during years of
reform and increasing demands on the professiotssiuether light on the history of teachers
and their relationship to their work. In her intumtion toCity Teacherg1997) Rousmaniere
lists several important themes about perceptiogarding the profession among teachers after
World War I, among these is that, “schools tookloenmantle of a social service agency for a
diversifying urban student population” yet at tlaene time, “teachers identified...that they
worked in a strangely lonely environment, isolditeain their colleagues even as they worked in
a crowd of children” (Rousmaniere, 1997, p. 3).eJdthemes, of increased demand
accompanied by isolation and bureaucratic demasuif®y Cuban’s assertion lHow Teachers
Taught(1993) about the fundamental dilemma for teachetwdien what they actually did in the

classroom and the roles they were expected to(plall3). These historians suggest an
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underlying assertion about the profession, thatdheof the teacher is multi-faceted,
pressurized, and ultimately highly individualiz&sardner’s terse assertion in “Reconstructing
the Classroom Teacher,” his essagilences and Imag€$999) which saythat “Teaching
remained [in the period after World War 1] an irgely private and often solitary craft” (p. 127)
coincides with Rousmaniere’s (1997) and Cuban’®38)%istorically positioned perspectives of
the complexity embedded in the profession, givemécessary response to administrative and
social expectations, at times poised against tlesydcratic connection teachers have to what
they do on a daily basis. These historians suggestportance of understanding not only the
interior of a teacher’s classroom but the inteoba teacher’s disposition about themselves and
their work. A consideration of teacher well-beinil ¥ake into account variables that
Rousmaniere says {Dity Teacherg1997) are perennial considerations in rootinghthistory

of teachers, among them social status. She nudés‘teaching has traditionally been an avenue
for upwardly mobile working class people and ethand racial minorities.. [they] have earned
more than most working class people, so that thekstatus of teaching is unclear”
(Rousmaniere, 1997, p. 5). While teachers araicdytbetter paid today than ever before,
Rousmaniere is correct when she notes, “muchachiers’ work is tedious clerical work, and
the physical working conditions of schools can bgdtty and unglamorous as a factory”
(Rousmaniere, 1997, p. 6). Rousmaniere furthezresthat the nature of teaching, its fast-
paced way of hurtling teachers from one end ofitlneto the next, has left us few written traces
of their experience; she echoes the sentimegtlémces and Imagg€$999) when reflecting in
City Teacher®n “a haunting silence in teachers’ historicabrelg a silence all the more ironic
because the nature of teachers’ work is so noidyaative” (Rousmaniere, 1997, p. 8). As we

gain insight to the lived experiences of teachemfthe not so distant past, the complexity of
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their daily work experience emerges, attended tongtsuggestions that, especially under the
progressive movement of the inter-war period, teaghork became more difficult in response to

examination, critique, and criticism from numeraasistituents.

Delving into an examination of the centralizat@frthe New York City school system in
City Teacherg1997), Kate Rousmaniere offers a statement egpipficable today; she notes,
“In the 1890’s, a small coalition of middle-classsiness and professional leaders organized to
replace the ward system with a centralized citysthoard structured along a corporate
bureaucratic model” (p. 14). While the ward sysitself was an administrative response to the
previous, highly localized school structure, thedggoresented an inefficient and patronage-
based mode of organization. Rousmaniere furthgla@s how, in response to the proposed
dissolution of the wards, New York City teachergected on the grounds that the diversity of
the population in the city demanded a more locdlizad therefore decentralized) organizational
model, but she goes on to assert that, “they digerted to centralization for specific job-related
reasons” (Rousmaniere, 1997, p. 14). Reaching tmaitle nineteenth century, Rousmaniere
unearths an essential consideration: that teaaiesfaction historically has been uprooted, and
a sense of well-being lost, when they have lognses of local control of their own destinies. She
observes, “Teachers objected to the proposed lwdanaperintendents because it would decrease
the authority of the principal with whom teacheasifa personal contact, and, potentially, some
room for negotiating professional matters” (Rousie@) 1997, p. 14). Among these were the
practice of promotion through seniority and estbtient of a board of examiners, to administer
an objective test for hiring and advancement. R@msere’s historical examination has hit on a

central nerve of the question of teacher satisfacempowerment and control.
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Ruth Jacknow Markowitz’s study of the Jewish te@aglexperience iMy Daughter the
Teacher(1993) touches on this same nerve from a pedagloggespective; she believes,
“Teachers have always employed what has been tetmeetidden pedagogy,’” whereby
teachers interpret the explicit regularities otiastion called for by textbooks and professionals,
adapting those teaching methods that help them ioop@ractical matter with the demands of an
occupational structure over which they have lt¢tatrol” (p. 104). Markowitz astutely points to
the phenomenon of the “closed classroom door,pa tf bastion that teachers have historically
used as a means of keeping the agents of externabton the outside, while maintaining a
semblance of self-management inside the classr8bendescribes these classrooms as, “small
universes of control with the teacher in commamdaikowitz, 1993, p. 104) where control

from the outside is kept as much at bay as possible

As an historical perspective suggests, teachesfaetion is cloaked in numerous mantles,
a chief one being a sense of control, both insmtkautside the classroom. Of course a sense of
control may be compromised by agents or forcehahge; Gardner’s essay,Silences and
Images,(1999)hears the voice of the classroom teacher as héaipgrticular and characteristic
quality” which includes an “inward-oriented conaetion on those personalities and places
which dominate everyday working life... [while] thoseyond [children and other teachers]
figure only occasionally and at a considerable negti@p. 128). Further, Gardner
metaphorically hears teachers decrying most chdngare commonly it (change) is associated
with concerns distant from [that of teachers] ardclv are usually interpreted as the exercise of
political rather than educational interests” (Gandri999, p. 129). Gardner captures one of the
essences of historically based understanding chegadispositions with the observation that

teachers in the nineteenth century (and often fosiay change as “originated ‘out there’ and [it]
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might be deflected, absorbed, or defeated. Conyimould not be resisted in this way. It resided
‘in here’ and was symbolized by the classroom &t small, unchanging physical space in
which, throughout his or her career, a single aather stood daily before dozens of child
learners” (Gardner, 1999, p. 129). Gardner jothgohistorians of the profession in naming the
intimacy many teachers experience with the work theeand the children they teach; historical
understanding of the formation of the modern teaoffers groundwork for deconstructing the
elements that create and destroy satisfaction ammamy educators. While examining teacher
satisfaction brings us to the roles that pedagogsrjculum, politics or parents may play, we
must keep in mind the essential truth of teachiisgsingularity of expression in the person of the

individual in his or her classroom before a seftafients every day.

Gardner’s essay iilences and Imag€$999) additionally offers insight to the effedt o
changes in the landscape of teaching following3eond World War. He asserts that, “the
secret garden cultivated by teachers in the eadpdes of the century would be exposed,
gradually, to a widening public gaze” (Gardner,299. 134). The image of teachers occupying
a ‘secret garden’ is intriguing and telling, a npdter for the highly personal and idiosyncratic
nature of the classroom and begging an analydiswfteachers function, and with what degree
of satisfaction, in those gardens. Gardner alshéle out differences among elementary and
secondary teachers of this period; he notes tEd¢nientary teachers in the first half of the
twentieth century were able to draw on both thmnail and the magical to claim an exclusive
right to shape the education of the children inrtblearge” (Gardner, 1999, p. 134), though they
maintained a distance from secondary school teac¢ped35). Secondary counterparts to
elementary teachers lay claim to a form of the gssion of a higher intellectual and pedagogical

status (p. 140) suggesting a widening gap in tipee&nce and cultures of the secondary and
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elementary teacher. Markowitz My Daughter the Teach€1993) also explores teacher work
conditions in the pre and post-war period and okesethat the increase in daily pupil load had
tremendous impact, causing greater stress amiastidhed resources and pressure from parents
for their children to complete a high school dipbo(p. 108). Markowitz further delineates the
pre- and post-depression periods, asserting tRafr‘to the Depression, teaching in New York
City high schools had been relatively ‘simple arahtuil’ in comparison to the experience of
many high school teachers during the thirties”1@9). The strains of the Depression on the
entire society created greater strains in the ass, increased teacher responsibility, and a

wistful sense that the job had been easier in #s¢, prior to the Depression (p. 109).

Particular note of educational movements ovecthese of American educational
history also suggest the buffeting that teachirguraergone, depending on which movement is
current on the educational and political landscdpar. example, the “Social Efficiency”
movement, as outlined by Rousmanier€ity Teacherg1997) emphasized, “the systematic
education of urban youtlwayfrom the dangers of the unfettered city streetstaward civic
and social cohesion” (p. 56). Social efficiencyifgd the weight of teachers’ responsibility
from academic instruction to social behaviors amthered the emphasis on the social identity of
the teacher” (p. 73). In other words, the teacleealne a primary agent of socialization for the
“great unwashed” students, many of whom were imamity; teachers’ pedagogy and lifestyle
underwent scrutiny, as teachers were expectedve ss role models for appropriate
socialization of students. Ultimately, though, @cling to Rousmaniere, it was not teacher
resistance, but the demands of school operatiothgmaphasis on curriculum that undercut the

social efficiency movement (p. 73).
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Semel and Sadovnik, Bchools of Tomorrow, Schools of Toda999) note the social
efficiency movement of the first decade of the ttieth century led to reforms in which,
“Suddenly, teachers were faced with problems ohfpeg uncleanliness (bathing became part of
the school curriculum in certain districts), andythbegan to teach basic socialization skills (p. 5)
By contrast, the Progressive movement in educaiaced the teacher in another role entirely.
Semel and Sadovnik detail the development of thghly influential educational movements in
Schools of Tomorrow, Schools of Toda999); in the introduction, Semel gives an ovema
the development of Progressive education, notiag tin a progressive setting, the teacher is no
longer the authoritarian figure from whom all knedtje flows. Rather, the teacher assumes the
peripheral position of facilitator, encouragingfesing suggestions, questioning, and helping to
plan and implement courses of study” (p. 8). Sesnatroduction td&Schools of Tomorrowlso
notes that the origins of Progressivism lie in Dgw@bservation, “that children learn both
individually and in groups and he believed thatdrien should start their inquiries by posing
guestions about what they want to know. Today vier ite this method of instruction as
‘problem solving’ or ‘inquiry method’ (p. 8). Tdhe extent that a school system adopts a given
educational philosophy, the job experience of galer is going to be impacted, one way or the
other. Today, for example, educational reform hasng to the “data-driven” camp, in which a
teacher’s job performance is measured by studegtress, as measured on standardized tests. It
is indisputable that this movement is impactingtdeecher work experience, and therefore
teacher satisfaction. The relationship between &thutal reform and classroom dynamic, and
the impact on overall job satisfaction, is anott@nponent in the inquiry to the overall

experience teachers have as workers.
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An historical framework for considering teachds gatisfaction reveals that, from the
beginning of the profession in an organized sclgstem, working conditions and efficacy have
been closely linked. The question of extrinsic ardnsic factors influencing overall efficacy is
characterized by an intriguing metaphofifences and Imag€$999), where Grosvenor, Lawn,
and Rousmaniere extol the classroom as a physidatymbolic nexus of teacher self-identity
and satisfaction. They offer that, “Schools angslaoms, we began to realize [in the context of
their conference] are not static points, but wisalges of events and social relations over time,
rich with personal dynamics....a ninety year oldregtiprimary teacher can describe with acid
assuredness, the color and feel of the burlap sayen the bulletin board in her first fifth-grade
classroom” (p. 6). The highly personal nature ef phofession, as revealed through the lens of
history, also suggests a difference in overalséattion between elementary and secondary
teachers, as noted particularly by Gardner, suggestat the research question of a distinction
between these two groups is relevant today asstywaterday. Precise historical records of
student achievement may not be accessible to treel¢hey are today, but we may certainly
imagine the learning environment (and student e&pee) of a satisfied and supported teacher
versus that of a discontented or mistreated edudate research questions are framed by an
historical perspective suggesting that teachergeahing are highly influenced by working

conditions and overall efficacy, with a concomitanpact on student achievement.

Sociology and Psychology of Teaching

An historical perspective on the social, politjieadonomic and personal forces
influencing the teaching profession confirms thetheof these, and many other factors, conspire
to create ‘the teaching experience’ and leave therk on the overall satisfaction that teachers

derive from their profession. History shows uattmany variables influence efficacy and



31

provides a foundation for a review of contempotégyature on the dynamics of professional
efficacy in education. A sociological perspectésplores teachers as members of the
community in which they live and work their sen$¢h@mselves in the profession, and the
relationship between their self-identity and weditig, or absence of it, as an outcome of their
work. Snyder and Spreitzer (1984), citing BlumE3§9), address the sociology of teachers on
the college level, but their observations are @hévo the K-12 professionals as well. Snyder
and Spreitzer cite a “symbolic interactionist” frework with three foci: “Human beings act
toward things on the basis of subjectmeaningsthe meanings of such things are derived from
social interactionsand these meanings are handled in, and modtiedigh, annterpretive
processn coping with objects” (p. 151). The interactistrframework is based on the
assumption that individuals are mindful of theihaeior and not simply reactionary to it;
commitment to teaching, for example, involves saflection with the concomitant question of
the degree to which the individual derives sattsfacfrom their work. Synder and Spreitzer
also cite Deci (1973) and Csikszentmihalyi (19763tating that, “One factor affecting
commitment to the teacher role is the sheer intriesjoyment of the subject matter and the
sense of efficacy in having done something well..ltbman is an active animal who enjoys
performing a task that is challenging, yet withivets capacity to perform” (Snyder & Spreitzer,
1984, p. 153). The question of teacher job satigfa and retention is tied to these sociological
principles insofar as they raise the question of t@achers remain in the profession: is
remaining a teacher the by-product of intrinsi@wtrinsic commitment? Clearly, Snyder and
Spreitzer continue, “the ideal motivation in teathis intrinsic—to find pleasure, satisfaction
and even joy in the classroom” (p. 154). Dististping those with intrinsic motivation from

teachers with extrinsic motivation, these autheligngly suggest, “A teacher with extrinsic
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motivation is similar to those who occupy low-stajobs with a typically low level of

investment in work” (p. 153). A well-researchegastigation of job satisfaction among teachers
surfaces the critical importance of intrinsic amtri@sic motivational factors: Do teachers who
are primarily extrinsically motivated experiencdifierent degree of satisfaction from those
intrinsically motivated? The question is furthengaicated by the experience of rewards;
Synder and Spreitzer point out that, “teacher éffeness is likely to be enhanced by the
prestige that is gained from being cited as a ‘geadher’ by students and colleagues” (p. 155),
so that we must consider both motivation and resvarégxamining satisfaction and its effect on

student learning.

Teachers work in a sociologically prominent rale&eommunities, so it comes as no
surprise that they undergo particularly exactinghownity scrutiny, given their influence on and
contact with children. This scrutiny has a reflexeffect on teachers; their sense of self-worth
and self-satisfaction may be dependent on theagmtion of how well they are received and on
the reality of how well they are received, or notthe classroom and community in which they
work. Christopher Day and his colleagues exarttirgenotion in “The Personal and
Professional Selves of Teacher®ay (2006) cites Nias (1989, 1996), Hargreave94)and
Sumsion (2002) who have noted that “Teacher ideatére not only constructed from technical
and emotional aspects of teaching (i.e. classroamagement, subject knowledge and pupil test
results) and their personal lives,” but also (gtBleegers & Kelchtermans, 1999) “as the result
of an interaction between the personal experieattsachers and the social, cultural, and
institutional environment in which they function ardaily basis” (Day, 2006, p. 603). Day
(2006) further notes Nias'’s research (1989) whubtas attention [to the] tensions and

contradictions in the primary teacher’s role, whach principally produced through the
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opposition between the impulse and requirementdce’ and nurture’ and the impulse and
requirement to control” (Day, 2006, p. 605). Furtfacording to Day, Beijaard’s work (1995)
drawing on Sikes (1991) identified “three main teas of secondary school teachers’
professional identities: the subject that teacteash, their relationship with pupils, and their
role or role conception” (Day, 2006, p. 605). Ha¢ient conclusion Day and colleagues draw
from examining prior research into the questiothefpsychology of teaching suggests a

distinction between the primary and secondary e&pee:

Research, then seems to reveal different but coimgeotions of teacher identity. It is
clear, for example, that primary school teacheesspnal and professional identities are
closely connected and that they contribute to naditivm, commitment, and job
satisfaction. For secondary school teachers, suaetits status are related more closely
to identity. For all teachers, identity will be efted by external (policy) and internal
(organizational) and personal experiences paspassknt, and so it is not always stable

(Day, 2006, p. 610).

The suggestion that teachers’ work experiencesa@ralways dependent on stable factors is
essential to the question of satisfaction, retentmd performance. Variables in external,
internal and personal stimuli are likely to be fligant to professional (and personal) identity
and efficacy. The importance of Day’s work (20@6¢vident in his assertion that, “A
significant and ongoing part of being a teachesnths the experiencing and management of
strong emotions. We know, for example, that thetemnal climate of the school and classroom
will affect attitudes to and practices of teachamgl learning. Teachers (and their students)

experience an array of sometimes contrasting em®tiothe classroom,” and further, “Because
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of their emotional investments, teachers inevitaxgerience a range of negative emotions
when control of long-held principles and practiceshallenged, or when trust and respect from
parents, the public, and their students is erodedé12). Day concludes that, “the architecture
of teachers’ professional lives is not always galp. 613), but simultaneously, “some teachers
themselves do seek and find, in different waysr then sense of stability within what appears
from the outside to be fragmented identities” p4)61Both the sociological and psychological
context offered by these researchers suggest thenpant importance of communal,
professional and personal identity in shaping alteds experience, and the likelihood of a
relationship between that experience and satisiaati the classroom. Psychology and
sociology are bound to play a decisive role in wosll a teacher performs and how well students

learn in a satisfied or dissatisfied, teacher's<la

The Trouble with Teaching

Literature on the teaching career suggests amanhdifficulty “in the nature of things”

in the profession, i.e. that, teaching is a comple@{ession with variables that create particular
challenges to achieving a sense of well-being aredadl career satisfaction. Few titles offer a
clearer snapshot of this complexity than a sh@at@inThe Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin,
entitled, “The Profession That Eats Its Young,”Rsbecca Anhorn. Anhorn (2008) goes right
to the heart of the problem: “20%-30% of teacheav¢ the profession in the first five years,”
with “most new teachers who leave, do[ing] so ia fiist 2 years” (p.15). Anhorn believes,
“Difficult work assignments, unclear expectatiomadequate resources, isolation, role conflict
and reality shock are some top reasons for theehdaus attrition statistics with the widespread
‘sink or swim’ attitude that is prevalent in so mathools” (p. 15). She cites a “pecking order”

in which “experienced teachers often feel that thaye paid their dues and that new teachers
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must do the same” (p.16). New teachers often &mdhied in their classrooms (p. 16), a
sentiment eerily reminiscent of the isolation exgaced in nineteenth and early twentieth
century schools as described by Rousmaniere, (19iban (1993) and Gardner (1999).
Anhorn cites a study in 2007-08, in west and céMoath Dakota, in which new teachers shared
experiences after their first year in the classrodtarticipants cited many factors influencing
their overall sense of satisfaction, among therh*tRalationships with fellow teachers and other
school staff were [considered] at the heart offifs¢-year teachers’ sense of belonging to the
staff at their schools” (p. 19). Undermining thigical sense of relationship for some was the
experience of “comments made to first year teachleosit teaching strategies: ‘There you go,
showing us up again’ and ‘Going overboard™ (p..18)horn’s article enumerates a core
problem in teaching: the dispositions of some ettusalready in the profession toward
“newbies” and the culture of competition generaatbng veterans in relationship to their fresh-

faced counterparts.

Further evidence the relationship between oveadifmction and working conditions in
schools may be found with Johnson and Birkelan@Q32 who conducted a longitudinal study
of 50 teachers entering the career, starting ir®1&8low-up interviews were conducted in 2001
and the results were reporteddmerican Educational Research Jourmal003. In their
introduction to the study, the authors explainrtisaidy of 50 new teachers in Massachusetts
who either stay where they are, move to anothesdcbr leave the profession entirely, as
rooted in the premise that, “Teachers who felt easful with students and whose schools were
organized to support them in their teaching...wereentigely to stay in their schools, and in
teaching, than teachers whose schools were nagsmiaed” (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003, p.

581). Citing numerous earlier studies of teachisi@ professional career, the authors begin with
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the notion that, “Teaching in the United Stateslbag had precarious professional standing” (p.
583); they reference Sykes (1983) in observing ttiagre is a long-standing taint associated
with teaching and corresponding doubts about pewptechoose the profession” (Johnson &
Birkeland, 2003, p. 583) and they further referelosie (1969), who labeled teaching a “semi-
profession” (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003, p. 583xhaligh it may be less true in the current
economic climate, Johnson and Birkeland believee“Sheer number of teachers needed
annually discourages competitive and selectivendyjrihus reinforcing the view that there is little
guality control in public school teaching. Frone thublic’s perspective, therefore, teaching is
not highly esteemed work”; furthermore, “teacheagdno assurance that they will succeed in
the classroom because teaching, by its very nasitmpredictable work (p. 583). Anhorn cites
one teacher discouraged in his work in the Nortkddastudy, who said, “I look down the hall,
and all the doors are closed”; “and they're all basy” (Anhorn, 2008, p. 17); Johnson and
Birkeland’s study (2003) coincides with Anhorn’ssebvations when it notes, “Our respondents
reported that achieving success in their teachepedded largely on a set of school-site
factors—the role and contributions of the princigatl colleagues, the teachers’ assignments and
workload, and the availability of curriculums are$ources” (p. 594). Among those available or
unavailable resources are colleagues in the depattan school—those whose classroom doors
may be closed, as a measure and a signal of thamedo protect the insular space of the
classroom, where a teacher feels empowered toatemt@n overarching environment of feeling
a lack of control of their work. Reporting on a gpathey call “The Leavers” in their 2003 study,
Johnson and Birkeland note “The Leavers repeatstidd the same set of factors that drove
them out of public school teaching...they describedgpals who were arbitrary, abusive or

neglectful, and they spoke of disappointment wiheagues who failed to support them as they
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struggled to teach” (p. 594). If we are to addtlessextrinsic and intrinsic factors influencing
teacher efficacy, overall school climate and hoackers are treated in the first years of their
careers weigh heavily; if teaching is regarded ‘@&emi-profession” relative to other lines of
working requiring an advanced degree, and if withi profession a culture of “hazing” informs
the atmosphere for first-year teachers, there ishnabbout which to be concerned before we have
even reached the classroom door or student perfax@naithin the classroom. Surfacing from an
historical view, and an initial review of literagion teacher job satisfaction, we see that there ar
considerable variables at play that will influermserall satisfaction and retention; further

inquiry to the literature on this topic shows cantd development of factors that will impact

teacher experience and student success.

Given the challenges inherent in teaching, the tiqnesf those who stay and why they
do, those who leave the profession, and the impfamterall satisfaction presents much to
consider in studying those who teach at elemeraadysecondary levels. Hanushek, Kain, and
Rivkin (2004) pose the problem, in thdournal of Human Resourcssudy, “Why Public
Schools Lose Teachers” and in their abstract, staéacher mobility is much more strongly
related to characteristics of the students, pdaiburace and achievement, than to salary,
although salary exerts a modest impact once comapiagdifferentials are taken into account”

( p- 326). They wisely point out that the decisiorteach is actually a series of decisions insofar
as, “Teacher labor supply aggregates a varietgoistbns made at different points in time based
on different information and influences” ( p. 32&mong these phases are the decision to enter
the profession and train for teaching, followeddpplication and job matching, culminating in
actual experience in which both teacher and scai@oinvolved in retention decisions (p. 327).

Their study, submitted in 2002 based on data gathigom the Texas Education Agency of
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teacher mobility and salary trends through the 19860d published in 2004, provides a
longitudinal study of labor markets in Texas anthes to the stark conclusion that, “The results
in this paper confirm the difficulty that schookrging academically disadvantaged students
have in retaining teachers, particularly thoseysiartheir careers” ; furthermore, “Teacher
transitions are much more strongly related to studearacteristics than to salary differentials,
and this is especially true for female teachers34p). The data in this study raises relevant
guestions in a study of teacher retention ratesytoid what extent do the demographics of a
school district and the teachers in that giverridisplay a role in satisfaction, retention, and
student performance? In designing a methodologgriatyzing the profession and its impact on
students, we must ask how significant are the geraled races of teachers, relative to that of
students, as determiners of efficacy and perforeranghile it might be suggested that a study of
teachers in one state (Texas) does not qualifgdéoeralizing about the relationship between
school and teacher demographics, such a relatipmskorthy of study in many schools and
districts throughout the country and remains rel¢va a conversation about teacher job
satisfaction. The sociology of students and teacisdikely to play a central role in how

teachers experience their work and students tiegfopnance.

Certo and Fox (2002) conducted a study entitled&dReng Quality Teachers looking
at teacher attrition and retention in seven Vigisthool districts, using focus groups of those
who remained and those who left the professioniwitiese districts, in which they affirm that,
“Work environment clearly leads to levels of teacjob satisfaction. Researchers have linked a
number of aspects of job satisfaction to teachent®n, and there is general agreement that all
of these aspects are a part of the teacher retgmtizzle” (p. 57). Citing Yee (1990), and

echoing Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004), Certd Baox continue, “teachers highly involved
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in their work attributed their decision to stayt@aching more to supportive work conditions than
to pay; other highly involved teachers reportedupp®rtive workplace conditions as the main
reason they left the field” (Certo & Fox, 2002 58). Not surprisingly, time plays an additional
and major role in overall satisfaction; they no&rling-Hammond (1996), in asserting, “Most
secondary teachers in the U.S. have around fivesheach week to prepare for six hours of
classes each day. Elementary teachers typically baen less preparation time-three or fewer
hours per week. Teachers therefore do not have tirh€Certo & Fox, 2002, p. 58). Certo and
Fox carried out a qualitative study focused on tjoes about why teachers stay in their school
divisions, reasons that colleagues of those whogitee about those who leave, and reasons
given by those who move or leave the professioeyThcused on teachers who have been in
schools less than eight years and conducted istesvusing a “Teacher Retention Focus Group
Discussion Guide,” asking those who stayed why thdyand asking those who stayed why
they thought those who had left had done so. Thsyemployed an “Exiting Teacher
Telephone Interview Protocol.” Results of qualitatinterviews “revealed that teacher attrition
and retention variables are highly interrelatecag®as for leaving and reasons for staying often
act as inverse variables [for example, a teachgrla@are because of poor administration or stay
because of quality administration]” (Certo & FoX02, p. 59). Reflecting Darling-Hammond
(2000) they report, “Elementary teachers reporfeallack of planning time more often than did
secondary or special education teachers” (Cert@¥, E002, p. 59). Within this study, the
authors learned that among the reasons givendyingt in their schools, “included a
commitment to the profession, stemming from a cotm@nt to children and/or the subject
matter” and, significantly for this paper’s inquif§elementary teachers and teachers of special

education students expressed a greater commitesgitthan secondary teachers” (Certo & Fox,
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2002, p. 60). Citing specific reasons reporteddacher retention, the authors note, “The strong
presence of collegial relations...support receivedhfcentral office...[and] more commonly,
administrative support in their individual schoalildings” ( p. 60). When asked their
perceptions of colleagues who have left the pridessesponses suggested “salary...first as a
reason...lack of administrative support, both atdis¢rict and the school level” (p. 60).
Teachers who were polled during the exit intervpracess reported reasons for leaving similar
in content to their colleagues’ speculation as y whey left. These polls revealed that a “lack of
administrative support, hectic/stressful schedutesjfficient salary and no opportunities for job
sharing/childrearing” (p. 65) as chief among thiest-person accounts. In concluding their
study, they authors note that, “Because ratestatia are so much higher in teaching than in
other professions...it is likely that committed andhlity teachers are also leaving,” and that,
“There are multiple influences on teacher attritiand they vary with the individual” (p. 69).
Clearly a trend emerges in this study, suggestilmkebetween perceptions of administrative

support, demands of the profession, time and salaall linked to teacher attrition.

When we examine specific demographic and buildevgll groups within the broader
title of ‘teacher’, the issue of attrition may beaenined distinctly among elementary and
secondary teachers and among varying demograplitius whose groups. Perrachione, Rosser,
and Petersen (2008) examined elementary teach2@9if+08, starting with the compelling
observation that, “according to NCTAF, teacheritatr problems cost the nation in excess of $7
billion annually for recruitment, administrativegqaessing and hiring, and professional
development” (p. 1). Their study ithe Professional Educat@2008) cites numerous prior
studies showing that the outcomes of retentionfiatt and absenteeism along with the variables

of demographics, job role and work experience ¢ateevith job satisfaction and teacher
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retention (p. 2). They cite Ma and MacMillan’s (B)%tudy showing “that older and more
experienced teachers expressed significantly kssfaction with their professional role than
their younger and less experienced colleaguest#Pleione et al., 2008, p. 2). They also
reference Bolger’s work (2002) showing that, “Feen@lachers tended to be more satisfied than
male teachers” [and that] “Elementary teachers wesee satisfied than secondary teachers”
(Perrachione et al., 2008, p. 2). Thenceptual Framewor&f Perrachione’s study (2008) states
that “teachers’ job satisfaction, intrinsic andraxdic motivators, commitment and intent to
remain in the profession, and demographics arettireelated to teacher retention” (p. 3). Their
study identified variables that influence job datt$ion of Missouri public elementary school
teachers and the extent to which variables inflaedriteachers’ retention rates (p. 3). Using a
survey instrument and analysis applying multiphedr regression, along with six open-ended
guestions, the study found that, “intrinsic varesb(e.g. working with students, job satisfaction,
personal teaching efficacy)...as well as extrinsicaldes (e.g. good students, teacher support,
positive school environment, personal teachingatly) appear to influence teacher job
satisfaction, [while] only extrinsic factors wei@uhd to influence teachers’ dissatisfaction (e.qg.,
role overload, low salary, parent support, stutehiavior, large class size)” (p.7). The authors

conclude this survey as follows:

This study identifies factors that influence joltisfaction and ultimately retention, which
may provide solutions for promoting teacher retamtiThose individuals (e.g. school
boards, legislatures, policy decision makers) wipse the conditions in which teachers
work could take a major step in promoting teacletention by ensuring that teachers
have a positive school environment, adequate stypgoot small class sizes. Furthermore,

other key issues such as low salaries, role owvgrlead student behavior must be
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vigorously pursued...By closing the teacher job-$attson gap, educators may then

have a tool for closing the student achievement(gap3).

A compelling observation in this study suggestslationship between teacher efficacy and

student performance, a relationship worthy of adretfudy and consideration.

Additional research into teacher job satisfactioroag various demographic groups or
among those within a specific geographic cohotdar suburban, rural groups) suggests the
factors that influence teaching professionals skandarities among these cohort groups.
Huysman’s 2008 study of rural teachers in Florid@he Rural Educatonysed a mix-method
approach, conducted in one rural Florida distrithwhree schools countywide (p. 32). Eighty-
five teachers took part, with a response rate d%b5of the 89 eligible. Using thdinnesota
Satisfaction Questionnait® measure intrinsic, extrinsic and general satigfn and the Rural
Teacher Satisfaction Survey (RTSS) for demogragaia, the study, “confirmed prior research
suggesting that multiple factors influence jobsfatition with intrinsic satisfaction factors being
the best predictors of overall job satisfaction arttinsic factors most likely to predict
dissatisfaction” (p. 35), and echoing Certo (20&) Perrachione (2008) “Teachers often found
themselves discouraged at work because of the listieaxpectations placed on them by peers,
administrators, community members, and even themse(Huysman, 2008, p. 36). Tye and
O’Brien (2001) surveyed teachers in Californiapniisg, 2001, having decided, “to ...find any
evidence that the growing discontent and increaaitrgion among experienced California
teachers could be attributed to the test manianttvatpervades the state” (p. 25). Their study
(114 respondents, 12.6% of the sample) produceadlaarder of reasons why they had left or

would consider leaving the profession. Those whibdieeady left “ranked the pressures of
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increased accountability (high stakes testing,gespparation, and standards) as their number-
one reason for leaving”; among those who would ic@rdeaving the profession but are still in it,
accountability ranked number four. For both groupsreased paperwork, unresponsive
administration, student attitudes, and low stafut® profession were among the top reasons for
leaving or considering departure from the profas$iye & O'Brien, 2001, p. 27). The authors
note that, “Alienation appears widespread amonghte today...it's not how a teacher has
been prepared but the school environment that Be@encounters that contains the alienating
forces—a conclusion that confirms the findings thfes studies that all kinds of teachers feel
alienated at school” (p. 26). The problems withcteng appear to be numerous and growing: a
sense of disaffection migrating toward alienatjpressure from interest groups, assessments as a
benchmark of teacher success, and the status pfafession in the professional world are
merely a handful of problems besetting the clagartgacher today. The trouble with teaching is
actually a raft of problems, and the increasedofisiata-driven instruction and federal mandates

is only serving to exacerbate the problems inhearetite profession.

Potential Solutions.

Susan Lynn (2002) suggests in her article “Wind#agh”a “Career Cycle of Teachers,”
a dynamic progression through stages of teachiaigrilude induction, competency building,
enthusiasm and frustration, followed by stabitynd-down and exit. The “frustration” stage,
“reflects a lack of job satisfaction...Historicallyi$ frustration occurs during career midpoints;
however, such feelings are on the rise among tesamé¢he relatively early years of their careers,
particularly among teachers who face the contitiualat of job loss due to budget cuts or those
who face environmental problems too severe to @me (Lynn, 2002, p.181). “Environmental

problems” is a term resonant with the “extrinsictfas,” those forces that drive teachers from



44

the profession, including student attitude, lacladministrative support, accountability, and the
like, as cited in previously discussed studies.rLgancludes that, “educational leaders
should...provide in-service and professional growgpartunities in light of [a teacher’s] career
cycle phase” (Lynn, 2002, p. 182). Integrating beqg teachers, for example, to the social
fabric of a school, “helps the beginner to recogrand manage the debilitating effects of
isolation, self-doubt, stress, and anxiety oftesoagmted with the first year of teaching” (Lynn,
2002, p. 182). Within Lynn’s conceptualization bétcareer cycle of teachers, each phase needs
an accompanying level of professional developmesighed to meet the needs of teachers at
particular points in their careers. She extendsttalability of staff and professional

development “to include concern for the personaldseand problems of teachers, such as
financial loss, divorce, iliness of loved ones, ahdmical abuse by a family member” (Lynn,
2002, p. 182), though the economic realities amceat climate surrounding the profession make
this latter suggestion unlikely (aside from thosports offered through a health insurance plan),

in my professional opinion.

Susan Marston’s paper presented at American BdnehResearch Association in 2004
asks if elementary and high school teachers ardstuf a feather,” insofar as they are “seen as
representing a single profession and are gendralyed as such by the school districts that
employ them,” hoping to “shed light...by comparing thotivations of three groups of teachers
for remaining in the classroom” (Marston, 20044p0). Citing Perie and Baker (1997), Marston
reports that, “elementary teachers tended to be atisfied than secondary teachers [but] that
workplace conditions had a positive relationshighvei teacher’s job satisfaction regardless of
whether a teacher was elementary or secondary’st@lar 2004, p. 470). Marston’s data set is

three groups of teachers: a high school sample frortinern California, an elementary school
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from the same district, and a third sample from digtricts in eastern Pennsylvania (p. 471).
Her findings demonstrate that, “elementary teacfrera both California and Pennsylvania
expressed [a] higher degree of satisfaction thaim tigh school counterparts”; she speculates
that one reason for these differences, “the eleangmé¢acher groups include a far higher
percentage of females than the high school groeghdps females tend to be more satisfied with
their jobs than males,” though she goes on totminthat the statistical analysis of satisfaction
measures suggested that the difference was noticagly different (p<.05) from male teachers,
and needs further examination (p. 474). Among baclkusions in the study is this relevant
observation: “There do not appear to be substanifferences between elementary and high
school teachers in the degree to which they idedtgtudents (or children or ‘kids’) as a primary
reason for staying in the classroom. All three g=oaf teachers clearly saw the students as the

sine qua norior remaining in teaching” (p. 478).

The literature of teacher job satisfaction repdgtedmes back to the relationship
teachers have to both extrinsic and intrinsic fiecto their work; students are, perhaps, at the
root of the most intrinsic of these factors, to éxéent that the relationship many teachers have
to students is likely to form the basis of muchha inner satisfaction derived from the
profession. Citing Brunetti's (2001) analysis ofnischool teachers, Marston (2004) notes that,
“most teachers stated that working with young peayds the most important motivator that kept
them in the classroom (Marston, 2004, p. 477). kéaradditionally reports that imparting social
goals are among those cited by both elementarheyidschool teachers as having value; among
high school teachers, “helping students develogdwbits, learn how to make good decisions,
and be more confident in themselves,” was condectevell-being, while, “The elementary

teachers saw building self-esteem as an importamlsgoal” (p. 479). A study of teacher
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satisfaction, this suggests, is going to lead wsddscussion of relationships between teachers
and students, a largely, though not entirely, msic component of teacher experience that is
informed by extrinsic or behavioral events andwinstances. Most tellingly, Marston reports

that, “Only one teacher in our study commentedhenimportance of mentoring new teachers. A
fourth- grade teacher stated that she had an asextresponsibility [for] helping the younger
teachers,” while one high school English teachati®d mentoring, but identified the outcomes

in terms of her own growth” (p. 480). This outcosuggests that teachers may see other teachers
as extrinsic factors in the total picture of thmiofessional selves. The question of teacher to
teacher relationships in overall job satisfact®morthy of further exploration and consideration

as a signifier of the total teacher employment eepee.

Smith and Ingersoll reported on induction mentormtheir study published by the
American Educational Research Association (200dgirTdata source was the Schools and
Staffing Survey (SASS) (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004 685); their underlying assumption, “that
elementary and secondary school performance mre@teslequate staffing with qualified teachers”
(p. 685) looks to the relationship between effectiventoring and retention as a solution to
staffing issues, with a concomitant outcome of gmestudent success. They also accept the
premise that “teacher turnover rates have an irapbgffect on student performance,” accepting
general organizational theory and literature onleyge turnover, showing that low turnover
leads to better overall worker productivity in alweanaged organization ( p. 686). Their
extensive quantitative study reveals that, “Ne&rlg 10 new teachers move to a different school
or leave teaching altogether at the end of thest fiear in the occupation,” but that among
effective activities toward retaining teachershia profession, among “The most salient factors

were having a mentor from the same field, havimgrmon planning time with other teachers in
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the same subject or collaboration with other teexba instruction, and being part of an external
network of teachers” (p. 706). This study shows tmee “solution” to the high attrition rates
among new teachers, a product of low job satisfacis more effective mentoring of those new
teachers. Of course in the scheme of overall jtisfaation among teachers, proper induction of
new teachers is but one of many factors influentdnegoverall landscape of the profession; yet,
the literature suggests that the first years aftieay have a major impact on overall experience,

satisfaction, and (we may infer) on student perfomoe.

Ingersoll’'sWho Controls Teachers’ Wo(R003) offers a highly detailed analysis of the
work lives of teachers, centered on the questidhetitle and examining the myriad forces at
work in determining control agents in education.i/further referenced in the discussion in
Chapter 5 of this paper, Ingersoll’'s insights aghly significant in a review of literature on
teacher work satisfaction. Ingersoll observesef@mple, that, “On the one hand, the work of
teaching—nhelping prepare, train, and rear the gereration of citizens—is both important and
complex. But on the other hand, those who are staduwith the training of this next generation
are not entrusted with much control over many efky decisions in their work” (Ingersoll,
2003, p. 221). Given this absence of teacher cbimtbe work environment of schools, the
guestion of how teacher work satisfaction is impdas both obvious and essential. Echoing
many of the educational historians cited in thisew of literature, Ingersoll's study further
observes that, “The data show that the degreeach&s control does indeed make a difference in
how well schools function” and that, “Schools waimpowered teachers have less conflict
among students, faculty and principals, and lesshier turnover” (p. 223). A study of teacher
satisfaction, therefore, may surface responsesdieggpthe extent to which teachers feel they

have a say in the work environment of their schdwdsh inside and outside their classroom
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doors, especially given Ingersoll’'s assertion ef thlationship between a sense of control and
teacher retention, a central question of this pdpgersoll (2003) further conducted a statistical
analysis, “to see whether teacher control was ateddo teachers’ sense of commitment,
efficacy, job satisfaction and engagement,” ancchated, “The control held by teachers in
schools was strongly related to these measurexcafty alienation and engagement” (p. 203).
The relationship between teachers’ sense of coatrdobth their classrooms and school policies
and decisions impacting the classroom has an ingrat#acher work satisfaction; Ingersoll’s
conclusions are highly significant to an overarghimderstanding of the forces underpinning
satisfaction in the teacher work experience. Reatdyk whether examined historically or from
a contemporary perspective, teacher work satisiacsi interwoven with feelings of autonomy, a

sense of control and a highly personal relationtdgghers have to the work they do.

It is fitting to conclude a literature review byrsadering an often overlooked influence
in the job experience of teachers: the role of hymsecifically principals’ humor, as it informs
school climate. Hurren’s (2006) article on thatieinship between teacher humor and job
effectiveness further substantiates the importafieehool climate on job satisfaction; Hurren
notes that, “An organization’s climate is a resilthe day-by-day behavior of the leader and
other significant people in the organization” (@43 and that, citing Koonce (1997), “In a study
of humor styles and school climate, it was conailidet elementary school principals who are
producers of humor in their schools will have amaadage in creating a more positive and
healthy school climate” (Hurren, 2006, p. 375). ieafs study of the effect of humor on teacher
job satisfaction sampled 650 teachers in Nevadahath 471 were returned (72.5%).
Participants completed the “Teachers’ Job Satisfa@cale” and the “Principals’ Frequency of

Humor Questionnaire.” Using an ANOVA parametristiehe study “support the position that a
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principal’s use of humor plays a role in teach@b’satisfaction” and that furthermore,
“teachers experience higher job satisfaction wiheir principals use humor more during private
meetings, small meetings, large meetings, and dv@darren, 2006, p. 382). Despite the risks
inherent in using humor in formal organizationalrkeettings (principal tells a joke that no one
finds funny; joke is misinterpreted or found offes®s humor may cause an unnecessary
distraction), Hurren concludes that, “teachers wteomore satisfied with their jobs will be more
excited about their teaching” (p. 383). Studiesnstitat teacher satisfaction impacts student
performance, and because Hurren’s study “has fawstdong relationship between principal’s
humor and teachers’ job satisfaction, there exigossibility that students’ achievement will
improve as their principals share more humor” §4)3When all is said and done, the very
human experience of humor, as communicated bynaipal to a corps of teachers, may well
have an impact on the job satisfaction of thoseltes and the success of students in a given
school. We may be less than shocked at the ndtatrthe most fundamental of human
experiences, that of humor and all it implies (axed culture, a measure of trust) may have a

profound impact on efficacy and outcomes in a sthetting.

Conclusion: An Overview of the Literature

Considering teacher job efficacy from an “aeri@wi of history suggests that whether
we examine the profession as it was practicedemtheteenth, twentieth, or is practiced in the
twenty-first century, core influences govern thactang experience and are essential to the
examination of professional satisfaction among athrs. Essentially, teachers two centuries ago
and today have held and continue to hold multiples; they are at once educators, employees,
child-developers, social workers, and surrogatemtar They are asked to simultaneously teach

the children of long (and well) established citigemd the children of recent immigrants who
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barely, if at all, know the primary language of Amgan culture. Kate Rousmaniere observes in
City Teacherg41997) that in the nineteenth century, teachemskwvas, “built on layers of
historical practice and deeply embedded sociatiogis, physical working conditions, and
personal dynamics of the local workplace” (p. 4uBmaniere’s perspective shows that
historically the effective teacher has been one luirags relational expertise, managerial ability,
and “personal dynamics” to the schoolhouse doorcéassroom. We know that while there were
many inhibitions to personal job satisfaction feac¢hers in the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, those most satisfied were able to woddequate physical spaces, manage their
classrooms, and establish positive relationshipis students, while keeping administrative and
bureaucratic demands outside the classroom doasiiMj from these historical accounts,
however, is the perspective of students; as Darapa&pe, and Simon point out in the first
chapter ofSilences and Image€l 999)“One can say that the pupil’s perception is thetmos
important element [but that] the perceptions weakpd are usually reconstructed by an adult”
and furthermore, that “only isolated testimonies available [from the 1880’s]...these
testimonies gain immensely in weight [because]witeess becomes the spokesperson for
hundreds of thousands of pupils” (Dams, et al. 9199 19). Teacher job satisfaction in the early
history of organized schools and school distristsije more difficult to quantify, held many of
the same qualities then as today. Research ilattee part of the twentieth and first decade of
the twenty-first century gives a more comprehendefail as to the factors influencing teachers’
dispositions toward their work. Certainly, studpatspective is vastly more available today, as
shown in Walker’'s 2008 qualitative studywelve Characteristics of an Effective Teagchrich
sought student responses regarding their perceptiefiective teachers. Walker surveyed

college-aged, pre-service students in schools wéattn, using writing assignments and
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discussions, to elicit their perceptions of the tedfective teachers from their prior (elementary
and secondary) school experience, defining “effettas “[those] teachers made the most
significant impact on their lives (p. 61). Walkdyserves, “Semester after semester, year after
year, a common theme emerged...students emphasz@eitsonal (qualitative) traits of
memorable teachers rather than academic (quandatualifications” (p. 64). Among the
gualities listed, class preparedness, positiveudts, high expectations, creativity, and fairness
were listed among the top five characteristicsroétiective teacher (p. 64). We may conclude
that, while much has changed about teaching oeepaist two centuries, the essence of it has not,
and that the question of effectiveness is closakel to overall teacher satisfaction, given that
job satisfaction is likely to translate to the veualities students consider those of highly

effective teachers.

This review of literature has attempted to contakie the conversation about teachers
and their relationship to work, with consideratadfrhow that relationship impacts retention rates
and student success. Obviously the conversatioonbes multi-layered when we consider
historical perspectives, contemporary working ctads, and the changing nature of teacher
work in a rapidly changing society. The literatstggests numerous variables that play a role in
teacher efficacy: induction/ mentoring, collegialiadministrative and professional development
support, geography, demographics of students, géiyisications and conditions of schools,
motivations for entering the profession and ye&seovice in the classroom, are just some of the
myriad factors the literature indicates play a ialeverall efficacy. From Anhorn’s disturbingly
titled article,The Profession That Eats Its Youi2§08), (a title derived from Halford, 1998) we
learn of first year elementary teachers who chare themselves as “Overwhelmed, hectic,

isolated, beaten down, unsupported, scared, huedliafraid, stressed, and drowning” (Anhorn,
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2008, p. 15), hardly terms suggesting even an oahyd satisfaction. From Susan Lynn’s
description of the career cycle of teachers, wd tda one named Betsy, in the wind-down
phase of her tenure, “approaching her final yedn wideep sense of satisfaction. She reflects on
her career feeling good about the children whoseslshe has influenced and grateful for having
had the opportunity to make a difference” (LynnQ20p. 181). Rousmaniere, Gardner, Cuban
and Markowitz, among other historians, have givetagk rendering of the tumultuous history of
teachers working, oftentimes, under harsh and phlgidemanding conditions, yet staying with
the profession as a path both for themselves adgtudents toward greater social and
economic stability. Teaching has forever been &srion unlike any other, given that it
intersects with children during their developmernytdrs and plays a major role in the path many
of those same children will follow in life. If weebeve the premise that education is crucial to a
child’s development, we must also believe that athrs are crucial within the construct of
society. Hence, teachers are highly individualizexd ,are lumped together; they engage in what
is essentially very private (and sometimes lonelgik under the gaze of public scrutiny.
Understanding the different influences on satiséad dissatisfied teachers will go a long way
toward creating a more effective teaching forcehwit is hoped, better educational outcomes

for students.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

Introduction

Many teachers speed through their work days attaarie pace; they dart through
schoolhouse halls, dash to Xerox machines, eahlantheir classroom or office desk area, if
they stop to eat at all. They respond to bellspannements and notices, and stop, when they
can, to catch their breath for a few precious mdsiekmong teachers’ core priorities is that of
time; in designing a methodology for this studgréfore, my most immediate concern was
time. Harnessing teachers to set aside the mitoit@spond to a survey or to be interviewed
would present a challenge in a good year, but duhe school year 2012-13, which was
seriously impacted by the super storm of Octob&22@chieving the participation of school
districts and the teachers in them was especibijylenging. Nevertheless, thanks to the
cooperation of administrative colleagues and theegssity of a cohort of 133 teachers, | was
able to schedule a survey administration with sieperating districts, which are described
below, and was able to conduct interviews withipgrént teacher-volunteers, based on
information given by survey respondents on theeyferm. The full methodological procedure

for this study is detailed following a restatemehthe research questions.
Restatement of Research Questions

To examine the lived experience of teachers, @ittiiudes about their work, levels of

satisfaction, and likelihood of retention, threse@rch questions govern this study:

1. How do the factors of entry to teaching, climatd anpport, professional development,
and perceptions about teaching influence teachisfaztion and retention in the

profession?
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2. Is there a significant difference in overall prafiemal satisfaction among teachers,
correlating with the level at which they teach,speally the elementary and secondary
levels?

3. How does job satisfaction at these levels relatedcher retention rates at each level?

Details regarding the relevance of these questaodshe relationship they have to my
overall study was discussed in Chapter 1 of thpepaGiven that there are numerous intrinsic
and extrinsic factors influencing teacher satistacand retention, | chose, in designing this
study, to limit the scope of my inquiries regardfagtors influencing satisfaction to five factors
that impact teachers from the beginning to thedadrttleir careers: (1) choice of entry to the
profession, (2) school climate, (3) elements ofkptace support, (4) professional development,
and (5) perceptions among teachers as to how tiegyeaiceived in the communities in which

they work.

Research Design

In order to examine the work experience of teachased a mixed methods approach.
The study was conducted in two phases: the adiratian of a survey designed to yield
guantitative data, followed by a series of intensdo add teacher-narrated, qualitative accounts
of work experiences, centered on the level of teashtisfaction as influenced by the factors
presented in the survey and correlated to reteniiynuse of a mixed method approach was
based in the belief that using a survey to haveht&a report their responses regarding the
relationship between five factors and overall $atison and retention has significant value and
following up with interviews gives volunteer parpants the opportunity to discuss their feelings

and experiences. Creswell (2009) observes thakxeadmethods approach “is more than simply
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collecting and analyzing both [quantitative andldatve] data: it also involves the use of both
approaches in tandem so that the overall strerfgitstudy is greater than either qualitative or
guantitative research” (p. 4). Picciano (2004ksdhat in the mixed methods approach,
“structured interviews are used to enhance theegur@sults and to provide a more complete
description or picture...a combined approach migke¢ advantage of the best aspects of the two
(p. 28). Creswell (2009) defines a sequential mixathods approach in which, “the researcher
seeks to elaborate or expand on the findings ohegod with another method” (p. 14); this
study of teachers and work used a survey instrutoegamine the relationship of five factors to
satisfaction, and the relationship of satisfactmretention, followed by interviews with
volunteer respondents. Further, Creswell (201 3resfces the value of interview research
guestions that are “open-ended, general, and fdausenderstanding [the] central phenomenon
in the study” (p. 163). Such questions give themviewee latitude in responding while
maintaining focus on the intent of the study. Dpdrons to the 2012-13 school year, previously
referenced, contributed to my decision to condaterviews over the phone, a method Creswell
(2013) suggests, “provides the best source ofamétion when the researcher does not have
direct access to individuals” (p. 164). Althougledt access to participants was not the
insurmountable issue, time constraints made thelidephone interviews the most efficient
method for accessing interview volunteers. By catidg interviews over the phone | was able
to introduce flexibility as to the time of day areming | spoke to each respondent. Using the
protocol Creswell (2013) outlines of (a) decidingresearch questions (b) identifying
interviewees who can best answer questions [afdleleeloping an interview protocol or guide
(pp. 163-164) interviews were conducted betweencMand April, 2013. Of particular

importance in my preparing for interviews was Crelw (2013) noting Kvale and Brinkman’s



56

(2009) discussion of the power asymmetry inhenmeimterviews, in which, “the nature of an
interview sets up an unequal power dynamic betvgtenviewer and interviewee” (Creswell,
2013, p. 173). Creswell further cites Kvale anchBman (2009), noting they, “suggest more
collaborative interviewing, where the researchet e participant approach equality in
guestioning, interpreting and reporting” (Cresw20,13, p. 173). To achieve this type of
collaborative interviewing, interviews conductedceothe phone had the beneficial effect of
protecting the anonymity of the subject and alloie@ch more conversational tone in the

interviews. Complete analysis of the interview poals is given in Chapter 4.

Pilot Study

In June, 2012, prior to conducting research irfigdd, | administered a pilot of the
survey in my home district of Maples, Long Islamadt(ial names of all districts are substituted in
this paper with pseudonyms). | sought and receilredissistance of fellow administrators and
teachers to surface volunteers in my home schatiictito participate at both the elementary
and secondary level, so as to mirror the targaigg®f my actual survey administration and
study. The pilot study consisted of the survey Wihquestions based on the five factors of
choice of entry to the teaching profession, protesd development, perceptions of teaching,
school climate and overall support. A total of @ddhers participated in the pilot, 7 elementary
and 7 secondary teachers, providing a balancesofeitary to secondary teachers consistent
with the population target goal of my actual stu@yer a three day period near the end of the
2011-12 school year, these volunteer teachers gieea the pilot survey and a questionnaire
about their experience of taking the survey (sepeflix A). The following are two significant

outcomes of the pilot administration:
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Survey Testing: Pilot Study

1. The pilot used a Likert Scale with the followingalder response identifiers for each of
the 25 questions regarding experience in the psafesand the 5 questions regarding
retention in the profession: Strongly Agree; Somatvgree; Agree; Somewhat
Disagree; Strongly Disagred he pilot, therefore, did not have a midpoint be Likert
scale. Questionnaire responses to the pilot inglictite absence of the midpoint confused
respondents, as did the range of Somewhat AgregdeAnsofar as “Somewhat Agree”
was understood by respondents as less a degrgeeeiaent that “Agree” but was

actually located on the Likert Scale closer to“theongly Agree.”

Remediation To remediate the confusion reported by the placeraf the terms, “Somewhat
Agree” relative to “Agree,” and to create a midgothe scale term “Agree” was replaced by
“No Opinion.” This change created a midpoint on $kale and eliminated the confusion

reported by pilot respondents regarding “SomewlaeA” relative to “Agree.”

2. The pilot mirrored the section identifiers in thetwal survey: Section A: 25 questions
about factors influencing teaching; Section B: 2sjions about overall satisfaction;
Section C: 5 questions about retention; Sectiodddnographic questions. Based on pilot

responses, changes needed to be made to questieashi section.

Remediation: A total of 8 questions in Sections A, B and C watea re-wording or revision,
based on feedback from pilot participants. See AdpeB for full detail on the changes made

from the pilot to actual survey.
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Survey Instrument

Final Research Design

Following the administration of the pilot surveydathe revision of items, | proceeded
with the administration of the final, edited versiof the survey (see Appendix C). The survey

consisted of four sections, labeled and includmépdows:

Section A: Teaching Experience QuestionsThis section consists of 25 questions constducte

on a 5-point Likert Scale (Strongly Agree, Somewhgitee, No Opinion, Somewhat Disagree,
Strongly Disagree) and measuring the subscalermofClimate(5 items),Support(5 items),
Choice of Entry to Teachin® items), Professional Developme(f items) andPerceptions

About Teacher§s items).

Section B: Satisfaction Questionstollowing the 25 question Section A, Section Beak

participants 2 mixed-response questions regarditigfaction, using a 5-point Likert Scale
(Very Satisfied, Satisfied, Neutral, Somewhat Dis$i@d, Very Dissatisfied), followed by an
open-ended response, “Why” for each item. Paditip were invited to qualify their responses
to the satisfaction questions in order to enrieghdhalysis of levels of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with teaching as a profession (egeahed item B1) and current teaching

assignment (open-ended item B2).

Section C: Retention Questions:Following the satisfaction questions, 5 items dske

participants about a sixth subsc&etention defined as the likelihood of a participant’s
remaining in the teaching profession to full pensatigible retirement age or in the event of
achieving independent financial security prioréaching full retirement age. The heart of one of

my research questions is to determine the reldtiprizetween the five factors’ influence on
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satisfaction and the relationship of satisfactmmnetention; the questions on retention were
designed to act as a measure of teacher’s bebeist &#aow long they would remain teaching,
that is, if they would remain to retirement oriridncial security would permit them to leave the

profession prior to full retirement age.

Section D: Demographics14 items in this section asked demographic qoestiegarding age,

gender, number of years in the teaching professam®, or ethnicity and experience of teaching
at two distinct levels: primary school, definedgaades K-6, or secondary school, defined as
grades 7-12. For the purposes of this study, tiestion was critical, given that one of my
central research questions asks whether teachétrs ptimary or secondary levels experience

greater levels of satisfaction.

To protect the anonymity of survey participantséd a numerical coding system known
only to myself that identified the districts in whieach set of surveys was distributed. Each
survey in a given district was hand-numbered tor@sthat, in the event pages became separated
during the course of analysis, individual respondgmages could be tracked. Initially, a
tracking redundancy was to have participants cagé page of the survey with the first letter of
their first names and the first two letters of tHast names. However, in the course of discussing
this redundancy with a member of my dissertatiommattee, a concern was raised as to whether,
from the perspective of participants, this mightnpsomise anonymity. Given this caution, |
instead asked participants to instead writethnge letters in the designated spaces on each
survey page. This revised secondary coding hathteeded effect of maintaining the

redundancy while assuring participant anonymity.
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The surveys also asked participants to indicatehe last page, whether they were
willing to take part in an interview following theurvey administration. Participants were asked

to indicate a preferred method of contact, by emaghone, if they were so willing.

Further details regarding the survey instrumenirasiided in Chapter 4, “Findings.”

Participating School Districts: Nassau County, New ork

My initial goal was to survey approximately 160160 participants from
demographically and socio-economically diverse sthestricts in Nassau County on Long
Island, New York. Although Long Island is largelyrsidered a suburban area east of New York
City, over the past fifty years it has become a agraphically highly diverse region of New
York State. Nassau County is one of the two cosrd@nprising the geographic region
traditionally known as Long Island. The choice @9¥au County for this study was influenced

by several additional factors:

1. My familiarity with the region and the geographieakcessibility of potential
participating districts.

2. A belief that | would be able to easily find wilgrparticipants through my work with
colleagues in school districts in the county.

3. The knowledge that, given the growing diversityNaissau County and the
demographic profile of school districts, | would d&lge to locate participants who

work in a diverse cross-section of school districts

Table 3.1 provides demographic data from the 2@t&ws for Nassau County:
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Table 3.1

Demographic Data for Nassau County, New York, 2012

Total White  Black/ American Asian Native Hispanic
Population African  Indian/Alaskan Hawaiian/Pacific (any race)
American Native Islander
1,349,223 64.1% 12.2% 0.5% 8.4% 0.1% 15.3%

Source: United States Census Burdwin://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/36/36058. ht

In order to reflect the demographic diversity ofsSau County in this study, | chose six
school districts whose student populations inclutheele with significantly white populations
(Cedars, 77% White; Oaks, 82% White; Pines, 81%t&yhiwo with significantly Black and
Hispanic populations (Frasers, 88% Black and Higpaombined; Willows, 98% Black and
Hispanic combined) and one with a significantlyakspopulation (Jades, 36% Asian). Table
3.2 details the complete demographic and socio@uanstatus of each school district. The
table also includes information about the numbdea€hers in each participating district, the
turnover rate among teachers with fewer than feary’ experience per district, and the turnover
rate of all teachers in each of the participatirsgratts. As Table 3.2 indicates, districts chosen
for participation in this study include two withr@latively high needs population (Frasers and
Willows, both with 54% of students eligible for &@nd reduced lunch), two with moderate high
needs populations (Oaks, with 11% and Cedars, B%bYwo with low numbers of high needs

students (Jades and Pines, 3% and 4% respectively).
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School Districts Cedars Frasers Jades Oaks Pines Willows
Student Enrollment 1413 6367 3025 5836 4888 6376
Eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch 19% 54% 3% 11% 4% 54%
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 6% 16% 2% 3% 1% 15%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Black or African American 1% 32% 2% 2% 0% 51%
Hispanic or Latino 13% 56% 2% 12% 4% 47%
Asian or Native Hawaiian / Pacific

Islander 7% 1% 36% 3% 14% 1%
White 77% 9% 59% 82% 81% 1%
Multi-Racial 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0%
Total Number of Teachers 148 517 316 462 479 571
Turnover Rate of Teachers with Fewer

Than Five Years’ Experience 25% 15% 25% 31% 32% 20%
Turnover Rate of All Teachers 6% 10% 10% 15% 10% 12%

Source:https://reportcards.nysed.gov

Participants:

Following the administration of the pilot and astjments to the survey items based on its

administration in June, 2012, | initiated a sedwostsurvey participants. Following protocols

from the Institutional Review Board, | first obtashpermission from district administrative

personnel to conduct research in each districteQuecmission was obtained, | contacted

colleagues in each district with whom I've collabt@d in the course of my work as District
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Coordinator for English Language Arts in in the MegpSchool District. To solicit volunteers for
interviews, | asked these colleagues to distrilutster of introduction to teachers at department
and faculty meetings. Once letters of introductigre distributed | visited each district to
administer surveys or to leave them with my collessyto distribute to teachers. Surveys were
either completed under my supervision or were cetegdl and returned to a designated
individual in each school. In five of the six dists solicited, participation rate was very high; o

approximately 170 total surveys distributed 133®2% were completed and returned.

Interviews:

Following survey administration | examined the @sges of individuals indicating a
willingness to participate in the interviews. Pov@&tresponses to the invitation on the survey for
follow up interviews totaled 44 affirmatives of 138 33.1% of those surveyed. A spreadsheet
was used to record the potential participants’éHetter code, survey number, district, grade
level taught, responses to items B1 and B2 (opeedaiquestions regarding level of satisfaction),
demographic information and contact informatioexamined each of these to select interview
participants with varying demographics, years gfezience, district and school-level
(elementary or secondary). Of the 44 respondedisated willingness for interview
participation, | selected an initial group of 18pendents who were contacted using the

following protocol:
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Table 3.3

Protocol for Interviews

Stepl  Anemail was sent to each potential interviewekingsif they were still willing to
participate, with a letter attached detailing wivauld be involved in the interview.
Individuals were asked to respond to this emailiiing to be interviewed, and to
include their name and address in the response.

Step 2 Each positive respondent to the first email wadedahree items via postal mail:
The IRB Consent Form, which they were to sign atdrn, a second form asking for
convenient times and dates for telephone interviewd a list of interview questions.
(See interview questions below).

Step 3  When the participant returned the signed Consemhfamd time/date sheet, each
was sent a second email with a suggested dateéraeddr the interview; once the
time was set via email exchanges, | sent a finaficoation email to the participant.

Step4  On the specified date and time, each participasteadied; interviews were recorded
using a digital recorder and the speaker phonangeih the interviewer’s phone.
Following the interviews, each was digitally tragrséd to a .wav file, and then
transcribed for analysis.

This protocol yielded a total of ten participaritajr of whom were elementary-level
teachers and six secondary level teachers. A sestteript to contact the eight who did not
respond to the first interview request did notgiahy further responses, leading to a second set
of emails to additional candidates from among thevho had indicated willingness. While the
initial survey had yielded a healthy percentageeathers willing to be interviewed (33.1%), the
follow-up requests suggested the challenge witlclwany researcher may have to contend, that
of lack of participant follow-through. When no foetr responses were forthcoming, | considered
using the ten affirmative responses as the complsieof interviews. However, following
consultation with members of my dissertation conemsit| determined it would be both
necessary and prudent to find five more teacheosdar to achieve a reasonable sample size of
teachers relative to the total number of teachengeyed. | then decided on a different course of

action to obtain additional teacher feedback orsfe&tion and retention by contacting
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colleagues in five of the six districts where sywbad been conducted. The sixth district, Jades,
had such a low percentage of teachers participatitite survey (3.8% total of respondents) and
no volunteers for the interviews, leading me tolacte that district from further consideration in
the follow-up search for additional interview votaars. Therefore, | contacted colleagues in
Willows, Frasers, Oaks, Cedars and Pines to seltitnteers from teachers in these districts
who had not completed the surveys but who mighwiliang to participate in an interview. This
presented a methodological variation from my oagjintention of interviewing only survey
participants, but it also presented an opportuoityeacher feedback from a different pool of
teachers, a group outside those surveyed, as afwaypanding responses regarding satisfaction
and retention among teachers. Thanks to the assesbf these colleagues, | was able to contact
five additional participants, four of whom are elamtary teachers, and one of whom is split
between elementary and secondary in her curreigresent. These five additional teachers are
from three of the six districts in this study ($akles following). Contact was made with this
group of five teachers using an expedited processailing, establishing an appropriate time,
obtaining IRB consent forms, and conducting therwiews. This brought the total number of
teachers interviewed to 15. Using the guidancgestgd by Picciano (2004) that, in a
guantitative study, “Subsequently, a modest amotiqualitative data may be collected to
support interpretations [of statistical analysig]” 52), interviewing ten teachers who completed
the survey and five who did not would provide disignt number of interviews to support
statistical analysis of the surveys and, by vidtithe five non-surveyed teachers, provide an
informal test of the consistency of responses diggrinfluences on teacher satisfaction and

retention.
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Table 3.4 provides demographic data regarding efttie 10 teachers who initially

agreed to be interviewed:

Table 3.4

Teachers Interviewed following Survey SolicitatiminvVolunteers

Name | District Elementary Gender Race Number Satisfaction Satisfaction
Code or of Years with with
Secondary as Profession Current
Teacher (Ques. B1) Teaching
(Ques. B2)

KWA | Willows Elementary Female Caucasian 1-9 Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied

BFB | Frasers Secondary Female Caucasian 20-2%omewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied

CAC | Oaks Secondary Female Caucasian 10-19Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied

RCS | Cedars Secondary Male Caucasian 20-2%Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied

RWH | Willows Secondary Female Caucasian 20-29 Somewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied

DPK | Pines Secondary Female Caucasian 40-49Very Somewhat
Satisfied Dissatisfied

BCM | Cedars Elementary Male Caucasian 20-29 Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied

RFS | Frasers Elementary Female Hispanic  10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Dissatisfied Satisfied

KFW | Frasers Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied

MCW | Cedars  Secondary Male Caucasian 10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Dissatisfied Satisfied
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As Table 3.4 shows, the initial group of interviparticipants included six secondary and

four elementary teachers, seven females and thagesprand nine Caucasians and one Hispanic

participant. Table 3.5 shows the demographicsete¢achers who agreed to be interviewed from

the second pool, those not surveyed but voluntgdoninterviews. This cohort of teachers,

insofar as they did not take the survey, did ncgadly answer survey questions B1 (Satisfaction

with Teaching Profession) or B2 (Satisfaction withrrent Teaching Assignment). During the

interviews, these teachers, along with the ten iwhally volunteered to be interviewed, were

asked to rate their overall satisfaction with teéaghusing a verbally-administered 5-point Likert

Scale using the following question: “Overall, hoatisfied are you as a teacher on a scale of 1 to

5, with one representing ‘very satisfied’ and fivery dissatisfied’?”

Table 3.5

Non-Survey Takers Agreeing to Interviews:

Name | District Elementary Gender Race Number of Year®verall
Code or as Teacher Satisfaction with
Secondary Teaching
(1-5 Verbal Scale)
KWS | Willows Elementary Female African- 20-29 2 (Somewhat
American Satisfied)
DOA | Oaks Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Batisfied)
DPI Pines Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Satigfied)
DWS | Willows Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 3 (Between
Satisfied and
Dissatisfied)
MPG | Pines Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Very Satisfied)

/Secondary
(split)
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With the addition of this additional cohort of tbéacs, four elementary and one split
position teachers were added, one of whom is Afridenerican. The addition of one African-
American voice to the conversation made a nomioatridution to maximum variation
sampling. The five added interviews also providegteater balance between elementary and
secondary teachers and the voice of one teachecwhent assignment is a split position
between elementary (K-6) and secondary (7-12) tegchVith a total of 15 achieved, the basic

demographic profile of those interviewed is showable 3.6:

Table 3.6

All Teachers Interviewed

Total Kto6 7-12 K-6/ Male Female Caucasian HispanicAfrican-
7-12 split American
15 8 6 1 3 12 13 1 1

Interview questions were designed to be open-eadddo reflect the analysis of factors
of the survey, i.e. analysis how five factors iefige teachers’ experiences of satisfaction and
how satisfaction predicts retention. Picciano (94hgests that, “Open-ended questions also
allow the interviewer to pursue a line of questimnand to follow up with additional questions
when the interviewee has mentioned something isti@geor provocative” (p 22). Four
interview questions were designed to elicit respsrabout the five factors measured in Section
A of the survey:Reason for Entering the Profession, Support, ClenRtofessional
Development anBerceptions about Teacherénother question asked participants about
likelihood of remaining in teaching to mirror thaastions in Section C regarding retention. One

interview question sought a response regardingvatitin for choosing specific grade level of
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teaching (elementary or secondary); and anotheorenl the open-ended questions on the
survey (questions B1 and B2) about overall satisfa@s a teacher. A last question invited an
open ended, opinion-based response as to whethpathicipant believed elementary or
secondary teachers experience greater satisfadtainhe 3.7 lists the interview questions and the

intended response factor of each:
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Table 3.7

Interview Questions

Interview Question Factors under Discussion
1. Describe your initial motivation for Reason for choice of entry to the teaching
entering the teaching profession and profession

whether, if you were starting your career
today, would you still be likely to become
teacher?

Current disposition regarding choice of
%rofession Choice of Profession)

2. Why did you choose the level of teaching Reason for choice of teaching level
(elementary/ secondary) that you did? Do (elementary or secondary)
you believe in hindsight this was a good Current disposition regarding choice of
choice? teaching leve(Choice of Level)

3. Describe the major factors that contribute Workplace and experiential factors (include
to and those that take away from your  levels of support, professional development
sense of well-being as a teacher. and school climate) that influence respondents’
feeling about their workClimate, Support,
Professional Development)

4. How do you think teachers are regarded biyerceptions about how teachers are regarded in
the community in which you work? Do youhe participants’ work school community;
believe there is a difference between the comparison of how teachers are regarded in the
ways teachers are regarded and the way mwork community compared to how other
which other professionals are perceived? professionals are regardeeefceptions about

Teachers)

5. Overall, how satisfied are you with your Level of satisfaction and factors contributing to
professional life as a teacher; explain youthat level Level of Satisfaction and Reason for
level of satisfaction and what contributes tbevel)
or takes away from your feeling satisfied.

6. Have you ever considered leaving Retention and staying or leaving the teaching
teaching? If so, why have you considered profession Retention)
doing so, and if not, why have you decided
to remain a teacher?

7. Do you believe that elementary or Open-ended, opinion-based question about
secondary teachers are more satisfied in what participant believes about levels of
their profession? satisfaction in teaching

Since all interviews were done by phone, | nevet paeticipants face-to-face, which

preserved a measure of privacy for respondentsrematained a consistent interview structure,
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although respondents for the most part were gaitelid in their responses and more than

willing to discuss their experiences of satisfatt@md dissatisfaction with their work as teachers.

Before proceeding with the interviews | reviewed literature on qualitative research
design to assure an approach consistent with bastige in the field. Marshall (2006) suggests
that “Qualitative, in-depth interviews typicallyeamuch more like conversations than formal
events with predetermined response categoriestuatiter, “The participants perspective on the
phenomenon of interest should unfold as the pp#idiviews it (the emic perspective), not as
the researcher views it (the etic perspective)’1(jil). Marshall also cautions that interviewing
has weaknesses, one of which is that it is premosetboperation; but also that, “Interviewees
may be unwilling or may be uncomfortable shariddgtadt the interviewer hopes to explore” (p.
102). To caution against this unwillingness, luasd each interviewee at the beginning of each
conversation of (a) the confidential nature of ¢baversation and (b) the use of pseudonyms for
both districts and individuals in analysis of tramgts. Fortunately, all 15 participants in this
study were more than willing to give candid andyfaleveloped responses to the interview
guestions. My sense, also articulated by many sxaduring these interviews, was that they
welcomed the opportunity to speak their minds albioeit work, degrees of satisfaction and the
daily factors that play a role in their teachingesience. During the first several interviews, for
example, teachers were so keen to speak abouthteywelt that the interviews were quite
lengthy, up to almost 50 minutes. In the latteeimiews | worked to keep the conversation
focused on responses to questions asked and p@iigled the conversation back on topic when

it threatened to continue to areas beyond the Bpacbpe of these questions and this study.
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Interview Coding

Using Auerbach (2003) as a guide, | developed angaslystem for the interview
transcripts. Auerbach suggests a staircase apptoaduing in which the researcher reads raw
text to discern relevant text and repeating idéasse repeating ideas form the basis for themes,
leading to theoretical constructs and narrativebnmating in conclusions regarding research
concerns (Auerbach, 2003, p. 35). Critical to thepss is cutting down the raw text to relevant,
“text that is related to your specific researchamns” and developing themes, “an implicit topic
that organized a group of repeating ideas” (Auenba003, pp. 37-8). Once themes are
developed to theoretical constructs, these cortstfaom the basis for theoretical narratives, “the
bridge between the researcher’s concerns and thieipants’ subjective experience” (p. 40).
Insofar as the interviews for this paper were catelt as part of a mixed-methods study
(Creswell, 2009; Picciano, 2004), | adapted Auehntsacoding schema which is the design for a
fully grounded theory, exclusively qualitative sguéror example, while multiple coders are
customarily employed in an exclusively qualitatstady, | undertook the coding of interview
transcripts myself, given the data already avaddlim the statistical findings and the relatively
limited number of interviews conducted for the dpadive portion of this paper. Marshall (2006)
indicates, “Codes may take several forms: abbreviatof key words, colored dots, numbers—
the choice is up to the researcher” (p. 160). Usdliffgrent colored highlighters, | read through
each teacher transcript, coding responses to questd that responses to questions 1 and 2
(Choice of Teaching; Choice of Level) were markedme color, those for questions 3 (Climate,
Support and Professional Development) in anothesstion 4 (Perceptions of Teachers) in a
third, question 5 and 6 (Satisfaction and Reteitiom fourth color, and question 7 (Opinion as

to greater level of satisfaction) in a fifth coloFhis system allowed me to then cluster responses
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to each question for analysis and for drawing aasiohs relative to the statistical data
developed through the survey responses. Followiagoding of responses, | organized them
into clusters, based on each question or set aftiqunes, for further analysis. The methodology of
reading through raw transcripts and clusteringaasps by question allowed for the third and
final step of analysis: extracting relevant texinfrindividual teacher responses into a separate
table, which enabled me to read targeted, spaefponses to each question and to look for
patterns of response among interviewees. Usingaa-coding scheme, | discovered there were
clear patterns of responses to many interview guess well as responses that were outliers to
the majority. During the analysis of these texstdus, | examined responses relative to the
findings from the survey for further evidence ofdivergence from the data findings. The

results of this part of the study are detailed after 4.

Ethical Considerations and Conclusion

The methodology employed in this study assuredeptimn of the confidentiality of
participants. All survey respondents received reattfon prior to survey administration of the
nature of the study, how the findings would be ysed how confidentiality would be protected.
Surveys were coded to assure confidentiality gioases. In the interview phase, respondents
signed a consent form and were verbally told thatresponses were being recorded. All
participants were further assured that in the rtepioiindings both school districts and individual
participants would be referenced by pseudonymstutisnal Review Board guidelines were
followed in all procedures and IRB permission whtamed for each component of the study.
The actual identity of school districts was knowrtlyao the Principal Investigator and Doctoral

Dissertation Committee.
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The findings of this study are reported in Chagtewith a discussion of implications of

these findings in the concluding chapter of thisgra
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Chapter Four: Findings
Pilot Survey

The pilot version of the survey contained 42 atbeaded and 2 mixed questions (open-
and closed-ended parts). The teachers particgpatithe pilot were able to respond to 30 of the
closed-ended questions using a 5-point rating sstalengly agree (5), somewhat agree (4),
agree (3), somewhat disagree (2), strongly disa@neeAsked at the start of the survey, these
items explored the teachers’ experience in theirecu school, professional development,
perception of the school’s climate and level offgp, and reasons for entering and remaining in
the profession. The two mixed questions held femdiht 5-point Likert-type rating scale: very
satisfied (5), satisfied (4), neutral (3), somewdiasatisfied (2), very dissatisfied (1). These
items focused specifically on the teachers’ le¥edatisfaction with the profession overall and
with their current teaching assignment/situatiévter each of these two questions, teachers
were able to answer “Why?” in writing. The remamil2 questions of the survey asked
demographic information of the teacher such as gemdce/ethnicity, age, total number of years
as a teacher (not specifically stating part-time farl-time), total number of years at each level

(elementary K-5, middle 6-8, and high 9-12), cexéifion, and tenure.

Because | had developed and piloted this survapwpown, | wanted to test its
reliability with the population of teachers from ieh | would be sampling (Litwin, 1995). |
assessed the internal consistency reliability efgitot survey and its subscales using the
RELIABILITY procedure in SPSS (Leech, Barrett, & kan, 2008). The internal consistency
reliability measures from -1.0 to 1.0 how well eliably different items measure the same

concept or idea (Litwin, 1995). | used Cronbadatosfficient alphad) to measure reliability as
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it is typically used when several Likert-type iteare summed to make a composite score a
summated scale (Cronbach, 1951; Leech, Barrett,ofgiih, 2008; Litwin, 1995). Positively-
worded items were scored positively while negayiwebrded items were scored negatively.
The standardized alpha for the 29 items in totsd V@1 withM = 115.88 an&D = 14.86.
Because one item A9 “I chose to become a teaclsr tough | don’t particularly like working
with young people” had 0 variance, SPSS remov&dnt the overall scale. Therefore, 29 of the
30 items were used to calculate alpha. The supveyall has very good internal consistency
reliability (a0 > .90). The subscale internal consistency reliaeditanged from very good
(Support) to problematic (Professional Developmege Table 4.1 for subscale definitions and
reliability. One scale was good (.8Gx < .90), two were acceptable (.Z@& < .80) with the
remaining being questionable (.8@ < .70) to poor (.5& a < .60). One scale, Professional

Development, was problematic, showing a negatili@hity—a violation of assumptions.

Table 4.1

Reliabilities of Pilot Survey Subscales

Subscale o M SD
Climate .76 17.56 2.73
Support .89 25.19 5.10
Choice of Profession 54 18.63 2.03
Professional Development -.03 15.38 2.50
Perception about Teachers .69 16.69 3.81
Retention .78 22.44 3.33

Even though the internal consistency reliabiligswery strong for the overall scale and
moderate to strong for half of the subscales, b@nge in the rating scales will make it difficult
to compare reliabilities from the pilot survey hetfinalized survey. There is a conceptual

difference between the pilot and the final survesponse scale. The 5-point rating scale of the
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final version provided balance between agreemeshdeésagreement with the center point 3
being “No Opinion.” This was not the case with ghet survey where the center point 3 was
“Agree,” making 3 out of the 5 points agreement] drout of 5 disagreement. The rating scale
of the final version is an improvement over thathed pilot. The change is validated by some of
the teachers’ comments about the pilot rating saadduding confusion over “strongly disagree”
and “somewhat disagree” and suggestions to chahgese” to “Neutral” or “No Opinion” or

“Not Sure” for balance.

Final Survey

The final version of the survey contained 41 atbsaded, 3 open-ended, and 2 mixed
guestions (open- and closed-ended parts). See App€rfor the final version. The teachers
were able to respond to 30 of the closed-endedigusausing a 5-point Likert-type rating scale:
strongly agree (5), somewhat agree (4), no opi(Bpnsomewhat disagree (2), strongly disagree
(1). Asked at the start of the survey, these iterpored the teachers’ experience in their
current school, professional development, percepifidhe school’s climate and level of support,
and reasons for entering and remaining in the psoda. The 2 mixed questions held a different
5-point Likert-type rating scale: very satisfied, (&atisfied (4), neutral (3), somewhat
dissatisfied (2), very dissatisfied (1). Thesengdfocused specifically on the teachers’ level of
satisfaction with the profession overall and whhit current teaching assignment/situation.
After each of these two questions, teachers wdeetalanswer “Why?” in writing. The
remaining 14 questions of the survey asked dembgrapformation of the teacher such as
gender, race/ethnicity, age, total number of yaara teacher (part-time and full-time), total

number of years at each level (elementary and skxy)) certification, and tenure.
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Variables

For the survey, the independent variable germameytresearch questions is school level.
School level is operationalized as the current stlavel (elementary or secondary) at which the
teacher is teaching at the time of the surveys dbnsidered an attribute independent variable
because the attribute (school level) was preegstid did not systematically change (in this
case, at all) during the study (Leech, Barrett, &rlyan, 2008). The dependent variables in this
survey germane to my research questions are sditisfaand retention. Retention is
operationalized as the composite score of therBtention subscale items and satisfaction is
operationalized as the composite score of the $evfetatisfaction with teaching as a profession
and with the present teaching assignment or sttmatihe 30 closed-ended questions comprised
six subscales: climate, support, choice of profesgirofessional development, perception about

teachers, and retention (with respect to finaneigard).

Exploratory Data Analysis

| conducted exploratory data analyses on all ofvr@ables using descriptive statistics
(e.g., mean, standard deviation) to check for anplpms with the data (e.g., data entry errors,
data coding errors, or outliers), check whethdistieal test assumptions (e.g., normality,
independence of observations, homogeneity of veesinwere being met, and examine
relationships (correlations) between variablesKF2003a; Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2003).
Assumptions explain when it is reasonable or ngietidorm a specific statistical test (Leech,
Barrett, & Morgan, 2008). If the normality assuroptis violated, then nonparametric tests may

be necessary to use.



79

To test normality, | looked at skewness (i.e., latkymmetry in a frequency
distribution). The skewness value indicates thatdata are normally distributed if it is between
-1.0 and +1.0 (Keppel & Wickens, 2004; Leech, B#&r& Morgan, 2008). However, | also
visually inspected the distribution in histogramsl &oxplots, because although skewness values
may indicate normality, the data may have multipledes, extreme scores, or actual skewed
distributions (Keppel & Wickens, 2004; Newton & Rastiam, 1999). | also conducted a
statistical test of normality called the ShapirobMiest. Significant results for this test (<
wherea = .05) indicate that the null hypothesis of noiityas to be rejected, and that the
variable’s distribution is non-normal. After rewimng the descriptive statistics, graphics, and
tests, 25 of the 36 dependent variables suggestediormal distributions as these distributions

were either skewed or appeared bimodal.

However, regarding assumptions, some statisiésa$ tsuch as the t-test and F-test have
been shown to be robust such that assumptionsecaiolated without damaging the validity of
the test statistic or the results if the sample gzsufficiently large (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan,
2008; Newton & Rudestam, 1999). Because of theadimit theorem, it is standard practice
to assume that the sample mean from a random sasnmbemal (Keppel & Wickens, 2004).
Although random sampling would have been the bestter avoid selection bias, it was not
feasible for this study. (Random sampling is oftehfeasible in practice especially in
educational settings (Keppel & Wickens, 2004).)adhers who participated in this study were
from a convenience sample. Accessible from theashthat were solicited as part of the study,

these teachers volunteered to complete the survey.

The schools serve as the sampling units sincevleey selected for the study and the

teachers are the units of analysis since it isghehers’ survey data to be examined statistically
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(Fink, 2003b). To be able to make reasonablergénations, | tried to ensure that the sample
and target population of teachers did not diffatistically on important demographic variables
such as race/ethnicity, gender, and years of tega@uross school levels (Fink, 2003b; Keppel &
Wickens, 2004). See Table 4.2 for demographicgmtages across school level for the sample.
The race/ethnicity categories in Table 4.2 arestrae as were used by state department of

education in the district profiles at the time loiktstudy.
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Table 4.2

Demographic Percentages across School Levels

School Demographic Sample
Level
Elementary N %
Race/ethnicity
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 (1.6%)
Black or African American 3  (4.8%)
Hispanic or Latino 5 (7.9%)
Asian or Native Hawaiian/ Other Pacific Islander {0.0%)
White 54 (85.7%)
Multiracial 0 (0.0%)
Gender
Female 55 (87.3%)
Male 8 (12.7%)
Years of Teaching 17.24 (mean)
Secondary N %
Race/ethnicity
American Indian/Alaska Native 0 (0.0%)
Black or African American 4 (5.8%)
Hispanic or Latino 3 (4.3%)
Asian or Native Hawaiian/ Other Pacific Islander 11.4%)
White 60 (87.0%)
Multiracial 0 (0.0%)
Gender
Female 47 (68.1%)
Male 22 (31.9%)
Years of Teaching 17.09 (mean)

Descriptive Statistics
In all, 133 teachers (63 elementary school andi@® $chool) completed the survey, out

of 170 surveys distributed, for a response ratB88a?% The surveys were distributed across 12
schools in 6 school districts—one elementary schadlits namesake high school in each

district. There are approximately 57 school diss$rin this county, where these 6 districts
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represent upper, middle, and lower-income studepulations. See Table 4.3 below for

statistics for each participating district and saho

Table 4.3

Frequencies of Participants by School and Schosthibi

School District District Economic Level School N %
Cedars Union Free | Suburban/ Middle Class Cedaradtitary School 14 105
Cedars High School 14 105

Frasers Union Free| Suburban/ Poor or Frasers Elementary School 17 12.8
Disadvantaged Frasers High School 13 9.8

Jades Union Free Suburban/ Wealthy Jades Eleméestanol 1 .8
Jades High School 4 3.0

Oaks Union Free Suburban/ Middle Class Oaks Eleangi&chool 9 6.8
Oaks High School 2 15

Pines Central Suburban/ Middle Class Pines Elemgftzhool 11 8.3
Pines High School 13 9.8

Willows Union Free| Suburban/ Poor or Willows Elementary School 11 8.3
Disadvantaged Willows High School 24 18.0

Total 133 100.0

Ethnically, the large majority of teachers selfatBed as white (114 or 86.4%) with the
remaining 19 teachers self-identifying as Hispd8ior 6.0%), African American (7 or 5.1%),
Asian/Pacific Islander (1 or .8%), or American kamadfiAlaska Native (1 or .8%). The ages of the
teachers showed a slightly normal distribution vattow majority of teachers (32.1%) between
36 and 45 years of age followed by 28.2% 35 yehage and under, and approximately 19%
each for 46 to 55 year of age and 56 and oldearlieall of the teachers held master's degrees
with two teachers having earned their doctoral degmand two teachers having earned

bachelor’s degrees only.
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The total number of years teachers have taugtiydmg part-time and full-time
teaching, ranged from 1 to 42 years with an avecddd.16 years3D = 8.92 years), median of
15 years, and mode of 13 years. Of the two sdewels in question, more teachers had taught
mostly at the secondary level (Grades 7-12, 541h#) the elementary school level (Grades K-6,
45.9%). See Table 4.4 for statistics by year grugipOnly 9 teachers (6.8%) were untenured.
Although 23.5% were licensed as Special Educaganhers, only 12.1% were currently
working as a Special Education teacher. Because $eachers indicated having taught at both
elementary and secondary levels, the total ofealbonses (157) exceeds the total of survey

respondents (131) in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4

Grouped Years of Teaching by School Level

Total Elementary (K-6)] Secondary (7-12)
Years Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
1-9yrs 25 19.1 28 35.0 22 28.6
10-19 yrs 59 45.0 31 38.7 34 44.2
20-29 yrs 33 25.2 16 20.0 15 19.4
30 -39 yrs 12 9.2 5 6.3 4 5.2
40 - 49 yrs 2 15 0 0 2 2.6
Total 131 100.0 80 100.0 77 100.0

Seventy-seven percent (77.7%) of the teachersifiehas female and 22.3% as male. Nearly
the same percentage (78.8%) was married or padnieteowed by 15.2% single or never

married, and 6.1% widowed, divorced or separatdearly 7 of 10 (69.7%) were parents.

Response Ratings

Two sets of Likert-type rating scales were usethis survey as response ratings. To

help increase the reliability of the survey, | pogly-worded 20 of the 30 survey items with the
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remaining 10 being negatively-worded. Positivelgrded items are phrased so that an
agreement with the item represents a relativeliz legel of the attribute being measured, in this
case, professional development: “Professional @gveént opportunities are readily available
for teachers in my district.” On the other hanegatively-worded items are items that are
phrased so that agreement with the item represamtisitively low level of the attribute being
measured, in this case, administrative supporthé8tadministrators are not very supportive of

the teachers in my school.”

Before computing total scores, | reverse-scoredhédugatively-worded items so that all of
the items were consistent with each other witheesfp what agreement and disagreement mean
in value. For example, for the subscale Suppletstore for “School administrators are not
very supportive of the teachers in my school” cargototaled with the other 4 items within the
subscale as it originally stands because the sdarest mean the same. A score of 5 (strongly
agree) for “School administrators are not very sufipe of the teachers in my school” indicates
high negative feelings about support in the sckdule a score of 5 (strongly agree) for “I feel
professionally supported by other teachers in theal in which | work” indicates high positive
feelings about support in the school. Essentitlg values for all of the questions must be in

the same direction.

Internal Consistency Reliability
| assessed the internal consistency reliabilittheffinal survey and its subscales using

the RELIABILITY procedure in SPSS (Leech, BarréttMorgan, 2008). The standardized
alpha for the 30 items in total was .88 wilh= 112.60 andD= 16.24. The survey overall has
good internal consistency reliability. The subsdaternal consistency reliabilities ranged from

good (Retention) to poor (Professional Developme8ge Table 4.5 for subscale definitions and
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reliability. Four out of the subscales are congdeacceptablex(> .70) with the remaining
being questionable (.60a < .70) to poor (.5& a < .60). However, further refining and testing
of the entire scale and subscales in future studaswell increase all reliabilities to good (Z0

a < .80) or excellento( > .90) (Cronbach, 1951).

Table 4.5

Subscales, Definition, Reliability

Subscale Intended to measure... o M SD

Climate Overall atmosphere of the school; levedaikty; .73 1580 351
working environment; relationships among stakehaslde
(students/ teachers/ administrators)

Support Avalilability of resources; time valued tmllaboration .78 22.90 4.77
among teachers; administrative support regarding
student management, curriculum development and
teacher concerns

Choice of Why the teacher entered the profession; weight of .60 2294 270
Profession  consideration of other professions; work prior ndeging
teaching

Professional Availability of conferences, workshops, and instiue 50 16.74 3.60
Development professional collaboration, internally and extelynal

Perception  How teachers are regarded in the community inwhic .70 13.82 3.99
about the teacher workshe extent to which teachers feel
Teachers respected as professionals within the school astdati

community by adult stakeholders

Retention Intention to remain in teaching througg teacher’s .78 19.20 4.38
working career until age-eligible retirement or ening
in teaching despite financial independence.

Research Question 1: How do the factors of entry teeaching, climate, workplace support,
professional development, and perceptions about telhing influence teacher satisfaction
and retention in the profession?

First, | wanted to explore how the following factanfluence teacher satisfaction and

retention in the profession: entry to teachingnelie, workplace support, professional
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development, and perceptions about teaching. keld@t the correlation of these five subscales
and teacher satisfaction, and then the five subsaald retention. The correlation coefficient is
bounded with values from -1.0 to +1.0, where vathes are closer to +1.0 indicate a strong,
positive correlation and values that are closef 0 indicate a strong, inverse correlation (Furr
& Bacharach, 2008). A strong, positive correlatiodicates a consistent tendency for
respondents who have relatively high scores orvaniable to have relatively high scores on the
other (Furr & Bacharach, 2008). The same applidsw scores. However, a strong, inverse
correlation indicates a consistent tendency fogpaadents who have relatively high scores on
one variable to have relatively low scores on ttiey and vice versa (Furr & Bacharach, 2008).
Correlations close to 0 indicate weak or no coasistendencies between the two variables.
Correlations are considered small/weak for K10k |.30|, medium/moderate for |.30] < |.50],
large/strong for |.56{ r < |.70|, and much larger than typical far 70| for the social sciences

(Cohen, 1992).

All of the correlations between the five subscaed retention and satisfaction were
statistically significant, positive, and moderatestrong. See Table 4.6 for correlations and
significance levels. This indicates that as tlaehers’ satisfaction grew, their feelings regarding
their school’s climate, support, professional depeient, and perception grew more positive.
Also, as their feelings about their choice of emtitp the profession were positive, so were their

levels of satisfaction and retention.
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Table 4.6

Correlations of Retention and Satisfaction betwRemaining Subscales

Retention| Sig. (2-tailed)] N | SatisfactionSig. (2-tailed)| N

Pearson r Pearson r
Retention 1 133 .596** 0]132
Satisfaction .596** 0]132 1 132
Climate .245%* 0.004| 133 447+ 0]132
Support .214% 0.013] 133 A419%* 0]132
Choice A14%* 0] 133 .201* 0.021| 132
Development  .323** 0| 133 406** 0132
Perception .314** 0133 428** 0132

*p<.05; *p<.01.

To explore the possible influence of the five suathss on retention and satisfaction
separately, | conducted a multiple regressiornrst 8xamined the correlation between the five
subscales and found high correlations (60) between three of the subscales: climatgy@tp
and development. High correlations among predaborcomposites of variables indicate a
likely problem with multicollinearity—a condition krere two or more predictors or composites
have much of the same information or are highlyrlayping concepts (Leech, Barrett, &
Morgan, 2008; Newton & Rudestam, 1999). This maguoevhen several predictors taken
together are related to some other predictors (LeRarrett, & Morgan, 2008). To reduce
multicollinearity, researchers have suggested aktimg one of the highly correlated variables,
forming a composite variable, or analyzing eaclassely (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2008;
Newton & Rudestam, 1999). Therefore, | combin@shate and support first because
conceptually they made a meaningful composite. tigllinearity was still an issue; thus, |

combined development with climate and support tmfthe composite
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ClimateSupportDevelopment. After aggregating thtbsee subscales, multicollinearity was less

of a problem.

| checked to make sure assumptions of lineardymal distribution of errors, and non-
correlation of errors were met. The combinationariables—ClimateSupportDevelopment,
choice of entry, and perception—significantly prted satisfactiorf(2, 129) = 23.59 < .001.
The adjusted?? value was .26, indicating that 26% of the variaincgatisfaction was explained
by the model. The effect sizelRf= .51 is large according to Cohen (1992). The hetightsf
suggest that the composite ClimateSupportDevelop#en0.35,p < .001) contribute most to
teachers’ composite satisfaction followed by petiogpof teachersf = 0.23,p = .02). Choice

of entry does not contribute to teachers’ compasatesfaction.

| repeated the same steps for the five subscalestention. The combination of
variables—ClimateSupportDevelopment, choice ofyer@ind perception—significantly
predicted retentior; (2, 129) = 12.82p < .001, although not as strongly as for satisfactidhe
adjusted?? value was .21, indicating that 21% of the variaimceetention was explained by the
model. The effect size & = .48 is moderate to high according to Cohen (1992erestingly,
the beta weightg suggest that choice of entry € 0.35,p < .001) contributes most to teachers’
retention followed by perception of teachefis=(0.19,p = .05). ClimateSupportDevelopment

does not contribute to teachers’ retention.

| also examined the correlation between the fidessales and school level. To test the
correlations between the subscales composite santeschool level, a biserial correlation test
would be most appropriate; however, SPSS doesahailate biserial correlation. Therefore, |

used Kendall's tau-bzf), a common nonparametric statistic used with @idamd interval data
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(Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2008), to test the claiens ato. = .05. All of the correlations with
school level are inverse and statistically sigaifitexcept for retention and satisfaction. The
strengths of the statistically significant corredas range from weak € -.16) to moderatea & -

.35). See Table 4.7 for correlations and signifgealevels.

Table 4.7

Correlations between School Level and All Subscales

School Level ) Sig. (2-tailed) N
School Level 1.000 . 133
Climate -.307** .000 133
Support -.347** .000 133
Choice of Profession -.156* .044 133
Professional Development -.221** .003 133
Perception about Teacherg -.163* .027 133
Retention -.015 .846 133
Satisfaction -.107 174 132

*p<.05; *p<.01.

Research Question 2: Is there a significant differece in overall professional satisfaction
among teachers, correlating with the level at whiclthey teach (elementary and secondary
level)?

To determine if there was a significant differencsatisfaction between teachers at the
elementary level and the secondary level, | corethah independent samples t-test at
significance leveb = .05. On the composite satisfaction score, bmentary school teachers (n
=62,M = 4.33,SD= 0.77) rated higher on average than the highadkachers (n = 70J =
4.15,SD=0.83). Although the sample sizes were unedumalene’s Test for Equality of
Variances was not statistically significant. THere, equal variances were assumed and the

mean difference of 0.18 of the composite satisbacsicore between teaching levels was not
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statistically significantff = .20). Statistically, there was no differencewerall composite

satisfaction between elementary and high schoohta.

To take a closer look at satisfaction, | condu@edndependent samples t-test on each
individual item B1 and B2 across teaching levetoalta = .05. | used the nonparametric
Mann-WhitneyU test since the dependent variables B1 and B2 diradrand have skewed
distributions. The Mann-Whitndy assess whether the mean ranks of two groups (thefdahe
means) are equivalent in the population where ragks are given for high scores (Leech,
Barrett, & Morgan, 2008). For item B1, “Overalhw satisfied are you with teaching as a
profession?”, the elementary school teachers (8,#&an Rank= 68.15) had higher mean
ranks than the high school teachers (n sM@an Rank= 65.96). For item B2, “Overall, how
satisfied are you with your present teaching assagt or situation?”, the elementary school
teachers (n = 62Mean Rank= 73.00) had higher ranks mean ranks than thedaghol teachers
(n = 70,Mean Rank= 60.74). The difference in mean ranks, howewes only statistically

significant for B2 U = 1767.0z=-.35,p = .03) with small effect size= -.26 and not for B1Y

=2132.5p=.73). Effect size was calculated by convertirrgo r, wherer = z /+/N (Leech,

Barrett, & Morgan, 2008).

| next conducted a paired samples t-test to sixeie was a difference of teachers’
responses between items B2 and B1 (i.e., did tes@hdicate more satisfaction for their
assignment over the profession?). | used the manperic Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test which
tests whether two related samples have equivadaksr(Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2008) or
distributions (Wilcox, 2003) in the population. &Hifference in ranks was statistically
significant for elementary school teachers ¢4.04,p < .001) with large effect size= -.50 and

also for high school teaches<-2.99,p = .003) with moderate effect size- -.36. Again,
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effect sizer was calculated by convertirego r, wherer = z /+/N (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan,
2008). Therefore, statistically both elementary higth school teachers were more satisfied with

their present teaching assignment than with tegchsna profession.

To determine if there was any correlation betwéenindividual satisfaction items B1
and B2 with school level, | calculated the Spears\&mo ) rank correlation coefficient
instead of the Pearson correlation coefficientesitihe assumptions of the Pearson correlation
coefficient were markedly violated (Leech, Barré&ttViorgan, 2008). The Spearman’s Ring (
rank correlation coefficient is a nonparametridista which handles ordinal data (both
variables are ordinal), adjusts for rank ties, pratects against outliers (Wilcox, 2003). | tested

for correlations at significance level= .05.

The correlation between school level and B1 (teagxhs a profession) was not
statistically significantr(= -.03,p = .73) while the correlation between school level 82
(present teaching assignment) was statisticallyifsoggnt = -.19,p = .03). The correlation,
however, between school level and B2 was inversie avsmall effect size of .19. Effect size is
considered small/weak for |.10f < |.30|, medium/moderate for |.30{ < |.50|, large/strong for
[.50[<r < |.70|, and much larger than typical far |:70| for the social sciences (Cohen, 1992).
This indicates that as school level increases t¥adre less satisfied with their present teaching
assignment. The correlation between school levélteaching as a profession is also inverse yet

not statistically significant. See Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8

Correlations between School Level and Satisfactianables

B2. Overall, how
B1. Overall, | satisfied are you
how satisfied | with your
are you with | present teaching
School teaching as a | assignment or
Level profession? | situation?
School Level Correlation 1.000 -.030 -192
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) : .728 .027
N 133 133 132
B1. Overall, Correlation 1.000 377
how satisfied are| Coefficient
you with Sig. (2-tailed) . .000
teaching as a N 133 132
profession?
B2. Overall, how| Correlation 1.000
satisfied are you | Coefficient
with your present Sig. (2-tailed) :
teaching N 132
assignment or
situation?

*p<.05; *p<.01.

To test the correlation between the compositsfsation score and school level, a
biserial correlation test would be most appropriatavever, SPSS does not calculate biserial
correlation. Therefore, | used Kendall’s taugt),(a common nonparametric statistic used with
ordinal and interval data, and found the correfatip= -.11 to not be statistically significamnt (
=.17) ata. = .05. There was no correlation between schoel land the composite satisfaction

score.
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Research Question 3: How does job satisfaction aidse levels correlate with teacher
retention rates at each level?

Next, | wanted to examine the relationship betwjebrsatisfaction and teacher retention.
For all teachers, on average, satisfactMn=(4.24,SD= 0.80) was slightly higher than retention
(M=4.11,SD=0.88). Because satisfaction was negatively skeWwealculated the Spearman
correlation coefficients = .62 which was statistically significarg € .001) ato = .05. Therefore,
overall, there is a significant, positive relatibigsbetween job satisfaction and teacher retention,
meaning that the more satisfied teachers are Wwin &ssignment and teaching as a profession,
the longer they will stay in teaching, and vicesar Controlling for school level, the correlation
between satisfaction and retention was positivety strongly correlated € .60) and
statistically significantff < .001) ato. = .05. Across school levels, satisfaction andmbn
were also positively and strongly correlated.at .05: elementary school teachars:(.55,p

<.001) and high school teachers=(.63,p < .001).

Controlling for years teaching, the correlatiorsvedso positive and strong£ .60) and
statistically significantfg < .001) ato = .05. And, taking a closer look at years teaghm
groups of years, the correlations were positivedenate to strong, and statistically significant
for teachers who had been teaching between 6 agd&t8. However, for years of teaching
fewer than 6 years or greater than 21 years, @tivek were not statistically significant. See

Table 4.9 for statistics for each group.
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Table 4.9

Correlation to Years of Teaching

Years of Retention Satisfaction Correlation

Teaching n (M) (M) rs P
1-5 6 4.63 4.42 .29 .58
6—10 27 4.17 4.27 .69 <.001
11 - 15 37 4.05 4.14 7 <.001
16 — 20 21 4.07 4.45 .81 <.001
21 -25 15 3.91 4.13 48 .07
26 — 30 13 4.14 3.96 48 .10
31-35 7 4.13 4.50 0 1.0
36 —40 4 3.90 4.25 .80 .20
41 - 45 1 5.0 4.5 - -

Intercoder Reliability on Survey Written Response @ding

For the two mixed questions on job satisfactiaemployed structural coding methods on
the teachers’ written responses. Structural codirgquestion-based code that is particularly
appropriate for studies with multiple participargsgndardized or semi-structured data-gathering
protocols, hypothesis testing, or exploratory itigagions to gather topics, lists, or indexes of
major categories or themes (Saldafia, 2009). Snalatodes lend themselves to various types of
analyses such as, but not limited to, content amglfrequency counts, illustrative visuals,

thematic analysis, and within-case and cross-capdagls (Saldafia, 2009).

| coded the responses to both questions, at fatstiing 42 codes for the first question
“Overall, how satisfied are you with teaching gaafession?” and 54 codes for the second
guestion “Overall, how satisfied are you with ypuesent teaching assignment or situation?”

The written responses to the same questions verigelpth and breadth of detail with 87
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teachers answering either or both questions wallear, single sentence up to a paragraph and

the remaining 46 teachers leaving no response.

| asked a research colleague to assist me in tidatian process of my response coding.
| explained the process and how long it could take.start the training, | gave the coder the
code list | had developed and asked her to readigrit carefully to familiarize herself with it
before she started coded. | explained that sheomgscoding the responses and that a unit of
text to code would be anything that representadglesmessage, a different idea, or change of
subject (Kurasaki, 2000). Therefore, one questiay have more than one code if more than
one message or idea was expressed in the writtpomees, which happened often. Codes were
to be written to the side of each unit of text. Wéeled the training sample simultaneously yet
independently without consultation (Lombard, SnyDech, & Bracken, 2002). For the training,
| randomly selected 25 teachers who had answeredsttone of the questions. This produced
50 units of text to be coded, which followed thierof thumb for sample size when assessing

intercoder reliability (Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bkan, 2002).

| decided to serve as a coder also even though sesearchers (as cited in Lombard,
Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002, p. 590) have suggddsiat such a practice weakens the
argument that other independent judges can releybyy the coding scheme. | believe the
contrary; independent application of the codeshbmastablished through the independent coders
used during the validation process while the redesris able to strengthen the codes by her or

his intimate knowledge of the data and contextodk two hours to complete the training.

We discussed discrepancies in our coding for teitrg sample, and upon closer

inspection and deeper discussion about the textrendodes, we streamlined the codes,
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consequently finalizing 52 codes in total—22 foesgtion B1 and 30 for question B2. Although
some of the codes for each question were the daheeided to keep them separate as the
guestions were different regarding setting. Mbent50 codes may seem excessive for only two
written question responses on a survey; however nibt uncommon that “most qualitative
research studies in education will generate 80et@i@s that will be organized into 15-20

categories which eventually synthesize into fiveggen major concepts” (Saldafa, 2009, p. 20).

For both training and actual samples, | assesdertoder agreement---measures of
agreement between independent coders about hovapipdy codes to units of data, whether
fixed and predetermined, or free-flowing from oparded interview questions (Kurasaki, 2000).
For nominally categorized data, intercoder agreénsesimply the percent of agreement
between coders on codes or categories they assignits of data (Cohen, 1960). See Table
4.10 for intercoder agreement for both training glenand actual sample. Satisfied with the
reliability for the actual sample, | coded the mafsthe written responses using the tested

codebook.

Table 4.10

Intercoder Agreement

Number of units Intercoder Agreement
coded

Training Sample 50 62%

Actual Sample 50 92%
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Written Responses to Satisfaction Questions

Using the codes, | conducted a mixed analysis emtiitten responses so as not to lose
potential information and to try to avoid misleagliconclusions about the teachers (Bazeley,
2009). The mixed analysis involved “quantitizif@nwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003;
Sandelowski, Voils, & Knafl, 2009) the (written) @jiiative data from the two satisfaction
guestions into dichotomous and categorical varg@ableransforming the written responses of 87
of 133 teachers (65.4%) to numerical data addédet@verall picture, understanding, and

analysis of their sense of satisfaction.

For question B1, “Overall, how satisfied are yothvteaching as a profession?”, on
average, teachers were somewhat satisked 8.97,SD= 1.07) with 42.9% indicated
somewhat satisfied, followed by very satisfied 85), neutral (8.3%), somewhat dissatisfied
(10.5%), and very dissatisfied (3.0%). Becauseaymaore codes could be assigned to each
teachers’ written response, percentages will ndttad.00%. Over a quarter of these teachers
(26.4%) love teaching, particularly, love helpingdents grow and learn (17.2%) and see their
work environment as positive (3.4%) with professilotievelopment opportunities (8.0%).
However, the heavy emphasis on testing (23.0%it@ather climate (17.2%), state interference
(12.5%), the new teacher evaluation process (1Q.864) feeling disrespected by their board of
education and administrators (5.7%) make teaclasg $atisfying for them. Chapter 5 explores

telling anecdotes reflective of the above percesgag

Interestingly, teachers expressed a greater régatteir present position than for the
profession overall. For question B2, “Overall, hsatisfied are you with your present teaching

situation or assignment?”, on average, teachers s@newhat to very satisfiedl & 4.48,SD=
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0.90) with 65.9% indicated very satisfied, followlegl somewhat satisfied (25.0%), neutral
(2.3%), somewhat dissatisfied (5.3%), and veryadisBed (1.5%). (The mean difference
between B2 and B1, as reported above, was statlgtgignificant.) Teachers’ satisfaction
appears to stem mostly from their enjoyment ofrtharticular grade level and subject (13.8%),
positive work environment (12.6%), motivated studgi1.5%), supportive school
administration (10.3%), and their love of teach{@d%). Satisfaction was lowered on a smaller
scale by the fact that teaching is a demandingegeddn (5.7%), in particular with increasing
administrative tasks, too much state interfereBcg%), and overcrowded classrooms (4.6%).

Chapter 5 explores telling anecdotes reflectivihefabove percentages.

Summary of Findings

The following summarizes the results of data anslgased on surveys of 133 teachers

across the six school districts participating its gtudy.

Research Question 1: How do the factors of entry teeaching, climate, workplace support,
professional development, and perceptions about teling influence teacher satisfaction
and retention in the profession?

Analysis of survey data shows that the combinatiothree variables —
ClimateSupportDevelopment, plus choice of entrietching, and perception teachers have
about themselves as professionals—significantldipted teacher work satisfaction. The data
further suggests that the composite ClimateSupgw@pment contribute most to teachers’
composite satisfaction followed by the variablegegtion of teachers. However, choice of entry
to teaching does not contribute to teachers’ coitgsatisfaction. The data further showed that,
the combination of three variables—ClimateSuppovddgpment, plus the variables of choice of

entry to teaching, and perception of teachers—8ggmtly predicted retention, although not as
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strongly as for satisfaction. This analysis lasthggests that choice of entry contributes most to
teachers’ retention followed by perception of teashwhereas ClimateSupportDevelopment
does not contribute to teachers’ retention.

Research Question 2: Is there a significant differece in overall professional satisfaction

among teachers, correlating with the level at whiclthey teach, specifically the elementary
and secondary level?

Survey data shows that statistically, there wadifierence in overall professional
satisfaction between elementary and high schoohtxa. However, analysis of responses to
open-ended responses B1 and B2 showed that s@tistioth elementary and high school
teachers were more satisfied with their presemhieg assignment than with teaching as a
profession. The correlation between school level B (teaching as a profession) was not
statistically significant while the correlation taeten school level and B2 (present teaching
assignment) was statistically significant. Thisigades that as school level increases (elementary
to secondary level) teachers are less satisfigu tvéir present teaching assignment. These

findings are further explored in the interview sectof this study.

Research Question 3: How does job satisfaction aidse levels correlate with teacher
retention rates at each level?

The findings show that, controlling for school leube correlation between satisfaction
and retention was positively and strongly correlatad statistically significant. Across school
levels, satisfaction and retention were also padifiand strongly correlated. Controlling for
years teaching, the correlation was also positiesirong and statistically significant. Taking a
closer look at years teaching in groups of ye&s cobrrelations were positive, moderate to
strong, and statistically significant for teachetso had been teaching between 6 and 20 years.

However, for years of teaching fewer than 6 yeargreater than 21 years, correlations were not
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statistically significant. Therefore, overall, thas a significant, positive relationship between
job satisfaction and teacher retention, meaningtheamore satisfied teachers are with their

assignment and teaching as a profession, the lahggmwill stay in teaching, and vice versa.

Interviews

Choosing a sample size and sampling scheme fostilniy was an iterative process and
based primarily on my research questions, follotwedny reflection on the process, study
context, interviewing, and type of generalizatigri¢sbe made (Onwuebguzie & Leech, 2005;
Thomson, 2011). | followed established sample giadelines to decide the sample size of
interviews. For interview studies, it has beengasged that “little new comes out of transcripts
after you have interviewed 20 or so people” (asccih Mason, 2010). With 15 participants
recommended as the minimum for all qualitative aese, the guidelines pointed to data
saturation, theoretical saturation, or informatimeaundancy as the indicator for maximizing
the number of participants (Mason, 2010; Onwuelsézieech, 2005, 2007; Thomson, 2011).
Theoretical saturation is reached when “(a) no oevelevant data seem to emerge regarding a
category, (b) the category is well developed imtpf its properties and dimensions
demonstrating variation, and (c) the relationslaip®ng categories are well established and
validated” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 212, asctiteThomson, 2011). The sampling process
was iterative because considerations of sampleasidéeacher selection were made before and

during the interviews.

Of the 133 teachers who completed the survey, A83d %) indicated they were willing
to participate in a follow-up interview regardirtgetr experience in the teaching profession,

satisfaction, and retention in the profession. dis&ribution of elementary and high school
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teachers willing to be interviewed was nearly egd28 elementary and 21 high school. Initially,

| considered conducting a stratified random samyiere | would first divide the teachers into
two strata—elementary and high school—and randamliyct a number of teachers to satisfy the
guidelines (Onwuebguzie & Leech, 2007). Howevieices a high majority (37 of 44, or 84.1%)
of the teachers was white, | wanted to ensure si@tuand representativeness (Onwuebguzie &

Leech, 2007) of the Hispanic, African American, &rderican Indian voices in the sample.

Therefore, | chose purposeful sampling as it alléaesis on depth of information and
richness of data (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). Specifigafitratified purposeful sampling was
conducted such that on each stratum (level) ohterge maximum variation sampling (one type
of purposeful sampling) was applied (Onwuebguzieegch, 2007; Teddlie & Yu, 2007).
Maximum variation sampling allows representativen@scomparability of participant interview
data (Teddlie & Yu, 2007) since a “wide range afiuduals, groups, or settings is purposively
selected such that all or most types of individugiteups, or settings are selected for inquiry
[and] multiple perspectives of individuals can lvegented that exemplify the complexity of the

world” (Onwuebguzie & Leech, 2007, p. 112).

As outlined in Chapter 3, initially eight elementand eight high school teachers with
varying demographic profiles were selected to lerurewed as a minimum to begin analyzing
transcripts for theoretical saturation. After #tnreunds of email requests for interviews were
sent to the first sample of teachers, requests theresent to a second sample of teachers as 8
teachers in the first sample did not respond taeheest. This process continued for several
weeks until 10 teachers agreed and were interviewtatal. Following a review of

methodological procedures, | contacted a secondf$etichers through collegial contacts to
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increase the pool of interviewees to 15. Table%-43 reiterate the demographic profile of each

cohort of teachers:

Table 4.11

Teachers Agreeing to Be Interviewed from Survey

Name | District Elementary Gender Race Number Satisfaction Satisfaction
Code or of Years with with
Secondary as Profession Current
Teacher (Ques. B1) Teaching
(Ques. B2)
KWA | Willows Elementary Female Caucasian 1-9 Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied
BFB | Frasers Secondary Female Caucasian 20-2%omewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
DOC | Oaks Secondary Female Caucasian 10-19%Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied
RCS | Cedars Secondary Male Caucasian 20-2%Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied
RWH | Willows Secondary Female Caucasian 20-29 Somewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
DPK | Pines Secondary Female Caucasian 40-4%Very Somewhat
Satisfied Dissatisfied
BCM | Cedars Elementary Male Caucasian 20-29 Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied
RFS | Frasers Elementary Female Hispanic  10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Dissatisfied Satisfied
KFW | Frasers  Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
MCW | Cedars  Secondary Male Caucasian 10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Dissatisfied Satisfied
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Table 4.12

Non-Survey Takers Agreeing to Interviews

Name | District Elementary Gender Race Number Overall
Code or of Years Satisfaction with
Secondary as Teaching

Teacher (1-5 Scale)

KWE | Willows Elementary Female African- 20-29 2 (Somewhat
American Satisfied)

DGO | Oaks Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Satigfied)

DPM | Pines Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Satigfied)

DWS | Willows Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 3 (Between
Satisfied and

Dissatisfied)
MPG | Pines Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Very Satisfied)
and
Secondary

Table 4.13

Demographics of All Interviewees

Total Elementary Secondary Male Female CaucasianHispanic African-
Interviewees Teachers Teachers American
15 9 6 3 12 13 1 1

Before conducting the first interview, | tested thalio recorder for functionality and

quality of playback. The interviews, conducted e phone were on average 30 minutes long.
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The shortest of the interviews was 20 minutes lmmg)the longest 48 minutes long. As detailed

in Chapter 3, all of the teachers provided writtensent to the interview being audiotaped.

Interview Findings

To facilitate the study of interview responsesgimiew questions were clustered to five
groups: questions 1 and 2 on choice of teachingchnite of level were treated as a set,
guestion 3 on factors influencing satisfaction godstion 4 regarding perceptions teachers have
about how they are professionally regarded weré/aed discreetly, questions 5 and 6 on
overall satisfaction and retention were analyzed sst, and question 7, in which interviewees
were asked their perceptions of whether elememtasgcondary teachers are more satisfied, was
analyzed individually. For the purpose of reportiagponses, each question or question cluster
is reiterated, followed by responses drawn fromcitraplete transcript text. A full discussion of

these responses relative to survey findings mdpdned in Chapter 5 of this paper.

Questions 1 and 2

Interview Question Factors under Discussion

1. (a) Describe your initial motivation for Reason for choice of entry to the teaching
entering the teaching profession and (b) | profession
whether, if you were starting your career| Current disposition regarding choice of
today, you would still be likely to become @rofession Choice of Profession)
teacher.
2. Why did you choose the level of teaching Reason for choice of teaching level
(elementary/ secondary) that you did? Do (elementary or secondary)

you believe in hindsight this was a good Current disposition regarding choice of
choice? teaching leve(Choice of Level)

Responses to these two questions produced remanaitalllel sentiments about initially

entering teaching and still choosing the professialay, especially among those in elementary
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teaching positions. In reporting excerpts from ¢hessponses, | indicate each interviewee’s
three-letter identity code, preceding their answengart “a” of question 1: “Why did you
become a teacher?” The second part of questiowauld you still likely become a teacher
today if you were starting your career?” is indechas response “b.” The following excerpts are

taken from full transcripts of the nine elementagchers interviewed.

KWA : (a) My mom is a teacher. (b) If | were able totboue in lower grades would still

teach...but not necessarily in upper grades.

KWE: (a) I've always had a feeling, a good feeling admeihg around children. | gravitate
towards children. (b) Things are different todagday it seems more like a business. Everything

has to seem like it's scripted. | would, only bessaui still love what | do.

DGO: (a) I've always worked with children from a youage. | tutored them. (b) | would

definitely still go into that career today if | veestarting over.

DPM: (a) | always loved working with kids. | always hany babysitting jobs. | was always my
mother’s helper and | loved working with childr@rhe thought of actually teaching children
was just an amazing thing to me. (b) | would... sewythings have changed...just the pressure

we put on children.

BCM: (a) | got frustrated chasing down and arrestititg lkids. . .I visited schools when | had a
regular day off. . .and | said this is what | wamiza(b) It was the best decision I've ever made in

my life. Yeah...l am very very very very very veryepbked with the profession.

DWS: (a) | always loved children...I always have beerspamate about teaching and making a

difference. (b) I really love seeing the growthnfréhe beginning of the school year to the end.
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RFS: (a) My brother has special needs. My brother \Wwasain focus of why | wanted to
teach. (b) Yes and no. It's definitely a no wheodines to the mainstream. If | could financially
quit now, | would. I'm really disgusted at the wagiucation has become a business, and the

focus has been completely taken away from the &ild

KFW:: (a) | actually came from a family of teachers. Batone in my family was elementary. (b)

You'd want to go down to K/ 1st!2{grades} where there are no state assessments.

MPG: (a) | knew at a very early age | wanted to beagher. | just found myself gravitating to
kids. | was a very good student and | always foonygelf gravitating to the students who

struggled. (b) 100% yes. Without fail.

Among these elementary (K-6) teachers, respondinig ahy teaching had been chosen
as a profession, eight of nine indicated an affeatnotive as to why they chose teaching as a
profession: either because of the influence ohalfamember or because they have always
loved working with children. Five of these sameumsdents also indicated concern or
displeasure with the profession today, primarilyihg to do with state testing or its having
become more of a ‘business.” In other words, antbaglementary teachers interviewed, the
motivation for entering teaching was largely insimand affectively motivated, while hesitation
about choosing the profession if starting overrigesh by extrinsic factors, primarily the
externals of state testing and accountability, Witweo respondents indicate is making teaching
more like a “business.” Respondent BCM startecchreer as a police officer and was
encouraged to pursue teaching when he identifiedhé& wanted to be more of a positive

influence on youngsters, yet his motivation wasilsity intrinsic and affective to those of his
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peers: he wanted to make a positive differencherives of young people by becoming a

teacher after leaving the police department.

Among secondary school teachers interview respandesth parts of question 1 bore
similarity to but were not the same as their eletagncounterparts. While K-6 teachers
emphasized loving to work with children, having @from a family with connections to
teaching, or wishing to make a difference in yopegple’s lives, secondary teachers spoke
about the importance of or their relationship teitlsubject area as a component of their

motivation to teach. The following are responsesifthe six secondary teachers interviewed:

BFB: (a) I'm a business teacher. When | was in hidtost my favorite classes were business
classes. For some reason | just connected witle tteashers in the business department. So
that’'s how | ended up teaching. (b) It's hard tg.sgrobably yes...having the time off...out of

my [seven] siblings only one other one has a jaihaipension and benefits and can retire.

DOC: (a) | really wanted to become a teacher, spedifieal English teacher, when | was in the
10th grade. | remember my teacher approaching mesking me if | would help another
student who was having some trouble...and thainig#hat | got of satisfaction was something
that, that really made me think, maybe | couldlis &nd be a teacher. And that's when | knew |
wanted to be a teacher, a high school teacherfgjadigi. (b) | get a lot of satisfaction from what

| do every day. | enjoy going to work.

RWH: (a) My aunt was a teacher . . . | always admired.Heused to play school with my
friends and | was always the teacher. It was somgthjust always wanted to do. Role models

also encouraged me to become, you know, a teaobeflt) | honestly don’t have a definite yes
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or no..l always wanted to be a teacher, but | might beyeddy some of the negative

reactions...of teachers themselves...

RCS: (a) | had the advantage of starting out on stiisgruments when | was very young so . . .
[it] fit into teaching strings in a school. | foumayself in a career quite happily. (b) yes . . dto
what you do best and find a way to serve societiigasame time, again, you know, teaching

will give you that way to go.

DPK: (a) | was forced into teaching. It was not mytfakoice. | was forced . . . but it was not a
chore forme . . . | had a lot of respect for myndwigh school teachers who were . . . exciting to

be with. (b) Absolutely not.

MCW: (a) I've always had a passion for literature. Andainted to share that passion with
others. | really saw teaching as an opportunitya@ble to do that . . . | was able to bring that
passion to other people. ...the desire to shargtesion with others. (b) That's all | really
know how to do . . . difficult to answer. I've bene more frustrated in the last two to three

years... but | still have passion.

Respondents BFB, DOC, RCS and MCW speak abounhthence of their specific
subject or discipline in influencing their choiceb®coming a teacher, whereas subject area was
not a major consideration among elementary teacresrsons for entering the profession.
Respondent DPK is an outlier in this group and iesmauch throughout all of the interview
guestions: this respondent has had a very negatperience in recent years as a teacher such
that her answers are either based in a negaticepgon, or were off-topic, or were
unintelligible for transcription. Other than DPKpst secondary teachers willingly chose the

profession from a combination of affinity for a geidt and the attraction of their own positive
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experience with teachers during their schoolingyeaimilar to the elementary cohort, some
secondary teachers indicated hesitation about begoateacher today. MCW cites being
“frustrated in the last two to three years.” RWHaks of “negative reactions” among teachers to
the profession today. BFB speaks of discouragenen@lso cites the benefits associated with

teaching as a reason to consider the professiaytod

Responses to question 2 regarding choice of lelefrientary or secondary) and whether
that was a good choice in hindsight struck singlaords to those emerging in question 1.
Elementary teachers cite a preference for workiitly younger children while secondary
teachers again refer to their subject or discipisa significant factor in their choice of

secondary school teaching.

These are excerpts of the elementary responsesestion 2:

KWA : | find | have more control over those kids. | bavbetter disciplinary style. | was
interested in elementary and lower elementary..sl'snuch pressure with the results from test

taking.

KWE : | liked working with younger children.

DGO: | always loved working with younger children. | jue doing hands-on projects. | like
decorating, arts and crafts. They don’t have thgtere in school. Now 15 years later | could
definitely do the high school too...it's so much demh@and pressure for the elementary school

teachers.

DPM: | love working with younger children ... that look tmeir face when you’ve taught them

something...priceless . . . I'm creative and | lole projects . . . and working in groups.
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BCM: Chose level {elementary level} to make me emplogabl. it was a tight job market even

then.

DWS: | enjoy the younger ones. I'm happy in the eletagnschool. I'm better with elementary

children and feel that's where | could see myselking more of a difference.

RFS: This age before they go into the junior high sithol feel it's one of the last chances you

can kinda influence them and mold them into becgmailgood learner.

KFW : | feel more comfortable at the elementary levdllike being with the younger students

and having the opportunity to do more, you knowydsaon learning.

MPG: It's almost like it chose me...I was brought ovep(ir secondary) with this wave of

teachers ... I'min a 5-8 building.

These are excerpts the secondary teachers’ resptingee same question:

BFB: My favorite classes were business classes . wad going to be a teacher . . .it would
have to be at the secondary level, no choicetligosidn’t connect with young children the way

| feel 1 do with the teenagers.

DOC: I just think that we’re all built differently. particularly like teaching high school because

of the level of literary analysis that | can dowihem. And I like, | like working with teenagers.

RWH: The older the better. [Teenagers] it's my favoage group to teach. They’re tough but |

love it. . . | love working with that age group.

RCS: My other specialties are in subject matters thatfar more accessible for older students.

It was a real easy fit for me to come up to thedig@thigh school.
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DPK: I had no babysitting experience, no youngers gillin. .my subject, my gift, was
something they didn’t give in elementary schoodlidn’t want to wipe noses and skinned teeth

and break up fights. | know I didn’t want to dottha

MCW : It was a no-brainer to me. It was high school rigbin the get go. It was just more

where my mind was.

Across all the districts from which interview gaipants were found and across teacher
demographic variables, remarkably similar respoagan emerge to the question of choice of
grade level. Five elementary teachers state tiegtlike, prefer, or love working with younger
children. Several cite the opportunity to influeryceinger minds, to make a difference at an age
when students are more accessible or receptiveataihg. Only one, BCM, states that he chose
the elementary level to make himself more emplagadd a male, he was advised he would
more easily find a job in an elementary school, wheales are underrepresented among
teachers. Secondary teachers cite the opportt;ntgach a subject as influencing them. BFB
names her business classes while a student asnuofhg her to enter the secondary level; RCS
speaks of subject matter appropriate for olderesitg] DOC cites the level of literary analysis
she can bring to secondary teaching. Interestirsgiyeral of these teachers also mention a
personal preference for working with teenagerslaoking the patience to work with younger
children. Respondents BFB, DOC, RWH and MCW exibfistate this preference; DPK, in her
unique style, cites not wanting to wipe noses eakrup fights as her rationale for secondary

teaching.

From this overview of responses to questions 12awe see the emergence of a

distinction between elementary and secondary tagateigarding the factors of choice of
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profession and choice of teaching level. A majooit elementary teachers interviewed were
primarily drawn to the profession and their teaghevel by a love of younger children, an
affinity for the affective relational experiencedagreative opportunities at this level, and are
distressed by the encroachment of testing andreadtaccountability to their teaching.
Secondary teachers were attracted first to théjlestiareas, then to the preference for working
with the specific age level of teenagers. Thisimision between elementary and secondary
motives for choosing the teaching profession walldf interest in further examination of

retention and overall satisfaction further in teeiew of interview transcripts.
Question 3

Interview Question Factors under Discussion

3. Describe the major factors that contribute Workplace and experiential factors (include
to and those that take away from your levels of support, professional development
sense of well-being as a teacher. and school climate) that influence respondents’
feeling about their workClimate, Support,
Professional Development)

The purpose of this question was to elicit respsseto how workplace factors,
including but not limited to school climate, adnsimative support and professional development
opportunities contribute to or take away from teaacdatisfaction. Data from the survey
indicated that the composite of these three vaghdlustered as ClimateSupportDevelopment,
significantly predicted teacher work satisfactiom galthough to a lesser degree, retention. In
reporting teachers’ responses regarding theserf&a@xcerpts are included regarding factors that
both contribute to and diminish work satisfactiorhe following are responses to question 3

from among elementary teachers interviewed.
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KWA : If you have administrators’ support...it makes yeel like, ok, I'm doing a good
thing...if you have a bad administrator, then you’'tlcrally feel the support. The teachers are
pretty well known for collaborating...professionavé®pment. | think it's a little waste of time

for us.

KWE : | get satisfaction out of seeing growth from mydents.

DPM: It's going to your higher [administrative] levebd when you work with people who are
really there to support you, | think that makesugendifference. | think in my district everybody
is very helpful. There have been professional dgraknts that I've learned a lot from. There
have been ones when | find that people are disargdnAnd | have no patience for that to be

honest.

DGO: | get satisfaction out of seeing growth from mydgnts. . . Most times our administrators
do not listen to what we have to say. Professideakelopment...Ah sometimes they're good.

Other times they’re a waste of time.

BCM: For me, it's the human aspect, the relationstpsprincipal is fine. | don’t have a
problem with her...I don’t have a high regard for adistrators. | find that to be an

administrator...you had to prostitute yourself.

DWS: The satisfaction is working with the children dailyseeing the growth that they
make..and | feel the administration plays a large pait tno. Just hearing some verbal praise
or thank you...really sometimes makes a huge @iffez. Professional development...we don’t

have a choice of what type of development we receiv
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KFW : | would definitely say it's crucial to have thp@opriate resources and materials to use.

Professional development on a regular basis isflogde

RFS: When past students come to visit and they telhow they’re doing...Ohhh! That's better
than a cup of coffee. | don't feel good when, yowk, teachers are just made to be the problem.

It's very rare that we get a good (emphasized gpoafessional development.

MPG: The factors that contribute to satisfaction... lepWwwould say like 99% of all our
satisfaction to our principal, who is a gift frohmeteducational gods above. He really sets a
magnificent tone in our building. It's above hirhgtprincipal]...I'm gonna be perfectly honest,
you know, there’s these crazy (emphasized craayades for these very long (emphasized

long), unnecessary, unproductive meetings.

The following are excerpt from secondary schoothea responses to question 3 regarding

factors contributing to and diminishing satisfantio

BFB: | would say the things that make me feel goodndren ... when | have a class that, you
know, it's a positive relationship day in and day.drhen you have a class and you feel like you
see the growth. Certain principals...are...very goodtst they do at supporting teachers. And
others where it's the total opposite. Professialeaielopment? If | had to come up with a
percentage, | would say that 85 or 90 percent wafdiene. | guess a lot of them are not well

executed.

DOC: The major thing that | think contributes to teackatisfaction, to my satisfaction, is based
on to which administrators are supportive. It'sesgial that administration is supportive. | just
feel like it's very supportive at my school. Prafesal development in our district is strong. We

are offered a lot of courses that are helpful ardtgcal in our classrooms.
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RWH: I'm deeply affected by the reaction to my studettte reactions that they have to me. |
love it when we can all laugh together. My immeelistipervisor is terrific. | think she is
incredibly supportive. | think she is very, verydemstanding. | think she gets what teachers need
to hear and do. Building administration umm...| nefedl to be astounded at the level of
incompetence that | sometimes see. | thought @f§ssional development] was [in the past] fine.

The last two years it has been, it's been hell.

RCS: This place to me...this is, this is a dream jols.dtwonderful place to work. We don’t

really have behavior problems.

MCW : The greatest one, you know, is my passion for tigest. There is still to this day a
certain degree of autonomy that comes with teachidgn’'t always have a supervisor over my

shoulder looking at what I'm doing.

DPK: Did not offer a direct response to this question.

Responses to question 3 regarding the major factosibuting to satisfaction and
dissatisfaction included the impact of climate,mup and professional development on teacher
satisfaction, to which there was a range of respgnsut greater overall response consistency is
found between elementary and secondary teachersvas evident in questions 1 and 2. The
greatest consistency in responses to this questidioth levels is directly linked to the
relationship or impact teachers have on studeBis.of nine elementary and three of six
secondary teachers directly reference their impadctudents, or their work in the classroom, as
contributing significantly to satisfaction. On hatchool levels, administrative support, or the
lack of it, also has a major impact on work satistm experience. Elementary teacher KWA

cites administrative support as suggesting shdamfj a good thing”; MPG discusses her
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principal’s setting a “magnificent tone” in the llling and secondary teacher DOC echoes these
responses, “It's essential that administratioruggp®rtive at my school.” MCW, another
secondary teacher, cites the autonomy of the dassrsuggesting that administrative support
expressed by an absence of over-supervision, @asreesof satisfaction, while RWH states her
“immediate supervisor is terrific...l think sheimeredibly supportive.” Teachers on both levels
who articulated the specific impact of administratsupport cited understanding, listening, and
the role administrator’s play in creating an oviechinate of support as essential to their work

experience.

Conversely, evidence from interviews indicates thregupportive administration has a
major negative impact on satisfaction at both lgvatiministration is broadly cited at the
building, district and state level as having a tiging impact when they do not support
teachers. DGO, an elementary teacher, states, “tibess our administrators do not listen to
what we have to say”; BCM calls administrators,simessmen” and, using stronger language,
suggests you have to “prostitute yourself” to bee@n administrator. DWS indicates that when
administration fails to “some verbal praise thati ylid a good job, or thank you...when you
don’t get that, it's very discouraging also.” MP@ho loves her building principal, cites
administrators “above him” [the principal] as a smuof dissatisfaction, with “these crazy
(emphasized crazy) demands for these very longliasipedong), unnecessary, unproductive
meetings” indicating that one source of dissatisfacds a climate of administrative over-control
of teacher time. RWH says, “Building administratiemm...I never fail to be astounded at the
level of incompetence that | sometimes see.” RWAtimjuishes between her immediate
curricular supervisor and the building-level admeiration, those responsible for operational

procedures and student behavior in her districks€hexcerpted responses support findings from
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the data that climate and support play a daily iokkae work satisfaction of teachers at both
elementary and secondary school levels. Verbal@tpperceived competence, and a climate
that allows for teachers’ to interact with studanta meaningful way are at the core of teacher

work satisfaction.

Regarding the role of professional developmenthees on both elementary and
secondary school levels have decidedly mixed fgelabout the contribution of professional
development to composite satisfaction. Every tegdboth elementary and secondary, who
commented on professional development, cited pes#ihd negative impacts of this aspect of
their work; more comments tended toward the negatilren professional development was
imposed, contractually mandated or provided bya# developer who did not meet the
expectation of the teacher. Elementary teacher B@@marizes this experience succinctly:
“Professional Development...Ahh, sometimes they’redydther times they're a waste of time.”
The words, “waste of time” are articulated by thtegchers (KWA, DGO on the elementary
level and BFB on the secondary level) and simflaot stronger sentiments (RWH: “the last two
years it's been hell”) are expressed by other wiegrees on both levels. Professional
development’s contributing to satisfaction is eegsed by the words of MPG, an elementary
teacher, stating “If it was 18 hours to createdagslans, that, to me, would make more sense,”
and of DOC on the secondary level, “We’re offerddtabf courses that are helpful and practical
in our classrooms” suggest that across elementatysacondary levels, the value of professional
development is consistent with the extent to wiéathers control the content and use of that
time. Chapter 5 will examine more closely the tielahip between these interview responses
and the data analysis from surveys, but initiallyestion 3 responses indicate that inter-level

response consistency regarding the role of scHmoate, administrative support and teacher-
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drive professional development in influencing oWesatisfaction supports the data from the
survey: the factor of ClimateSupportDevelopmeai/@ significant role in composite

satisfaction among teachers at both elementargacchdary levels.
Question 4

Interview Question Factors under Discussion

4. How do you think teachers are regarded byerceptions about how teachers are regarded in
the community in which you work? Do yquhe participants’ work school community;
believe there is a difference between the| coOmparison of how teachers are regarded in the

ways teachers are regarded and the way iwork community compared to how other

; . .2l professionals are regarde®efceptions about
which other professionals are perceived- Teachers)

The purpose of this question is of particular iegtito my overall study. Teachers on
both elementary and secondary levels expressedewpslid in responding to question 3, varied
perceptions of how they are regarded by local comipmembers and the larger work
community. To present a manageable summary obnsgs to this question, | excerpt below
response types clustered by interviewee, firsestiants of positive and then of negative
perceptions. In several instances (DOC, negative MCW, positive) there was no response
given that fit the descriptor. Not every teacheéeimiewed is quoted here, as in some cases,
response types were very similar to those repoaed.,in one case (DPK) the response was
irrelevant to the question. As these excerpts atdicsignificant patterns emerge in how teachers

believe they are viewed by the local community Emder work force.

Below are elementary teachers’ perceptions of timy see themselves professionally regarded,

both positively and negatively.
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KWA :

Positive I'm the bilingual teacher. | think they’re [patsrof bilingual students] much more
respectful of the profession. | think they respbeteducation even if they’re not quite equipped

to help at home.

Negative Others come out and argue that we're doing ttengthings.

DGO:

Positive In my community, they’re good with the teachetisey back what we say and they

look at us and at their children and say how inmgoutrt

Negative [Parents say] you know, they have an easy jobyHave the summers off. They

leave at 3:05. | feel [in the larger community]ttadot of people look down on teachers.

DPM:

Positive There are parents who can’t do enough for us. tla@deachers are highly regarded

here.

Negative: There are people that think we get paid too muohey for just, you know, for
working six hours a day. It's that whole summenthiWe work 184 days but they don’t

understand what’s going into those 184 days.

DWS:

Positive | feel that we are appreciated more by the comiydiman we're not.


















125

DGO One. And it’s almost for me, | | Uhh no [have not considered leaving] because
-------------- love my job, (inaudible) and | I love my job. When | took seven years off to
Elementary | everything we deal with have my own children, it was important to be
10-19 Years| Common Core and everything home with them but | wouldn’t leave because |
else that’'s going on, and I still| love it.
love it very much.
DPM | think we have, | have a great] You know, I've been excessed a few times. So
-------------- life. I have my job. Ithinkit's | when | was excessed from district, | said no,
Elementary | great. the economy’s not going well. They’re never
10-19 Years| I'm very satisfied as a teacher| going to rehire teachers again. And | always
[No specific number given] stuck through it and | always ended up with a
job every September. No matter what. | do
love what | do.
BCM Okay, I'll put myself at a two. | Year eleven | considered going. Umm it was
-------------- around my 11 year in teaching | was looking
Elementary to go. | definitely needed a change. Umm...so
20-29 Years umm ...l remember with the principal that |
umm... what happened was I'm very involved
with the union so | get to find out a lot of stuff
(emphasized stuff). In year eleven | thought of
going, | had little kids.
So, umm | knew, and in all fairness, | knew
that the workplace in and of itself, that it's
gonna be the same having done the jobs I've
done, and the people that I've dealt with in my
life, there’s no Shangri-La.
DWS Umm I'm in the middle, three. | You know, it is what I've always wanted to do
-------------- Umm like | said, everything and | do love it and hopefully I'll get that
Elementary | that's come down from the state@assion back.
10-19 Years| this year with the new CommgnUmm well | may joke about it or mention it

Core State standards...

Umm that also comes back to
my building. You mentioned
professional development.
We're never trained in
professional, professional
development in how to
implement the new Common
Core Standards with our umm
the lack of support from
administration, also. Definitely
plays a large part of it.

Umm yeah, so that’'s probably
why I'm on the fence right in
the middle this year. This year

I’'m doing, you know, it's

but I never, | wouldn’t. It's the career path
that | chose. It's my profession. I'm vested in
the system too long. | don’t want to go back to
school and start anywhere else and even
though I'm not happy right now, | really can’t
see myself doing anything different.
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It's hard for me but | do you
want me to be honest.
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RFS Uhh, as of now it would Yes. | have [considered leaving the teaching
--------------- probably be a four. profession].
Elementary | It has nothing to do with my | Last year and this year. These were the three
10-19 Years| students. They make my day.| years that | really ahhh, you know, considered
(chuckling) it and this year, | actually looked into doing
It's everything else that different things and uhh, and unfortunately,
surrounds them. When I'm in | there there are two things that are really
my classroom, it's like I'm in a| keeping me that is that | almost feel that if |
bubble. leave, whoever was supposed to be in my class
And I'm happy. It's like don’t | next year, won't benefit as much as if | were
bother me. Let me do my thingthere.
(Chuckled). And then, you And at the same time, and | also...l... | can’t
know, it’s all the extra stuff thatafford to leave.
comes along with it. Not that I'm saying that there’s not anybody
better than | am, because I'm sure there is. I'm
sure that there’s a lot of people better, butt jus
feel that the way | (emphasizedldo it, the
way | put my... | treat these kids and teach
these kids like as if they were my own.
Umm but it is such that umm my stomach
turns when | think of, what else can | do? Cuz
all of ever known was doing this, and all I've
ever wanted to do was this.
KFW Umm | would say, | would say} Okay, | have had thoughts about leaving only
-------------- I'd say very satisfied, a one. | this year. And thoughts. | don’t think | would
Elementary | So, it’s just very rewarding as gever follow through with it.
10-19 Years| teacher to have that umm to | Umm only because umm so | teach four

have that happen.

Umm | also have students, my
first group of students are
freshmen in college and most
them have actually came back
to visit at some point or have
tried to reach out to contact m
and just tell me what's going g
in their lives, and they even
remember things that we did i
sixth grade.

subjects in fifth-grade, the four main subjects.
And three out of the four, the curriculums
changed this year because of Common Core.
ofAnd again, no one really seems to know what
this Common Core meant. Umm the whole
evaluation system change this year which
ereally didn’t bother me but the observation
nprocess changed. It was actually a lot of
paperwork. Umm to see my pre-observation,
nmy observation, and my post-observation, the
document was about 25 pages long.
As opposed to last year where it's, you know,
you make a lesson plan, you talk about your
lesson plan, and that’s it. | found personally to
be very tedious and | was actually very

annoyed and bothered because | felt it was
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wasting my own time. And if you want to see
how I'm doing, you can come in and watch me
any day of the week. | don’t really understand
the paper trail.

So, there were some challenges that really
affected me this year. | have to say really
stressed me out and | was very frustrated
where | did find myself saying | don’t know if

| could do this for the rest of my career
because it's not what | believe in. it's not what
| signed up for.

Umm so these are a lot of the things that |
really have been passionate about this year.
Umm | don’t think | would leave education. |
absolutely love what | do but | would

definitely be more involved in fighting for
what'’s right.

Elementaryal
nd
Secondary
10-19 Years

I’'m able to balance like
motherhood and my
professional career very, very
well. So I'm a one. I'm very
satisfied. I'm really, if you
could give me like, you know,
if carte blanche | could change
anything, you know, or if you
said | could have three wishesg
what would you change? In al
honesty it, | really wouldn’t
change much. You know, of
course | wouldn’t do what the
state has done. You know, |
would pull back on some of
testing and the requirements
and the stress that it's causing
these kids but in all honesty,
I'ma 1. |really wouldn’t
change much. I'm very, very
happy. | think a lot of the
contributing factors is also hov
I’'m able to manage everything
else in my life.

Umm | never considered leaving. | did take
off a year for each of my pregnancies. So if
you take off a year for each, but only as a
maternity leave, | was actually eager to get
back into it when that year was up. | never
considered stopping to work or to leaving the

> career and choosing a different one. It's just
so much a part of my craft like | wouldn’t even
,know what else to do. It would be nothing else
that could measure up to this.

Secondary
20-29 Years

| guess probably like right in
the middle. | guess a three.

Never [thought of leaving teaching]. Uumm,
well I, it's the kind of job that even when I'm
not too satisfied and things aren’t great, and
I’'m feeling frustrated, there’s still, you know, a

big part of it that | really do find rewarding.
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Actually my situation, my life situation, no. |
never really felt like |1 had a choice.

To move on. | was the primary breadwinner. |
felt in many ways, not that | felt, not that it
really was true, but you know, like stuck.

You know like this is what | chose. So if | was
really miserable, it would’ve been rough
because | didn’t see a way out because my
family situation.

DOC Ahh, it would be one, very | have not [thought about leaving teaching].
-------------- satisfied.
Secondary
10-19 Years
RWH Yeah, | would say that | Okay, again this is sort of a two-part answer...
--------------- was...between a one and a twaBecause | am retiring. | now know my
Secondary | | mean overall my career has | retirement date. | am going out within the next
20-29 Years| been fabulous. If you asked meouple of years. I'm not going on this year.
about the last 5 to 7 years, | | And, did | think about leaving, did | ever want
would say | was close to a five.to leave teaching because | was dissatisfied?
It was very frustrating No.
That and one other thing. The Did | ever think of retirement sooner? No.
fact that we are inundated with However, | would say that in the last several
forms and, and surveys and, gngkars it started changing, | believe, for the
having to do this a certain way negative, there were times when | thought,
and have to do that a certain | boy, I, I'm getting a little, you know, I'm
way that we spend so much | feeling my energy waning a little bit...
time filling things out and, and| And | don’t think this because of age. | think
reporting and explaining... it's because of frustration. Umm and maybe |
And, and not having time won't last as long as | thought.
to...you know, if we want to be | mean | said for years that | would go until |
creative, you have to do it for | was 65.
home. Umm, and, and there’s no reason for me...as
I mean | spend an awful lot long as I'm eligible and not be penalized, |
about was at home on the prefer to go out because | don’t know how
computer coming up with ideasmuch more of the nonsense | can take without
because during the school day,becoming, you know, snappy at people. Yeah,
even though they supposedly | because I'm not happy in it now. Umm and
allow me prep time and now I'm gonna be going out, I'm turning 62
whatever, I'm either calling this May. I'll go out next June and, you know,
parents because of problems pthat’s a couple years earlier than | actually
I’'m completing forms and, and from the early days said that | would go.
nonsense to deal with issues.
You know, and it's crazy.
RCS Well, a qualified one. Umm but, but you know there are no

Secondary

Ahh, you know...yeah,

immediate plans to go.

absolutely. This is a dream jo

bl have a sneaking suspicion, again, and | know



20-29 Years

for somebody such as mysel
But, but... again, I'm
comparing myself to the guy
who’s busting ass playing at
weddings or whatever trying tq
make a living and crying
teaching private lessons to 40
kids a week.
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f.this is a bit off topic, but they’re gonna try to
create an incentive coming down from Albany
to try and encourage teachers, you know, a few
years from now I'll have 25 years in plus being
» 55 and I think that at some point they’re gonna
start encouraging more, a certain approach to
get us to consider retiring. At this point I will
go on with this job until my other child’s going
into college next year. | certainly want to see
him get to college, and they’re gonna be
weddings, and grandchildren down the road
and all that. And | see myself retiring within
10 to 12 years, sooner if somebody made it
worth my while.

DPK Two. But do | like teaching? || I'm working til 70. My husband is going to
--------------- like it. 1do like it. I can’t say | need every dollar of his money.
Secondary | that | don't like it. Umm but I would like to get out of the public school and
40-49 Years| would | rather be doing go work in a private school. You know, they

something else? Yes, | would, wouldn’t drain me with the APPR. If finances

And if | had had the were not an issue, | would get the hell out of

opportunity, yes | would've. | | here.

have good kids this year. In

general, 99% of those kids are

respectful, helpful. | can’t carny

a package out to my car where

someone doesn’t take it out of

my hands. They don't cut.

They don't bring their cell

phones to class.
MCW Three. | can't...l can't lie. Yes [l have considered leaving teaching].
--------------- And | love what | do and | put | You know what? You know what, Pat? | have
Secondary | in so much time but, you know,a love-hate relationship with it. Alright. It, it,
10-19 Years| if I, if | had a better offer uhhh |l it's more love than hate but | do have a love-

would take it because like |
said, | don’t know where this
profession is going. | think it's
in limbo right now. | don’t
know where it's going and
umm I'm also very much
dissatisfied.

hate relationship with it. That’s the best way to
describe it, you know?

These extensive excerpts from the interview traptscshow that a majority of both

elementary and secondary teachers are satisfibdhatr jobs, and most have not thought of

leaving the profession prior to retirement. Amohg hine elementary teachers interviewed,
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three indicated they were “1— satisfied”: (DGO, MRG-W) one teacher (DPM) verbalized
herself (without giving a number) as being verys$ad, three (KWA, KWE, BCM) indicated
they were “2,” suggesting they were satisfied vgitime qualification attached, one teacher
(DWS) indicated “3” and one (RFS) “4,” meaning theacher is relatively dissatisfied with her
work as a teacher. The majority of elementaryhieesc(6 of 9) have been teaching for between
10-19 years, with two having between 20-29 yeatrpeeence and one with 1-9 years’
experience. These latter teachers both indicaegtere “2” on the satisfaction scale suggested
during the interviews. Among all nine elementagcteers, three have considered leaving the
profession: one teacher (BCM), who has 20-29 yesqgérience, considering leaving in year
eleven. Teachers RFS, with between 10-19 yearsa aatisfaction rating of 4, has considered
leaving. So has KFW, with 10-19 years and a sekgsatisfaction rating of 1, has also thought

of leaving, though this teacher also indicategidh’t think | would ever follow through with it.”

Among the six secondary teachers, three (DOC, RREES) indicated their level as “1”
on the scale of 1 to 5, (satisfied to dissatisfitad others, BFB (20-29 years’ experience) and
MCW (10-19 years), indicated a “3,” and DPK, wits@re of “2” also said she’d “rather be
doing something else.” Of these six, only MCW, with19 years and a satisfaction level of 3,
said she had actively considered leaving teaclirigulating a “love-hate relationship with it.”
Teacher RWH is actively considering leaving becalsehas already determined her retirement
date; this teacher also indicates, though, thantettends in teaching have influenced her
decision; she notes, “I would say that in the $asteral years it started changing, | believe fer th
negative..” In Chapter 5, a more detailed analysis of thigsestions regarding satisfaction and

retention will be discussed.

Question 7



131

Interview Question Factors under Discussion

7. Do you believe that elementary or Open-ended, opinion-based question about
secondary teachers are more satisfied in| what participant believes about levels of
their profession? satisfaction in teaching.

The final interview question is one that | felt idwffer teachers an opportunity to
intuitively and experientially contribute to onetbk central questions of my research, whether
elementary or secondary teachers are more satwitadheir work. | asked each teacher
whether he or she believed that elementary or skegrieachers were, overall, more satisfied in
the profession. This question struck a chord witlrg respondent, leading to extensive
explanations from them as to why they felt as tthielyregarding this question. Here are excerpts

from these extensive responses:

Elementary Teachers Who Believe Elementary Teacheldore Satisfied:

KWA : | would guess the elementary teachers. | thinkaeva'little harder worked (?) than
secondary teachers. But | think that, umm, thatigl of in the nature of an elementary teacher
to be a rule follower, and a team follower, andihk we like that kind of thing. We follow all
the rules and we do all the paperwork and ...Cleathimgs. | think it's just we’re used to little
kids. We like organizing and we like to follow alp and I think that, | think were happier in
that role. And then the secondary teachers, kthinen you're given more leeway, you take

more leeway, you're more likely to be unhappy.

KWE: I just know there’s a very big difference betwetsmeentary and secondary. | find that
here on the elementary level is more of a nurtyryog know, go-for-broke type of situation

where as in, you know, secondary and high schqostifeel like, you know, there’s not that
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same momentum, you know. | think so [that elem@rEachers are more satisfied] because |
think at a certain point when kids leave elemensahool, they seem a little, | don’t want to say
jaded but they don’t have the same ambition, theesdrive, the same motivation or eager to

please.

DGO: | think elementary has more satisfaction with ther. . . | think it's more rewarding in
the elementary level umm because we’re with théat lsnger. We're with them all day. Even
though I'm departmentalized, | still see them, koow, 90 minutes a day. You get to know
them better and you develop more of a bond. And,get to develop a bond with them where in
high school and middle school, they're with you 46rminutes, 40 minutes a day, and uhh you
know, they'll teacher four or five classes, wherm@ne with them the entire day. A 40 minute

break and that's it, and lunch.

BCM: Elementary teachers. You know, | was just at igh bchool yesterday for a meeting
and yeah, elementary teachers tend to be muchsatsfied. It's a different mindset. A high
school teacher and an elementary school teachéwvareompletely different animals. You
really can’t compare the two of them. | think higghool teachers carry with them a superiority
in the field of education...Umm when it comes towagtlsnentary teachers. They [high school
teachers] do think, they do think their stuff ddestink. They see themselves as professionals,
hot academian extraordinaire. But the school bdags not see them that way. They're no
different than the guy who cuts the grass on tlbfall field. Wherefore us as elementary

teachers, little kids look at the teacher and lindr teacher.

DWS: | would have to say, for myself, | would think ibwld be elementary. You know, being

that you do see so much growth with them that yming impressionable ages, | really do feel
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that umm you know, we make a big difference. | e} different if | we’re in high school, |
don’t know, | can only speak from my own experiencém told that the elementary school

teachers work a lot harder than the middle schodlragh school teachers.

And umm you know, there’s always a difference betwbuilding and administration but we're
told that elementary teachers work a lot harderlanger days and hours than the middle school

and high school teachers do.

Elementary Teachers Who Believe High School Teach&eAre More Satisfied

RES: I think that, honestly, I think it's both the sameen though as an elementary school. |
guess they have more immediate gratification tharda You know, where it would be one
subject not four other ones. So you have to do talyou know, prepare for 5, 5, 6 lessons a day
and they all have to be different whereas in higtosl, at least those teachers can definitely
master, you know, if they’re a social studies teacthey obviously have mastered whatever it is
they teach and math, they know exactly how to teexchwent to teach it. So | feel that they are
a little more satisfied because they know...theraly o much can be dumped on them that
would be new. Umm so, maybe slightly higher inhigh school that they would be more

satisfied.

MPG: Oh, |1 100% think that secondary teachers are natrsfied. It seems like they go in, they
do their job, they go home. And they do well. Ahdre’s a lot less drama. Maybe they have to
be so (emphasized smuch more creative, and you know, tap dance a hitibre for the

younger ones. I’'m not really sure what it is. Bulefinitely think that secondary teachers are a
lot more satisfied. Just, the basic answer isrisig to the complaints of the elementary level

teachers and they come off as very negative torrdd eel like they’re always (emphasized
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always)complaining about something. And then you speaetmndary teachers and they're
just really teachers, you know, they're just theréeach. And | think that there’s so much less
drama, with maybe the young kids, and the cryingjthe fighting, maybe they just feel like a lot

of that is eliminated at the secondary level.

Elementary Teachers Who Believe Satisfaction Deperdn Particular Circumstance of

Teaching:

DPM: So | think it's like a 50-50 question. It's a ctien where, you know, somebody’s opinion.
For me, | don’t know what it’s like to be in 7-12only know what | know. So | would say
elementary. Hmm, more satisfied? | think that, unfryou speak to me, | would say that I'm
more satisfied. If you speak to th8 @rade teacher, they would say that they’re motisfiz.

But | think there’s two sides to every story.

KFW : I honestly think it depends on the students thatlyave. Ahh each year you get different
groups of studentsl really think it's how you approach teaching aadd what you're willing to,
what you're willing to do. Can you close the daeod still teach the way believe in? Or are you
going to just do test prep and, you know, prettycindo what you’re being asked to do? | think

it really depends on the teacher. | also think ita¥epends on the level of stress. Ahh it depends

on the type of teacher, you know, the person is.

Of the nine elementary teachers interviewed, fekeled elementary teachers are more
satisfied, two believe secondary teachers expegigneater work satisfaction, and two
respondents, DPM and KFW, did not take a positiovard one school level or the other in their
responses insofar as they thought satisfactionmas related to the actual classroom

experience or the teacher’s personality rather gharoduct of any particular level.
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Secondary Teachers:

Secondary Teachers Who Believe Elementary Teachefse More Satisfied:

BFB: | guess what I'm thinking is that, since | teaclsuth a big building, with so many, you
know...it's a large student population and facultpdAusually elementary schools aren't like
that. | feel that when you’re in a smaller envir@mt) with...you're only exposed to certain
number of kids a day instead of hundreds or thalsarEverybody was, you know, more of a

family. That that is a little less overwhelming.

RWH: Oh, elementary teachers! No question! (laughing)eén and the funny thing is, | think
almost all teachers think that. [ think that elemaey teachers... a couple of us have actually
discussed this at times...perhaps because they bde\ery, very routinized with their

children to help them learn routines, to help tHellow along, and they themselves a more like
that. So they fall in line a little bit betterThey may become scared about new things. The may
become terrified that this is gonna change andishgdnna change, but | think it's at the
secondary level that we open our mouths and speakthat at at the primary levels, I think that
they're less likely to make waves. They may tatloag themselves but, you know, | think
they're less likely to. I think overall they're mesatisfied. Well, you know, | think there are
silly little things but | think that they mattet.think that elementary teachers receive a lot more
praise from parents. |think as the kids get gltes parents with some exceptions, but | would

think overall the parents don’t come running ufsn.

MCW: : Alright, | mean | don’t have a lot of contact [aetelementary level] but my hunch
would say probably greater satisfaction [in theredatary school] just because I think that

they're...it's almost like...you have your own issuesgourse, that are unique to the elementary
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level. But by the time a kid gets to you, middléaal, even high school, if they're turned off,
they’re turned off. You know, in the early yearsliost feel like you have your own issues that
are challenges but you still have them [the stuig]enght? You still have them. But sometimes
they get so unfocused and by the time they coneenmt classroom, they’re done and there’s
nothing | can do to change that. Every experieheg've had up until that point isn’t good
enough to make them completely, you know, disengdhiBut | think there’s a greater degree

of cynicism and pessimism and apathy [at the seagridvel].

Secondary Teachers Who Believe Teachers Are Equal8atisfied or That It Depends on

Specific Circumstance

RCS: Ooh. Wow. Umm...that, you know, my experiencehatélementary level with pre-
ELA...Yeah, | don't know what the vibe is down in telementary building. Umm...1, I...1
don’t know...I...I think...I...when | was down there, iddsee evidence of little people, little
problems. Then, with bigger people, obviously ssues get larger. Umm the people, | think

there’s probably equal... equal satisfaction andatiisiaction depending on the issue.

DOC: Ithink that they’re, that they're equally satisfielhey’re equally satisfied just as are the
elementary school teachers. | believe that umm'th@gually satisfied because | can’t
imagine...I mean...Let’s put it this way: if you’re wabpy with what you’re doing, then you
should change what you’re doing. So if...| would meagsume that an elementary school
teacher is dissatisfied. | would assume that Hreysatisfied because they remain teachers. |
don’t find that high school teachers walk arourmlj ¥now, disgruntled about things. Umm |
guess what I'm saying the high school teachersyirdepartment in my district, that people are

very happy here.
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Secondary Teacher Who Believes Grades K-2 and 9-A2e More Satisfied

DPK: | have to tell you I think that the teachers of k& teachers of high school are more
satisfied then teachers of 3-8. The teachersv@8n | go to a union meeting, we get all of the
schools so | know a lot of the elementary schaamthers and middle school...when they come in,
all they do is whine about whether or not they htavput student work on the wall. Umm,

they're all about being inconvenienced in some reannThe high school teachers are very, very
heavily invested in their subject. When you teadubject as opposed to a broad spectrum of
subjects, it's different for you. It really is kaacse your subject matter is interesting to you. So
it's always more job satisfaction. The lowestdgdevel, those people who are doing K-2, are
doing pure developmental business with these @rldFhe subject matter is so much less
important than socializing the children, and thétisir gift. K-2 is teaching them to own their
behavior and their interactions with the subjecttera3-8 is more showing them subject. So |
would say that at the very top and the very botténd even in the high school, | must tell you,
the teachers of the alternate ed and special esetin particular, know what a difference they’re
making and what a service they are providing. gétting teachers doing their gift in K-2 like in

9-12. In the middle, it's like you’re going througfre motions.

Summary:

Of particular note here is that of the six secopdeachers interviewed, three believe
elementary teachers are more satisfied, one bslignat teachers in grades K-2 and 9-12 are
more satisfied, and two believe that satisfact®teacher or circumstance specific and not tied
to working on one school level or the other. la dtomposite, here is how the teachers line up on

this question:
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The total number of teachers who believe definiyivementary teachers are more satisfied: 8

(five elementary, three secondary)

The total number of teachers who believe definijigecondary teachers are more satisfied: 2

(both elementary).

The total number of teachers who believe satisfaatannot be determined by school level, but

is personality or circumstance based: 4 (two eleargrand two secondary).

The total number of teachers who believe satisfads “split” between early elementary and

secondary teachers: 1 (secondary teacher).

Further examination of these transcripts in Chapteill discuss the relevance of these
responses to the data from survey responses amelste@rch questions of this paper. Clearly,
teachers who were interviewed have strong feeklgait degrees of satisfaction on each level
and how they come to believe as they do regaréiagher work satisfaction. Of note here, is
that more than 50% (8 of 15) of those interviewelidve elementary teachers are more satisfied,
and that only two teachers, both from the elemgreuel, believe that secondary teachers are
more satisfied with their work. Among secondaryctesas none expressed an outright belief that
secondary teachers are more satisfied, although &€ close in her belief that teachers in

grades K-2 and 9-12 are more satisfied than thogeaides 3-8.

The extensive responses of the 15 teachers integdiéed this researcher to one
definitive conclusion: when given the opportunibytalk about their work and how they feel
about it, teachers are quite garrulous. In theugision of findings in Chapter 5, a more

extensive analysis of these responses will lodketelationship between what teachers say in
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an interview setting relative to the findings oétsurvey and in light of the three research

guestions governing this paper.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

The endeavor of this paper is to explore facteasters encounter in the workplace, and
specifically how these factors contribute to or iish their satisfaction and the influence of
satisfaction on retention in the profession. Ryesiy explored literature on this subject suggests
a teacher’s work experience is influenced by maaydrs, both tangible and intangible that
satisfaction has an impact on retention and thedateacher retention is costly (NCTAF, 2010).
Further, conditions that create teacher dissatisia@re sure to take a psychological toll on
teachers, a pedagogical toll on students, andaadial toll on school districts. Not surprisingly,
there is a dramatic cost tied to teacher attritiohhe United States. On one level, then, the goal
of this study might be interpreted as looking teamh conditions that influence satisfaction with
long-term recommendations for reducing attritioraagay of saving educational dollars.
Through a survey of 133 teachers in six schootidiston Long Island, New York, and
interviews of 15 teachers (10 of whom were alsoeyrd), this paper attempts to mine a deeper
understanding about unpacking the lived realitiesl@mentary and secondary school teachers,
toward painting a broad canvas of understandirtgeif work lives, with specific focus on the

three research questions governing this study.

A discussion of the findings from the surveys ameéfviews shows that the surveys
revealed some aspects of factors influencing satisin and retention, the open-ended response
guestions in the survey revealed others, and teeviews, in which teachers were able to be
more expansive in their responses, add furthdrisopaper’s inquiry. To organize this
discussion, the following section of this chap&riews the survey subscale items, survey

population, participation rate in each districhfde of each survey participant, and each of the
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interview questions. Then, each research questiosstated, followed by a discussion of the
findings from the surveys, the open-ended respofspexifically focusing on B2 from the
survey), and the 15 interviews. This chapter caetuwith a statement of limitations of this

paper, recommendations, and a final reflection.

Review of Survey Study

Following the piloting of my survey in my schookttict of employment, Maples, | made
one significant adjustment to the Likert scale ¢bgating a mid-point) prior to the administration
of the survey and several adjustments to survegtouns for clarity. For the final survey, the
independent variable germane to my research wambklgvel, i.e. the current school level at
which teacher is teaching at time of taking thevzeyr Therefore, as initially explained in
Chapter 4, school level was an attribute indepeindenmable because school level is pre-existing
and did not change during the study. Dependenablkas were satisfaction and retention.
Retention was defined as the composite score efrétention subscales and satisfaction was
operationalized as composite score of levels aéfsation with teaching as a profession. Thirty
closed-ended questions comprised six subscaleslirfgte (b) support (c) choice of entry to
teaching (d) professional development (e) peroeptieachers have about how they are seen in
the communities in which they work and (f) retentidlable 5.1 below provides a review of the

operational definitions of each subscale.
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Subscales, Definition of Subscales

Subscale Intended to measure...

Climate Overall atmosphere of the school; levedafety; working environment;
relationships among stakeholders (students/ testchéministrators)

Support Availability of resources; time valued émilaboration among teachers;
administrative support regarding student managensanticulum
development and teacher concerns

Choice of Why the teacher entered the profession; weighbosicleration of other

Profession professions; work prior to entering teaching

Professional
Development

Avalilability of conferences, workshops, and instiwe professional
collaboration, internally and externally

Perception How teachers are regarded in the community in withiehteacher workshe
about extent to which teachers feel respected as profiesisi within the school and
Teachers district community by adult stakeholders

Retention Intention to remain in teaching throug teacher’s working career until

age-eligible retirement or remaining in teachingpite financial
independence.

Review of Survey Population

In total, 133 teachers out of 170 who were solititesponded, a rate of 78.2%. Table 5.2

reviews each district and the number of participdrdm each school:
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Table 5.2
Frequencies of Participants by School and Schosthibi

School District District Economic Level School N %
Cedars Union Free | Suburban/ Middle Class Cedaradilitary School 14 105
Cedars High School 14 105
Frasers Union Free|  Suburban/ Poor or Frasers Elementary School 17 12.8
Disadvantaged Frasers High School 13 9.8
Jades Union Free Suburban/ Wealthy Jades Eleméestanol 1 .8
Jades High School 4 3.0
Oaks Union Free Suburban/ Middle Class  Oaks Eleangi@chool 9 6.8
Oaks High School 2 15
Pines Central Suburban/ Middle Class  Pines Elemeftzhool 11 8.3
Pines High School 13 9.8
Willows Union Free| Suburban/ Poor or Willows Elementary School 11 8.3
Disadvantaged Willows High School 24 18.0
Total 133 100.0

Ethnically, the large majority of teachers selfrittBed as white (114 or 86.4%) with the
remaining 19 teachers self-identifying as Hispd8ior 6.0%), African American (7 or 5.1%),
Asian/Pacific Islander (1 or .8%), or American lkamadfiAlaska Native (1 or .8%). The ages of the
teachers showed a slightly normal distribution véithercentage of teachers (32.1%) between 36
and 45 years of age followed by 28.2% 35 yeargefamd under, and approximately 19% each
for 46 to 55 years of age and 56 and older. Nedllgf the teachers held master’s degrees with
two teachers having earned their doctoral degnegdveo teachers having earned bachelor’s

degrees only.

The total number of years teachers have taugtiydmg part-time and full-time
teaching, ranged from one to 42 years with an aeoh 17.16 years median of 15 years, and

mode of 13 years. Of the two school levels in foasmore teachers had taught mostly at the
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secondary level (Grades 7-12, 54.1%) than the eleaneschool level (Grades K-6, 45.9%).
Only 9 teachers (6.8%) were untenured. Although%3were licensed as Special Education
teachers, only 12.1% were currently working as ec&p Education teacher. Seventy-seven
percent (77.7%) of the teachers identified as feraad 22.3% as male. Nearly the same
percentage (78.8%) was married or partnered, fatblay 15.2% single or never married, and

6.1% widowed, divorced or separated. Nearly 700§69.7%) were parents.

Review of Interviewees and Interview Questions

Tables 5.3 and 5.4 provide a review of the teaciwarsagreed to be interviewed, both from
among survey participants and those outside theegyoool. Table 5.5 summarizes the

demographics of all interviewees.
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Name | District Elementary Gender Race Number Satisfaction Satisfaction
Code or of Years with with
Secondary as Profession Current
Teacher (Ques. B1) Teaching
(Ques. B2)
KWA | Willows Elementary Female Caucasian 1-9 Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied
BFB | Frasers Secondary Female Caucasian 20-2%omewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
DOC | Oaks Secondary Female Caucasian 10-19%Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied
RCS | Cedars Secondary Male Caucasian 20-2%Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied
RWH | Willows Secondary Female Caucasian 20-29 Somewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
DPK | Pines Secondary Female Caucasian 40-4%Very Somewhat
Satisfied Dissatisfied
BCM | Cedars Elementary Male Caucasian 20-29 Very Very
Satisfied Satisfied
RFS | Frasers Elementary Female Hispanic  10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Dissatisfied Satisfied
KFW | Frasers Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
MCW | Cedars  Secondary Male Caucasian 10-19Somewhat Somewhat
Dissatisfied Satisfied
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Review of Non-Survey Takers Agreeing to Interviews

Name | District Elementary Gender Race Number Overall
Code or of Years Satisfaction with
Secondary as Teaching
Teacher (1-5 Scale)
KWE | Willows Elementary Female African- 20-29 2 (Somewhat
American Satisfied)
DGO | Oaks Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Satigfied)
DPM | Pines Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Satigfied)
DWS | Willows Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 3 (Between
Satisfied and
Dissatisfied)
MPG | Pines Elementary Female Caucasian 10-19 1 (Very Satisfied)
and
Secondary
Table 5.5
Review of All Interviewees
Total Elementary Secondary Male Female CaucasianHispanic African-
Interviewees Teachers Teachers American
15 9 6 3 12 13 1 1

Profile of Interviewees

Examination of teachers interviewed indicates ef1B, nine are elementary school

teachers and six are secondary school teacherspEaational purposes, “elementary” was
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defined as grades K-6 and “secondary” as gradegs A+hong the nine elementary teachers,
eight are female and one is male, while one teas#iéidentified as African-American and one
Hispanic. The remaining six elementary teacherCangcasian. Examining years of teaching
experience in this group, one teacher has tauglit-foyears, six for 10-19 years, and two for
20-29 years. Among the secondary teachers, fouearale and two male; all six secondary
teachers are Caucasian. Years of experience arhmngroup of six secondary teachers indicates
two have from 10-19 years’ experience and threerdset 20-29 years’ experience. One

secondary teacher indicated she had between 48%yelars of teaching experience.

Review of Research Questions

The three research questions | developed for thdy/svere designed to probe the work
experience of teachers and to examine the reldtiphgetween factors that all teachers
experience in their working lives (choosing to enéaching, school climate, support,
professional development, perceptions of teaclzrd)satisfaction, the question of whether
greater satisfaction is experienced on the elemgntasecondary level, and the influence of
satisfaction at each level on retention at eaedlleThe following discussion looks to peel the

onion of teacher work experience, based on sulivelynigs and interview outcomes.

Discussion of Findings

Research Question 1: How do the factors of entry teeaching, climate, workplace support,
professional development, and perceptions about telhing influence teacher satisfaction
and retention in the profession?

The survey indicated that all of the correlatibesween the five subscales and retention

and satisfaction were statistically significantspi@e, and moderate to strong. This indicated
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that as the teachers’ satisfaction grew, theiirigslregarding their school’s climate, support,
professional development, and perception grew mosgive. Also, as their feelings about their
choice of entry into the profession were posits@were their levels of satisfaction and retention
(see Chapter 4 for statistical analyses). A migtipgression analysis explored the possible
influence of the five subscales on retention arnigfsation separately. The combination of
variables—ClimateSupportDevelopment, as well asaehof entry, and perception—
significantly predicted satisfaction, and the cosipoClimateSupportDevelopment contribute
most to teachers’ composite satisfaction, followggerception of teachers. However, the
survey analysis indicated that choice of entry dusscontribute to teachers’ composite
satisfaction. While the survey indicated thatichmf entry does not contribute to composite
satisfaction, during the interviews for this stutlgeveloped a series of questions to further

explore a potential relationship between choicerdfy and work satisfaction.

The interviews examined each of these subscalesne detail; teachers were asked
about their reason for becoming teachers (choientrf/) experience of school climate, support,
professional development and perceptions abouhégac If the survey offered insight to the
relationships of these factors to satisfaction r@teintion, the interviews provided depth and
breadth, insofar as interviewed teachers were quiiteg to offer extensive responses about
how these factors influence their work experiefi¢e following discussion examines the
interview responses, by level, of interview pagaoits in light of their open-ended survey (B1

and B2) responses and interview responses.
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Research Question 1: Elementary Teachers

Examining the nine elementary teachers intervie(f@ar from survey group and five
outside the survey group) we see a pattern of thaatisfaction with the profession. In the
group of elementary teachers also surveyed, resgdnssurvey question Bl indicate two of four
(KWA, KFW) are somewhat satisfied with the professand one (BCM) is very satisfied, while
one (RFS) is somewhat dissatisfied. Among thesegaathers all are either somewhat satisfied
or very satisfied with their current teaching assignt (survey question B2). Of the five
additional elementary teachers who were intervielugdhot surveyed, four are either somewhat
satisfied or very satisfied; only one (DWS) is goidetween satisfied and dissatisfied (the
guestion about satisfaction was asked in two dedarays: those surveyed were asked both on
the survey (B1 and B2) using the 5-point LikertI8¢a= Very Satisfied; 2= Somewhat
Satisfied; 3= Neutral; 4= Somewhat Dissatisfiad &= Very Dissatisfied) and again during the
interview, where they were verbally asked to ratgrtoverall satisfaction on a similar scale of 1

to 5; those not surveyed were asked only in therwgw to rate themselves verbally from 1 to 5.

During the interviews, as a composite, the nieeneintary teachers indicated significant
levels of satisfaction: four teachers indicateduggested they were “1-very satisfied”, three
indicated they were “2-somewhat satisfied”, one w&3” (between satisfied and dissatisfied)
and one teacher a “4” (somewhat dissatisfied). IWmentary teacher indicated they were very
dissatisfied (5) with teaching as a professionmdythe interviews. Significantly, those most
satisfied indicate reasons such as “I love my j@GO), “I have a great job” (DPM) and “I
wouldn’t change much” (MPG). Those indicating l&ssn total satisfaction express a concern
about newly instituted New York State testing maasdaied to Annual Professional

Performance Review (APPR), the instituted teachaluation system in New York State.
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Interviewee RFS states (as to why she is “4,” sohawlissatisfied), “It has nothing to do with
my students. It's everything else that surrounéstfi and this sentiment emerged in a number

of the interviews conducted for this study, as itkdan the following discussion.

As previously stated, the survey indicated thiabfathe correlations between the five
subscales and retention and satisfaction wereststally significant, positive, and moderate to
strong, indicating that as satisfaction grew, fegdiregarding their school’s climate, support,
professional development, and perception grew rposdtive. Also, as teachers’ feelings about
their choice of entry into the profession were pwsj so were levels of satisfaction and retention.
Therefore, if we examine these same elementarphéegiaesponses regarding these five
subscales, we may see whether the interview respars consistent with survey findings as

applied to the elementary cohort of teachers.

Examining the elementary teachers’ responsestqubkstion of why they entered the
profession shows a strong affective or relationfilence regarding choice of entry. The
interview questions expanded this study by askbguainitial motivation for becoming a
teacher and also whether a respondent would stilbime a teacher today, if they were starting a
career. A second interview question asked why medpats chose the level of teaching they did,
and whether that choice, in hindsight, was a gauwsl Begarding why teaching was initially
chosen, there is a remarkable consistency amongribeslementary teachers: all nine became
teachers either because they worked or wished tk with young children, because the love
children, or because of the influence of a famigmier. Three respondents specifically cite
family influence (RFS, KFW and KWA) five use termisch as “good feeling,” “love”
“gravitating,” [to kids] and one respondent (BCMjas a negative experience to describe what is

nevertheless a positive intent, i.e. that he wasstfated chasing down and arresting little kids”
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in his former career as a police officer. Thespaases suggest that elementary teachers, across
demographic variables and regardless of type ad@datistrict, were affectively motivated to
become teachers. The predominance of statemergestuyy an affective reason for entering
teaching also suggests this cohort was largelingitally motivated, i.e. because they found it
interesting and appealing and it professionallisfat an internal desire, in this case to work
with children. Among these elementary teachesparses suggest—that choice of entry to

elementary teaching was closely tied to relati@mal personal factors.

While the survey analysis indicated that choicertfy does not contribute to teachers’
composite satisfaction, given the strong emotiterauage elementary interviewees used to
describe their reasons for becoming teachers,dudtudy of a potential link between choosing
teaching and ongoing satisfaction was warrantedexpdore this further in the interviews, |
posed a second question: “If you were starting yaweer today, would you still be likely to
become a teacher?” While this question does rfotitieely link choice and satisfaction, | posit
that it suggests one: interviewees were askeddadived teaching experience (up to the present
moment of their careers) to consider whether theyldstill choose teaching. In other words,
teachers were asked to consider ‘choice of entoyhfa present day, experienced perspective,
one which might inform whether they still consideaching a good idea. | anticipated that, if a
teacher were dissatisfied currently, they woulghoesl to this question with negative indications
regarding becoming a teacher. This was not the ¥dk#e several elementary teachers qualified
their responses (KWE: “today it seems more likeisifess”; DPM: “so many things have
changed”; KFW: “[I would go to grades] where thare no state assessments”), overall, eight of
the nine elementary teachers indicated they wdillbscome teachers today, if choosing a

profession today. Responses such as, “100% yebpWitail” (MPG), “| am very very very
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very very very very pleased with the profession B@nd “I would [although] today it seems
more like a business...I still love what | do” (KW8iye indication that these elementary
teachers’ satisfaction is reciprocal to their cdasation of choice of entry, given the chance to
reconsider that choice. One elementary teacher)RE®ated the strongest negative response
to this question, giving the reason that she isgdsted at the way education has become a
business, and the focus has been completely takay faom the children.” Within this teacher’s
indication of preferring to leave teaching if it redinancially viable, the reason given is rooted
in the affective connection between this teacheramldren, believed to have been lost with

education having become a more of a business aaattmnected to the well-being of students.

To deepen my exploration further regarding thediacf choice of entry to teaching, |
posed another question to all interviewees: “Whiyydiu choose the level of teaching
(elementary/secondary) that you did? Do you believ@ndsight this was a good choice?” My
goal with this question was to gain insight as tether elementary and secondary teachers had
differing motives about the level of teaching tletypse and whether they still considered that
choice a good one, perhaps suggesting whethemtbey still satisfied with the teaching level
choice they had made at the start of their car@érs.nine elementary teachers interviewed again
gave consistent responses: seven responded thhah#dte a good choice of level because they
like or love working with young children, or because elementary classroom is more suitable
to their teaching or disciplinary styles, and tthas is the level at which they belong in teaching;
only one teacher indicated the possibility of teagtat the secondary level. Responses to
guestion 2 essentially mirror those given in questine regarding initial entry to teaching:

KWE: “I liked working with younger children”; DPM:l love working with younger children”;

DWS:” | enjoy the younger ones; KFW:” | feel morenafortable at the elementary level”; MPG:
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“It's almost like it (the elementary teaching levehose me.” Only one teacher, DGO, suggested
she could imagine teaching at the secondary ledealyt, primarily because there is, “so much
demand and pressure for the elementary teacheng’t€acher, BCM, a former police officer,
took a more pragmatic view of his choice of teagHavel, i.e. because as a male it made him

more employable.

The results of the interviews of nine elementagchers suggest a relationship between
choice of entry to teaching and current satisfactiot indicated by the survey. Survey findings
indicate no correlation between choice of entrieiching and satisfaction, but the interview of
these nine elementary teachers indicates that, a$ikead about still becoming a teacher today,
most would still become a teacher, and most arsfigat with teaching because of their love of
working with children. Still wishing to become atder from the “present tense” perspective
some years into their careers gives indicationfitvathose interviewed, choice of profession and
teaching level (elementary or secondary) has infted satisfaction insofar as a majority of
elementary teachers interviewed indicate ongoitigfaation, both with their choice of

profession and with the at the level at which tteach.

Examining elementary teachers’ responses regatdexgombined factors of Climate,
Support, Professional Development and Perceptibiieachers indicates a close relationship
between these factors and satisfaction among elanyeieacher. The composite of three factors,
clustered as ClimateSupportDevelopment, signifiggaedicted work satisfaction in the survey
findings. Perceptions of Teachers also predicéddfaction, but to a lesser degree than
ClimateSupport Development. During the intervielnasked about work place influences in an
open-ended question, “Describe the major fact@sdbntribute to and those that take away

from your sense of well-being as a teacher,” tovalfor a wider range of responses and to probe
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the potential factors impacting work experiencedmelythe scope of the survey factors.
Consistent with their responses to factors influggpoverall satisfaction and choice of entry to
teaching, four of the elementary teachers interggtwade direct reference to the children they
teach as their primary source of professional weitig. Interviewee KWE, who works in a
high-needs district (Willows) cites, “satisfactiont of seeing growth from my students”; DGO,
from a middle class district (Oaks), uses almostetkact same language to describe the major
factor contributing to well-being: “I get satisfamrt out of seeing growth from my students.”
BCM, the former police officer and who portrayedself as something of the “tough-guy” in

the interviews, also cites the human dimensionr ‘e, it's the human aspect, the relationships.”
The coded responses to survey questions B1 andd&2Appendix D for Codes List)
substantiate the role of affective factors in temahork satisfaction. Of 42 codes developed from
survey question B1 “Overall, how satisfied are yath teaching as a profession?”, 12 refer to
affective reasons for satisfaction, or 28.5% ofembcesponses. For question B2, “Overall, how
satisfied are you with your present teaching assajt or situation?” 10 of 54 refer to affective
reasons for satisfaction with present teachinggassent, or 19% of responses. Among both
surveyed and interviewed teachers, positive regsoregarding satisfaction significantly link
satisfaction to relationships with students, wogkivith students and influencing the lives of

students.

The sphere of relationships to which teacherseyiad and interviewed significantly
includes working conditions resulting from influescand interactions with colleagues,
administrators and parents. Codes for survey questl and B2 indicate that 9 of 42 for B1
(21%) and 10 of 54 for B2 (19%) refer to adult mat#ions or climate and support factors

influenced by adult decisions, whether positivalynegatively (i.e. “Overcrowded classrooms”).
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Interviewees also referred to the influences ofita@lationships or work circumstances or
conditions influenced by adult decisions or inté@ats. KWA (Willows) links administrative
support to the feeling that, “ok, I’'m doing a gah¢hg” or, in the case of a “bad” administrator,
“then you really don’t feel the support.” KWA'’s ganse suggests a necessary link between
administration and support: if one is good, stesdther, and the reverse holds as well: bad
administrator means a lack of support. DWS (Willpeshoes this feeling: “Just hearing some
verbal phrase of thank you...really sometimes makiasge difference.” DGO (Oaks) sees a lack
of administrative support as occurring when, “theynot listen to what we have to say.” MPG
(Pines) refers to her principal as a “gift from #ducational gods above. He really sets a
magnificent tone in our building,” but she nuanbesresponse to indicate that administrators
above the principal (i.e. Central Office adminittra) are problematic: “there’s these crazy
(emphasized crazy) demand for these very long (esipbdong) unnecessary, unproductive
meetings.” Coded responses to B1 and B2 suppae tikerview responses; surveyed teachers
referred to the negative impact of “Disrespect IyEand administrators” (B1, Code 25) and the
positive impact of “Excellent staff morale” (B2, @®39) as influential in their experience of

satisfaction.

As indicated in Chapter 4, all teachers surveyeduding elementary teachers, have
mixed feelings about the factor of Professional &epment in their work experience. Four
elementary teachers surveyed cited professionaldement as a negative or waste of time:
KWA (Willows); DPM (Pines); DGO (Oaks); RFS (Frasgrtwo had positive responses (DPM
and KFW) and DPM, who weighed in on positive andative feelings about professional

development. DWS simply indicated that “we havechoice in the [professional development]
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we receive” which, while an essentially neutrap@sse, suggests that the mandated time and

topics to which teachers in that district are scigie¢ may be seen as much an intrusion as a help.

Findings from the survey administration and intews suggest a relationship among
elementary teachers between ClimateSupportDevelopamel satisfaction; this relationship
suggests the interconnectedness of these factbisfastion and the classroom. We see that the
surveys indicated a strong correlation betweesfsation and the composite of these three
factors, but it is striking that in the interviewslationships with students again emerged as a
most important factor in response to the intervipwgstion, “Describe the major factors that
contribute to and those that take away from yonssef well-being as a teacher.” In other
words, responses suggest that climate and su@puttt¢ some degree, professional
development) may be significant factors in deterngrsatisfaction for elementary teachers, but
mainly to the extent that they contribute to or idiish the ability of the teacher to work in an
environment that fosters productive, nurturingtienships with students. Responses to
guestions B1 and B2 and interviews suggest thaiatipf teachers is a factor influencing
satisfaction to the extent that administrative suigers acknowledge the efforts of teachers;
climate is informed by the extent to which teacHeed supported, or the extent to which their
relationships with adults are positive and affirgntoward the goal of creating an environment
supporting respect for teachers and a classrooimosmvent that permits student learning.
Interestingly, elementary teachers interviewednditisignificantly address the matter of school
safety or discipline as a significant componergaifool climate; climate is consistently linked to
support, and support is defined in affective ardti@nal terms. Professional development is a

mixed bag for elementary teachers (as it is foosdary teachers): it has value when it is
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perceived as organized and targeted to new legrhutga waste of time when it is mandated

from supervisors in such a way that teachers Fest have no control over it.

As discussed in Chapter 4, perceptions of teacherdiow they believe they are
perceived in the community in which they work, anekingly similar in the interview findings
among elementary and secondary teachers. Sunaipdmindicate that perceptions of teachers
influences satisfaction, but to a lesser extent tbémateSupportDevelopment and more than
choice of entry to teaching. Nevertheless, ineanwesponses as to how teachers believe they
are perceived produced strong responses from teadpecifically with reference to how their
work with students is appreciated but the termsnoployment are often used against them in the
court of public opinion. Given that elementary tears’ satisfaction has been seen as tied to
relationships with students, student success aaththelimate and support that allows the work
environment to foster student success, elemengachers report a particular sensitivity

regarding how they see themselves perceived.

In the discussion of findings in Chapter 4, sanghkamentary teacher responses to the
guestion, “How do you think teachers are regaideétde community in which you work?” were
reported as either negative or positive perceptibasteachers have. Again, consistency of
responses points to positive perceptions as rantadelational interaction with parents and
community members. One interviewee notes a culhoah in her teaching community
(Willows) where the parents of students in a bilialgorogram in which she teaches are, “much
more respectful of the profession...they respecethecation.” Other teachers report a similar
experience in middle class districts, such as DE@OROC in Oaks, who report respectively,
“They [the parents] back what we say and they laibls and their children and say how

important” and “They do regard us as professiohdis.addition to KWA, cited above, RFS, in
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another high needs district, similarly reportsthihk that there’s a lot of parents that are very
accepting and thankful for the teachers that tkids have.” Elementary teachers in low
needs/higher income districts say virtually the sdahing: DPM, in Pines, indicates, “There are
parents who can’t do enough for us...and the teacrerkighly regarded here.” These
comments are representative of elementary teachelisfs that they are supported in the
community in which they work relative to the impant role they play in the lives of the children

of that community.

With such a strong, relational connection to thiéddcn of community members, and a
belief that they are highly regarded by communigmmbers, we may wonder why, among
elementary (and high school) teachers, perceptibtesachers correlated less to satisfaction than
ClimateSupportDevelopment. The answer may lie enabnsistency among elementary teachers
regarding negative perceptions they believe eXigtemselves as professionals. Responses to
this interview question in which teachers were ddkeindicate negative perceptions produced a
majority of responses in which teachers believg tre perceived as having jobs that pay too
well, offer too many benefits, and involve a tomgilwork year. Respondent DGO, from
middle-class Oaks, says, “[Parents say] you knbey have an easy job. They have summers
off. They leave at 3:05. | feel that a lot of peofdok down on teachers.” DPM, from upper
middle class Pines, says, “There are people tha the get paid too much money for just, you
know, for working six hours a day. It's that whal@mmer thing. We work 184 days but they
don’t understand what’s going into those 184 daN'S, from a high-needs district Willows,
echoes these same sentiments: “I do feel thata tohes teachers get less respect than people
in other professions and we still have that badthapwe got into the teaching profession not

necessarily because we want to educate and hédjverhbut we want to work 10 months out of
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the year and we want to work from September to dungework 8 to 3.” For elementary teachers,
a paradox emerges that impacts the influence dittter of perceptions on their work
satisfaction: they believe that they are highlged when it comes to their role in the lives of
children, while they believe they are resentedlierterms of their employment. The extent to
which elementary teachers are givers (of nurturgaigication) they are perceived (in their view)
favorably; the extent to which they draw a salarpegotiate favorable working conditions, i.e.
the extent to which they draw from the communitgyt see themselves perceived negatively.
Further discussion of the role of perceptions athers as influencing satisfaction will take

place with analysis of secondary teachers’ resgonse

Elementary teachers’ interview responses to questiegarding the subscale items of
Choice of Entry, ClimateSupportDevelopment and &aions of Teachers relative to
satisfaction suggest a strong measure of consisnong interviewees in responses to the role
of ClimateSupportDevelopment and Perceptions. €hof Entry, while not significant to
teacher satisfaction in the survey, emerges a#is@mt in the elementary interviews insofar as a
majority of elementary teachers, who are eithey wersomewhat satisfied, indicate they would
still choose teaching today because of their affecelationship with students and learning,

suggesting that choice of entry is a related tsfsation more than the survey indicates.

Research Question 1: Secondary Teachers

Examining the responses of secondary teachersveetatsurvey findings and
elementary teachers’ responses reveals a simi@athypattern regarding the five factors and
satisfaction but some differences in how secontizaghers experience their work lives. Among

the six secondary teachers interviewed, surveyoresgs to open-ended items B1 (Satisfaction
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with Teaching Profession) and B2 (Satisfaction v@tirrent Teaching Assignment) show that
for B1, three are very satisfied (DOC, RCS, DPK)p somewhat satisfied (BFB, RWH), and
one is somewhat dissatisfied (MCW). For B2, twooselary teachers are very satisfied (DOC
and RWH), three are somewhat satisfied (BFB, RWIEW), and one is somewhat dissatisfied
(DPK). A pattern of satisfaction among secondaaghers is similar to that of elementary
teachers: among secondary teachers, five of eis@newhat or very satisfied with the teaching
profession and five of six are somewhat or verisBatl with their current teaching assignment.
Moving to examination of secondary teachers’ resps to the interview questions
relative to the survey findings shows that choiterdry to teaching again, as with elementary
teachers, plays a stronger role in satisfaction tha survey findings suggest. Among secondary
school teachers interview responses to both pagsestion 1 bore similarity to but were not the
same as their elementary counterparts. As notdtkeimitial discussion of the interviews in
Chapter 4 and earlier in this chapter, elementagliers indicated choice of entry motivated by
a love of work with children, familial connectiottsteaching, or wishing to make a difference in
young people’s lives. Secondary teachers’ respoaisest choice of teaching indicate the
importance of or their relationship to their subjaea as well as their relationship with one of
their own high school teachers as primarily motoael. For example, BFB says, “I'm a
business teacher. When | was in high school, mgrftesclasses were business classes. For some
reason | just connected with those teachers ibtseness department. So that's how | ended up
teaching.” On a similar note, DOC says, “I reallgnted to become a teacher, specifically an
English teacher, when | was in the 10th grade,”RG& indicates, “I had the advantage of
starting out on string instruments when | was weyng so ... [it] fit into teaching strings in a

school. MCWIinks the subject with his desire to connect witldents: “I've always had a
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passion for literature. And | wanted to share pgassion with others. | really saw teaching as an
opportunity to be able to do that. | was able fadpthat passion to other people.” Even DPK,
who says she was, “forced into teaching,” alsovedld’l had a lot of respect for my own high

school teachers who were...exciting to be with.”

Respondents BFB, DOC, RCS and MCW speak aboutrgection to a specific subject
or discipline in influencing their choice of becargia teacher, whereas subject area was not a
major consideration among elementary teachersoreafor entering the profession. These
secondary teachers willingly chose the professiomfa combination of affinity for a subject
and the attraction of their own positive experiewith teachers during their schooling years.
Regarding whether secondary teachers intervieweddixhoose teaching today, a greater
degree of uncertainty is evident than was indicatedlementary teachers. MCW cites being
‘frustrated in the last two to three years.” RWhtaks of “negative reactions” among teachers
to the profession today. BFB indicates, “It's h&awdsay” from the pedagogical perspective, but
also cites the financial benefits associated va#thing as a reason to consider the profession
today if considering a profession for the firstéimAlthough secondary teachers interviewed
identify an affinity for their subject area as nvational toward becoming a teacher, interview
responses suggest less of a relationship betwescechf entry and current satisfaction for these

secondary teachers.

Examining secondary teachers’ responses to intergieestion 2 regarding choice of
level (elementary or secondary) and whether thatavgood choice in hindsight reveals
similarities to their responses in question 1. oBdary teachers again make first reference to
their subject or discipline as a significant to thetor of choice. BFB captures this with her

observation, “My favorite classes were businesssgs. If | was going to be a teacher...it would
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have to be at the secondary level, no choice,’OE says, “I particularly like teaching high
school because of the level of literary analyséd tican do with them.” Likewise, RCS refers to
his subject as having influenced his choice ofltearlevel, “My other specialties are in subject
matters that are far more accessible for olderesttgd It was a real easy fit for me to come up to
the middle/high school.” MCW captures her affinfity high school with, “It was a no-brainer to
me. It was high school right from the get go. Iswast more where my mind was.” Again, while
the survey analysis indicates no correlation betwsmice of teaching and composite
satisfaction, interview responses among secon@achers suggests a motivational consistency
among them, tying their choice of entry to theirdaf a subject or discipline, followed by their

desire to work with young people.

Survey results indicated that, among teachermy&@é&SupportDevelopment, taken as a
composite factor, significantly contribute to teardi overall satisfaction. Secondary teachers’
responses to question 3, “Describe the major fadt@t contribute to and those that take away
from your sense of well-being as a teacher” suggettat, as with the elementary teachers, their
ability to establish and maintain a positive wotkielationship with students in their classrooms
suggests their understanding of a positive cliniasofar as, in responding to the question, they
link satisfaction to classroom environment andtreteships with students); support is linked to
administration, and professional development rexeimixed reviews, but is primarily seen as
valuable relative to how productively time is uskdthe interviews question 3 allowed for an
open-ended consideration of factors influencinghees. BFB defines “feeling good” as a
teacher as, “when | have a class that, you knésvaipositive relationship day in and day out.
Then you have a class and you feel like you segrheth.” RWH echoes this when she says,

“I'm deeply affected by the reaction to my studemisd the reactions they have to me. I love it
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when we can all laugh together.” RCS brings ingtuglent behavior factor to the conversation,
“This place to me...this is a dream job. It's a worfdieplace to work. We don't really have

behavior problems.”

Given the open-ended nature of interview questiah&response of three of five
teachers directly responding to this question ¢eaeher did not respond to this question directly)
shows that a primary consideration among the fadtat influence satisfaction for secondary
teachers is the availability of an environment #illiws for positive relationships and that
positive relationships with students allow for seesful teaching. MCW, echoing secondary
teachers’ responses regarding the factor of chaditeaching, cites “my passion for the subject”
but adds the presence of “a certain degree of antghas primarily influencing his satisfaction.
MCW'’s response also hints at the second of the casitefactors, support, which MCW
suggests is evident to the degree he is permittedrty out his teaching work without intrusive
oversight. DOC, RWH, and BFB define support aswetrifrom administrative or supervisory
dispositions: DOC says flatly, “It's essential tla@iministration is supportive”; RWH says [Her]
“immediate supervisor is terrific...l think shevisry, very understanding.” BFB cites supportive
principals as contributing to her satisfaction; R\&8iifjgests the opposite perspective on building
administration, “I never fail to be astounded & kkvel of incompetence that | sometimes see.”
These responses are consistent with the patterodefd responses to survey items B1 and B2
and discussed previously, indicating that for thesehers satisfaction with teaching as a
profession and with current teaching assignmemnttésestingly linked to overall climate and
support, and, to a lesser degree, professionala@wvent. Professional Development among
secondary teachers in the interviews receivesahedukewarm reception as it does among

elementary teachers and is consistent with suregylts indicating the role of
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ClimateSupportDevelopment in teacher compositsfsation. DOC cites “strong” professional
development, which she defines that way becauseaineses offered, “are helpful and practical
in our classrooms.” BFB indicates, on the otherdhaimat “85 to 90 percent [of it is] a waste of
time. | guess a lot of them are not well execut@ad RWH echoes this with, “The last two years

it has been, it's been hell.”

Secondary teachers’ responses to question 4 intdriew phase of this research as to
how they are perceived in the communities in whigdy work again correspond with the
influence of perception of teachers in the survatgdnd with interview responses of elementary
teachers. Secondary teachers’ responses were gaéejas “positive” and “negative” as were
their elementary counterparts; one secondary teaDiaC, had only a positive perspective on
this factor, stating that “unsupportive parents.s.iBinot an issue here.” Other positive
perceptions are built around the belief that “comityumembers...think a lot of teachers, very
highly of teachers” (RWH) and that “we are treatath respect” (RCS). While one secondary
teacher had no negative perceptions to reportptmer (MCW) had no positive perceptions to
report. Instead, and strikingly similar to negatperceptions reported among elementary
teachers, MCW says, “They believe we're overpai@’ré/overpaid public employees...and
[they] believe that we should make less. They sgeaching] very much as blue collar.” RCS
reports a very similar perception: “People ard@rggy.you guys just check in at eight and check
out at three every day...the teachers had it too §oadcially and that the community can no

longer support that.”

Survey findings indicated a relationship betweenftttor of perceptions of teachers and
satisfaction. The role that perceptions of teaipdaly in teacher satisfaction is further suggested

by the extensive responses to this question imtkeview phase of this study. Responses
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reported in this paper have been significantlyeztlibut among elementary and secondary
teachers there emerges a consistent belief that) witomes to how the parents of their students
perceive them, perceptions are positive, but wheames to a wider communal or cultural
perception of teachers, negative perceptions enreggading the work responsibility teachers
have relative to their salary, benefits, and wagkry Elementary teacher DGO captures this
dichotomy: “I think as a whole they [the professibworld] don’t look at us equal as other jobs.
It's just not as prestigious. But in our communttyey’re good with the teachers...they back
what we say, and they look at us and at their ofrilcand say, ‘how important.” RCS, on the
secondary level, echoes DGO with the observatibget people coming up and telling me,
‘you're a wonderful person’...and then, so, so itweird dichotomy going on here where |

don’t think it ends. You know, this idea that pe®fdre] saying...that you guys just check in at
eight and check out at three every day...therdlsetne people out there who still feel that way.”
Findings from both the survey and interviews sugtiest teachers’ satisfaction is impacted by
how they are perceived; interviews suggest spatiyithat teachers live in a duality of positive
reinforcement for their work on the local, classrolevel, but with a negative reinforcement

based on how they see themselves viewed in ther wiolkkk culture.

Survey Factors and Composite Satisfaction

My first research question asked how the factoesremed in the survey administration
influenced teacher satisfaction and retention. ysialof survey data shows that the combination
of three variables —ClimateSupportDevelopment, phusice of entry to teaching, and
perception teachers have about themselves as gimiats—significantly predicted teacher
work satisfaction. The data further suggestedttirmtomposite ClimateSupportDevelopment

contribute most to teachers’ composite satisfaditiowed by the variable perception of
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teachers. However, choice of entry to teaching de¢gontribute to teachers’ composite
satisfaction. The data further showed that, thelmpation of three variables—
ClimateSupportDevelopment, plus the variables of@hof entry to teaching, and perception of
teachers—significantly predicted retention, althougt as strongly as for satisfaction. The
survey findings also interestingly suggested thaiee of entry contributes most to teachers’
retention followed by perception of teachers, whsr€limateSupportDevelopment does not
contribute to teachers’ retention. To further exelthe relationship between these factors and
satisfaction and retention, | posed two questiorthe 15 teachers interviewed. These two
interview questions, while examining the relatidpgbetween overall satisfaction and retention,
did not directly ask about a relationship betwdenfive factors of Choice,
ClimateSupportDevelopment and Perceptions and RetenNevertheless, the discussion of
how these five factors influence satisfaction shibwat ClimateSupportDevelopment and
Perceptions did, in the survey, influence satigbactwhile in the interviews, all five factors
influenced satisfaction. Because interview questidand 6 provide supporting evidence for a
relationship between satisfaction and retentionragitbe 15 teachers interviewed, they also

suggest a relationship between the five factorsratetion.

Satisfaction and Retention

To examine more closely a direct relationship betwsatisfaction and retention, | asked
teachers interviewed two questions (see numberestigns 5 and 6 in Chapter 4). The first
guestion, “Overall, how satisfied are you with ypuofessional life as a teacher? Explain your
level of satisfaction and contributes to or takesyfrom your feeling satisfied” was intended to
elicit responses regarding overall levels of satisbn and factors contributing to that level. The

second question asked directly about retentionvéHau ever considered leaving teaching? If
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so, why have you considered doing so, and if nbt; have you decided to remain a teacher?”
As detailed in Chapter 4, the findings from theveyradministration showed that, controlling for
school level, the correlation between satisfactind retention was positively and strongly
correlated and statistically significant. Acrosb@al levels, satisfaction and retention were also
positively and strongly correlated. Controlling fggars teaching, the correlation was also
positive and strong and statistically significamtaking a closer look at years teaching in groups
of years, the correlations were positive, modai@tgrong, and statistically significant for
teachers who had been teaching between 6 and 28 ydawever, for years of teaching fewer
than 6 years or greater than 21 years, correlati@ns not statistically significant. The survey
data showed, therefore, there is a significantitipeselationship between job satisfaction and
teacher retention, meaning that the more satiséachers are with their assignment and teaching

as a profession, the longer they will stay in téaghand vice versa.

Table 5.6 is an edited version of Table 4.14t faresented in Chapter 4, followed by
the analysis of responses taken from Chapter 4s cHart is presented here again in order to
provide convenient access to information regartiaghers’ level of satisfaction and retention
responses. In the left column teacher identificatiodes are followed by the teaching level and
number of years in the profession of each respdndearing the interviews | requested to each
teacher that they respond, using a Likert-scaleuaibers from 1 (very satisfied) to 5 (very
dissatisfied) to indicate their level of satisfaatiwith teaching. Under the Level of Satisfaction
column, the self-reported number on the 1 to gasicale is given, followed by teachers’
reports as to why they rated themselves as thegriitie 5-point scale. Under the right column,
teachers were asked to explain whether they eveidered leaving teaching and to give reasons

why they either never considered doing so, or ldiiakt of leaving.



Table 5.6

168

Interview Responses on Level of Satisfaction ankiR®n

Teacher Code:

Teaching Level

Level of Satisfaction:
(1) Satisfied to
(5) Dissatisfied

Retention and Reason for Staying or Thinking ofieg?

and No. of

Years by

Groupings

KWA I'll say a two. | think I'm I'll definitely stay in. | mean I've built my creth and

------------- very satisfied overall. built up my salary. I think that's the main reas@alary

Elementary and the vacation time.

1-9 Years

KWE I’'m gonna put myself ata | Nooo, I'm not ready to go yet. Because, againmhatnd

-------------- two. of the day | still love what | do.

Elementary

20-29 Years

DGO One. And it's almost for me| Uhh no [have not considered leaving] because | foye

-------------- I love my job. job.

Elementary

10-19 Years

DPM I’'m very satisfied as a | always stuck through it and I always ended upnaijob

-------------- teacher. [No specific numberevery September. No matter what. | do love wiuht. |

Elementary given]

10-19 Years

BCM Okay, I'll put myself at a Year eleven | considered going. Umm it was arougd m

-------------- two. 11" year in teaching | was looking to go. | definitely

Elementary needed a change.

20-29 Years

DWS Umm I'm in the middle, You know, it is what I've always wanted to do andbl

-------------- three. love it and hopefully I'll get that passion back.

Elementary It's the career path that | chose. It's my professiEven

10-19 Years though I’'m not happy right now, | really can’t segself

doing anything different.

RFS Uhh, as of now it would Yes. | have [considered leaving the teaching psibes.

--------------- probably be a four. Last year and this year. These were the three yeatr$

Elementary It has nothing to do with my| really ahhh, you know, considered it and this year,

10-19 Years students. They make my | actually looked into doing different things. Andthaé
day. (chuckling) same time, and | also...I... | can’t afford to leave.

KFW Umm | would say, | would | Okay, | have had thoughts about leaving only tleigry

-------------- say, I'd say very satisfied, & And thoughts. | don’t think | would ever followrthugh

Elementary one. with it.

10-19 Years Umm | don't think | would leave education. | absely

love what | do but | would definitely be more inved in
fighting for what's right.
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I’'m able to balance like
motherhood and my
professional career very,
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Umm | never considered leaving. | never considered
stopping to work or to leaving the career and chpa
different one. It's just so much a part of my tie |

Secondary very well. So I'm a one. I'm wouldn’t even know what else to do. It would behirag
10-19 Years very satisfied. else that could measure up to this.
BFB | guess probably like right in Never [thought of leaving teaching]. Uumm, welitls
-------------- the middle. | guess a three.| the kind of job that even when I'm not too satidfand
Secondary things aren’t great, and I'm feeling frustratecdereis still,
20-29 Years you know, a big part of it that | really do findwarding.
DOC Ahh, it would be one, very | | have not [thought about leaving teaching].
-------------- satisfied.
Secondary
10-19 Years
RWH Yeah, | would say that | Okay, again this is sort of a two-part answer...
--------------- was...between a one and a| Because | am retiring. | now know my retiremerteda
Secondary two. | mean overall my am going out within the next couple of years. I'ot n
20-29 Years career has been fabulous. [fgoing on this year. And, did | think about leavidg] |
you asked me about the last ever want to leave teaching because | was dissaksf
5to 7 years, | would say | | No.
was close to a five. Did | ever think of retirement sooner? No. HoweVer,
It was very frustrating. would say that in the last several years it stacteahging.
RCS Well, a qualified one. Umm but, but you know there are no immediate ptans
-------------- Ahh, you know...yeah, go.
Secondary absolutely. This is a dream And | see myself retiring within 10 to 12 yearspser if
20-29 Years job for somebody such as | somebody made it worth my while.
myself.
DPK Two. But do | like teaching®? I'm working til 70. My husband is going to needkey
--------------- | like it. 1do like it. I can’t | dollar of his money.
Secondary say that | don't like it. Umm| | would like to get out of the public school andwork in
40-49 Years but would | rather be doing | a private school. If finances were not an issweguld get
something else? Yes, | the hell out of here.
would. And if | had had the
opportunity, yes | would've.
MCW Three. I can't...l can'tlie. | Yes [l have considered leaving teaching]

Secondary 10-
19 Years

And | love what | do and |
put in so much time but, yol
know, if I, if | had a better
offer uhhh | would take it
because like | said, | don't
know where this profession

is going.

You know what? You know what, Pat? | have a loveeha

I relationship with it. Alright. It, it, it's moredve than hate

but I do have a love-hate relationship with it.
That's the best way to describe it, you know?
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As reported in Chapter 4, these edited excerpta fhe interview transcripts show that a
majority of both elementary and secondary teachaersatisfied with their jobs, and most have
not thought of leaving the profession prior tonetient. Among the nine elementary teachers
three indicated they were “1— very satisfied”: (D@@PG, KFW) while one (DPM) simply
verbalized that she is very satisfied. Three teectKWA, KWE, BCM) indicated they were “2,”
suggesting they were satisfied with some qualiiicgtone teacher (DWS) indicated “3”
(between satisfied and dissatisfied) and one (R&ES)meaning this teacher is somewhat
dissatisfied with her work as a teacher. The nitgjof elementary teachers (6 of 9) have been
teaching for between 10-19 years, with two havietyeen 20-29 years’ experience and one
with 1-9 years’ experience. These latter teachetls indicated they were “2” on the satisfaction
scale suggested during the interviews. Among ak @lementary teachers, three have
considered leaving the profession: one teacher (B@Mo has 20-29 years’ experience,
considered leaving in year eleven. Teacher RF®, batween 10-19 years, and a satisfaction
rating of 4, has considered leaving. So has KFWh ©0-19 years and a self-given satisfaction
rating of 1, has also thought of leaving, though thacher also indicates, “I don’t think | would

ever follow through with it.”

Among the six secondary teachers, three (DOC, RREE) indicated their level as “1”
on the scale of 1 to 5, (satisfied to dissatisfitad others, BFB (20-29 years’ experience) and
MCW (10-19 years), indicated a “3,” and DPK, wits@re of “2” also said she’d “rather be
doing something else.” Of these six, only MCW, with19 years and a satisfaction level of 3,
said she had actively considered leaving teaclirigulating a “love-hate relationship with it.”
Teacher RWH is actively considering leaving becalsehas already determined her retirement

date; this teacher also indicates, though, thantettends in teaching have influenced her
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decision; she notes, “I would say that in the $asteral years it started changing, | believe fer th

negative....”

Analysis of the relationship between satisfacaod retention, based on interview
responses and statistical data, suggests a paiessimbivalence regarding retention among
teachers. If satisfaction is strongly correlatedetention on elementary and secondary levels
among teachers in the profession between 6 an@&@ ybut not among those between 1 and 6
or more than 20 years, we might examine the regsoinsthe interviews of teachers in these
groups. The interview group did not surface a sidfit sample size to draw a definitive
conclusion about teachers new to the professiangubke range of 1-9 years), but it is
interesting that the one elementary teacher irgared and in this group reports she will
“definitely stay in. | mean I've built my credit®id built up my salary. | think that’s the main
reason, salary and the vacation time.” This teatftkcated she is “2” (while verbalizing she is
“very satisfied”) but her motivation for remainimythe profession is measured by monetary and
time considerations rather than by professionalfi@ctive considerations, as is the case among
most of her elementary counterparts. In the eleamgmgroup interviewed, one teacher, RFS,
indicates she is “4,” or somewhat dissatisfied, simel has considered leaving, indicating she has
gone as far as to “look into other things.” On thieer end of the experience spectrum, BFB, 20-
29 years a teacher, RWH, 20-29 years, and DPK 94fkdrs, all secondary teachers, indicate
gualified levels of satisfaction: BFB is “3,” thonghe has never thought of leaving; RWH is
“between a one and a two” but, at the time of wiw, was planning her retirement, and notes
that, while she never thought about retiring ptooeligibility, says “it [the profession] started
changing,” suggesting a concern with the directibthe profession as she approaches

retirement. DPK, the senior teacher interviewedidates she is “2,” somewhat satisfied, but
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adds significant qualifiers: she would “rather lméndy something else” and “if finances were not
an issue [she] would get the hell out of here.’c8ifour of the six secondary teachers
interviewed have been teaching for more than 2@sydlae responses of the two who have been
teaching for fewer than 20 but more than 10 yaad&ates different responses to this same
guestion: DOC is very satisfied but has not thowdittut leaving teaching, while MCW,
indicating “3,” at the mid-point between satisfigad dissatisfied, has considered leaving
teaching, but has a “love-hate relationship wifthieé profession...it's more love than hate, but |

do have a love-hate relationship with it.”

Conclusion: Research Factors, Satisfaction and Retgon

| believe the sentiments of MCW capture the lieggerience of a sizeable population of
teachers: they work in an environment that fostegsificant professional ambivalence and, on
the extreme of this ambivalence, they both love lzaté what they do. The survey data shows a
significant correlation between satisfaction artémgon on both elementary and secondary
levels among teachers in the group with betweefl gears of experience. The interviews show
that most teachers in this same group are satigfirdteaching and are not thinking of leaving,
that the sentiment also exist (RFS) that sometbisg might be preferable, but financial
considerations make that impossible. Similarly, le/Btatistically there is no correlation between
satisfaction and retention for those at the stiatth@r careers, retention for one interviewed
teacher is tied to monetary considerations. Tlogee latter part of their careers, also satisfied
or very satisfied, have mostly not thought of le@vbut, where they have, monetary constraints
again play a role in retention. It is this researthbelief, based on these findings, that
satisfaction is both personally and institutionalliven on both elementary and secondary levels,

and that retention is personally and financialliyein. In other words, satisfaction in multi-
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layered (driven by intrinsic and extrinsic factaach as those examined in the survey and
interviews) and correlates with retention for insic and extrinsic motivational reasons: because
many teachers love what they do, they stay in teg¢cland when they are ambivalent or have
soured to the teaching profession, at whateverrexpee level, they stay either because they are
too close to retirement no matter how satisfiedissatisfied they are or because they can'’t

afford to leave the profession.

Survey findings indicated that all of the cortelas between the five subscales and
retention and satisfaction were statistically figant, positive, and moderate to strong, and that
satisfaction was correlated with retention for tesrs on both elementary and secondary levels
for teachers in the mid-years of their careerrinéw findings suggest there are many nuances
within these statistical conclusions: intervieweddhers are generally satisfied at both
elementary and secondary levels, most have nogttiaf leaving the profession, and even if
they have, financial considerations prevent theamfdoing so. Satisfaction is tied to both
emotional influences (love of teaching, of studeafsa subject) and external influences (climate,
support, professional development) but largelyhtodxtent that the external factors influence

emotional or intrinsic factors.

Research Question 2: Is there a significant differece in overall professional satisfaction
among teachers, correlating with the level at whiclhey teach (elementary and secondary

level)?

The extensive discussion of research questionltdad aspects of the discussion of
guestions 2 and 3, specifically regarding job &atison and retention at elementary and

secondary teaching levels (see previous sectitm®paper). To further explore research



174

guestion 2, we first review the survey data foeegsh question 2. Statistically, findings for
guestion 2 show there was no difference in ovg@ralfessional satisfaction between elementary
and high school teachers. While on the composttsfaetion score, elementary teachers rated
higher on average than the high school teachesapang for equal variances, the composite
satisfaction score between teaching levels wastagistically significant. However, analysis of
responses to open-ended responses Bl and B2 shimatextiatistically both elementary and high
school teachers were more satisfied with theirgareteaching assignment than with teaching as
a profession. The correlation between school laadIB1 (teaching as a profession) was not
statistically significant while the correlation taeten school level and B2 (present teaching
assignment) was statistically significant. Thisiaaded that as school level increases (elementary

to secondary level) teachers are less satisfigu tvéir present teaching assignment.

To explore these findings further, in the intervighase of this study, | posed a question
to all 15 respondents as follows: Do you believe that elementary or secondary teaciuer
more satisfied in their profession? The intenthid fjuestion was to ask an open-ended, opinion-
based question about what participants believetdbwels of satisfaction in teaching
corresponding to teacher level. This questiongcivhifelt was one of the more intriguing of this
study, invited an examination of teacher satistectind teaching level from the inside out: what
do teachers think about teacher satisfaction atlmaentary and secondary teaching levels?
Would responses to this question surface informaticsupport data from the surveys or would
it show variance from the survey findings? Whilevey findings showed the composite
satisfaction score between teaching levels wastatistically significant it also showed that as
school level increases (elementary to secondag))lévachers are less satisfied with their

present teaching assignment. Did teachers pertees well? As documented in Chapter 4,
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this question resonated with every interview resjgon, leading to extensive explanations from
them as to why they felt as they did regardings§attion at each school level. To analyze
responses to this question further, the editedretséelow include in parentheses, for each
respondent, the satisfaction rating they gave tlkeéras in response to interview question 5:
Overall, how satisfied are you with your professibiife as a teacher (using a rating scale of 1,
Very Satisfied to 5, Very Dissatisfied), followeg their responses to question 7, “Do you
believe that elementary or secondary teachers are satisfied in their profession?” Responses
are categorized in the same manner as they we&bapter 4, by grade level of respondent and

type of response within each grade level:

Group 1: Elementary Teachers Who Believe Elementary TeachgrAre More Satisfied

Than Secondary Teachers:

KWA : (“Two. I'm very satisfied overall”) | would guess the elementary teachers. | think
we’re a little harder worked than secondary teachefAnd then the secondary teachers, | think

when you’re given more leeway, you take more leeway’re more likely to be unhappy.

KWE: (“I'm gonna put myself at a two”) 1 just know there’s a very big difference between
elementary and secondary. | find that here oretbmentary level is more of a nurturing, you
know, go-for-broke type of situation where as ioayknow, secondary and high school, I just

feel like, you know, there’s not that same momentyou know

DGO: (“One...I love my job”) I think elementary has more satisfaction with thetr. 1 think
it's more rewarding in the elementary level umméese we're with them a lot longer. We’'re
with them all day. . . where in high school and diédschool, they're with you for 40 minutes,

40 minutes a day.
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BCM: (“I'll put myself at a two”) Elementary teachers tend to be much more satisftedla
different mindset. A high school teacher and amelaary school teacher are two completely

different animals. You really can’t compare the twfdhem.

DWS: (“I'm in the middle...three”) | would have to say, for myself, | would think ibwid be
elementary. You know, being that you do see so nguetvth with them that their young
impressionable ages, I'm told that the elementahpsl teachers work a lot harder than the

middle school and high school teachers.

Group 2: Elementary Teachers Who Believe High Schdd eachers Are More Satisfied

RFS: (*As of now it would probably be a four”) I think that, honestly, I think it's both the
same even though as an elementary school. | go@g$secondary teachers] have more
immediate gratification than we do... Umm so, mayliighdly higher in the high school that they

would be more satisfied.

MPG: (“I'm a one”) Oh, | 100% think that secondary teachers are nadrsfied. It seems like

they go in, they do their job, they go home. Aheytdo well. And there’s a lot less drama. I'm
not really sure what it is. But | definitely thinkat secondary teachers are a lot more satisfied.
You speak to secondary teachers and they’re jaiytieachers, you know, they’re just there to

teach.

Group 3: Elementary Teachers Who Believe Satisfaan Depends on Particular

Circumstance of Teaching:

DPM: (No number indicated, but indicates “very satisfid”) So I think it's like a 50-50

guestion. It's a question where, you know, somelsodginion. Hmm, more satisfied? | think



177

that, umm, if you speak to me, | would say that ftrare satisfied. If you speak to th® grade

teacher, they would say that they’re more satisfigad | think there’s two sides to every story.

KFW:: (“I'd say very satisfied, a one”) | honestly think it depends on the students thathave.
Ahh each year you get different groups of studehteally think it's how you approach teaching
and, and what you’re willing to, what you’re wil§irto do. Ahh it depends on the type of teacher,

you know, the person is.
Group 4: Secondary Teachers Who Believe Elementaifjeachers Are More Satisfied:

BFB: (“Right in the middle...three”) | guess what I'm thinking is that, since | teaclsucth a
big [secondary] building.it's a large student population and faculty. Anslyailly elementary
schools aren't like that. | feel that when you'neai smaller [elementary] environment,

with...you’re only exposed to certain number of kidday instead of hundreds or thousands.

RWH: (“Between a one and a two")Oh, elementary teachers! No question! (laughing)ean
and the funny thing is, | think almost all teachigigk that. |think that elementary teachers... a
couple of us have actually discussed this at timdsut.| think it's at the secondary level that we
open our mouths and speak, and that at the priteaeys, | think that they're less likely to make

waves. . | think overall they're more satisfied.

MCW: (“Three”) Alright, | mean | don’t have a lot of contact [Aetelementary level] but my
hunch would say probably greater satisfactionfjmelementary school] just because you have
your own issues, of course, that are unique tetmentary level. But by the time a kid gets to
you, middle school, even high school, if they'rened off, they're turned off.l think there’s a

greater degree of cynicism and pessimism and apathlye secondary level].
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Group 5: Secondary Teachers Who Believe Teachers AiEqually Satisfied or That It

Depends on Specific Circumstance

RCS: (“A qualified one”) Ooh. Wow. When | was down there, [elementary ejHalid see
evidence of little people, little problems. Thenthabigger people, obviously the issues get
larger. Umm the people, | think there’s probablyaq. equal satisfaction and dissatisfaction

depending on the issue.

DOC: (“One...very satisfied”) | think that they're, that they're equally satisfielrhey’re equally
satisfied just as are the elementary school teachbelieve that umm they’re equally satisfied
because | can’t imagine...| mean...Let’s put it this/wiyou’'re unhappy with what you're

doing, then you should change what you're doing.

Group 6: Secondary Teacher Who Believes Grades K&hd 9-12 Are More Satisfied

DPK: (“Two...But | would rather be doing something else”) | have to tell you I think that the
teachers of K-2 and teachers of high school areemsatisfied then teachers of 3-8 The high
school teachers are very, very heavily investetieir subject. When you teach a subject as
opposed to a broad spectrum of subjects, it’s miffefor you. It really is because your subject
matter is interesting to you. So it's always mote satisfaction. So | would say that at the very

top and the very bottom.

Nine elementary teachers answered the questiort aliuch group (elementary or
secondary) they believe are more satisfied. Withiis group of nine, five believe elementary
teachers are more satisfied than secondary teaemeramong these five, four teachers rated
themselves in response to question 5 as “satis{salf-score of “2”) and one of these indicated

a level of “3,” midway between very satisfied aretywdissatisfied. Two elementary teachers
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believe secondary teachers experience greater satidéaction, and these two are close to
opposite ends of the spectrum of self-reportedfsatiion, with one indicating a rating of “4”
(somewhat dissatisfied) and one a rating of “1'r{v&atisfied). Two elementary respondents,
thought satisfaction was more related to the aclaslsroom experience or the teacher’s
personality rather than a product of any particldael, and both of these are “very satisfied” as

teachers.

Six secondary teachers answered the question aliich group (elementary or
secondary) they believe are more satisfied. Withiis group of six, three believed elementary
teachers are more satisfied than secondary teaemeteamong these three, two teachers rated
themselves in response to question 5 as midwaydegtwery satisfied and very dissatisfied
(self-score of 3), while one teacher self-scoretllas-very satisfied. One teacher believes that
teachers in grades K-2 and 9-12 are more satisfighk those in grades 3-8 less satisfied, due to
pressures imposed by state assessments; this tsaesponse to the self-satisfaction question
was inconsistent, insofar as she rated herself'as&isfied, but also said she’d “rather be doing
something else.” Two secondary teachers belieaestitisfaction is teacher or circumstance
specific and is not tied to working on one schewokl or the other; both of these teachers rated

themselves as “1,” very satisfied.

This research question, “Is there a significarfiedénce in overall professional
satisfaction among teachers, correlating with éwvell at which they teach (elementary and
secondary level)?ay be examined in several ways, based on surggpmnses and responses
to question 7 in the interviews. According to thievey findings the composite satisfaction score
between teaching levels was not statistically icgmt. Of the nine elementary teachers

interviewed, seven are satisfied or very satisfoeeh is between satisfied and dissatisfied, and
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one is somewhat dissatisfied. Of the six secontighers interviewed, three are very satisfied,
two are midway between satisfied and dissatishad, one is somewhat satisfied, but gave an
inconsistent follow-up response, “but | would rathe doing something else.” Self-reported
composite satisfaction is consistent between tloetéacher groups interviewed: the majority of

teachers in both elementary and secondary schomsoanewhat to very satisfied as teachers.

Survey results showed, at the same time, thatresobktevel increases (elementary to
secondary level) teachers are less satisfied Wwéin present teaching assignment. Looking at the
perceptions the interviewed teachers have of satish on the elementary and secondary level,
of 15 total teachers, eight believe elementarytteecare more satisfied, five of whom are
elementary teachers, and three of whom are secptetechers. Therefore, although the
interview question asked more generally about geiimes of satisfaction at each level, the
interviewed teachers’ responses resonate withuheg: the majority of interviewed teachers
believe elementary teachers are more satisfied{tengurvey indicates that as school level
increases, teachers are less satisfied, from widchnay surmise that elementary teachers tend
to be more satisfied according to both the survel/the teachers interviewed. Interestingly, two
teachers of the 15 interviewed believe secondashters are more satisfied, and both of those
are elementary teachers, meaning that none oettendary teachers believe that secondary
teachers are more satisfied with their work. Thes&view opinions, while not explicitly asking
for a response reflecting perceptions of curremtheng assignment, bear a consistency with the

survey findings that as school level increaseshes are currently less satisfied.

The remaining five teachers interviewed eitherdaadisatisfaction cannot be determined
by school level, but is personality or circumstabhased. Two elementary and two secondary

teachers indicated this response and one interei®dskeves satisfaction is “split” between early
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elementary (grades K-2) and high school teacheeslés 9-12). These responses suggest factors
such as teacher personality, a given student smgific issues generated at each level, or
personal happiness or unhappiness are the drigitgrs of individual satisfaction. The teacher
who splits satisfaction between the primary andh lsighool grades believes the pressures of state
testing and the need to provide a basic academica@idn in those grades decreases satisfaction

among teachers in those grades relative to the gthdes.

To examine further why, as survey results showat,ds school level increases
(elementary to secondary level) teachers are lssfied with their present teaching assignment,
| examined the responses of all teachers to suquegtion B2, “Overall, how satisfied are you
with your present teaching assignment or situatiain@n examined a selection of secondary
teachers’ written responses to this same queskainie 5.7 shows the coded responses to survey
guestion B2, the frequency of the response, angeheentage of total respondents (elementary

and secondary combined) who responded to the guastider that code.



Table 5.7

Responses to Survey ltem B2

Frequency Percent

A rewarding profession 4 4.6%
Accomplished goals and demands 3 3.4%
Anti-teacher climate 3 3.4%
Demanding profession 5 5.7%
Enjoy grade level and subject 12 13.8%
Enjoy having own classroom 1 1.1%
Enjoy supervisory/management role 2 2.3%
Financial reason 1 1.1%
Great mixture of students 1 1.1%
Inclusion model 3 3.4%
Leadership 2 2.3%
Love helping students grow and learn 2 2.3%
Love teaching 8 9.2%
Motivated students 10 11.5%
Overcrowded classroom 4 4.6%
Poor prior student preparation 2 2.3%
Positive work environment 11 12.6%
Difficult to differentiate instruction 1 1.1%
Professional development 5 5.7%
Reduced to just a job 1 1.1%
School disorganized and unsafe 1 1.1%
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Table 5.7 continued

Severe behavior problems 1.1%
Small group learning more effective 3.4%
Supportive administration 10.3%
Supportive parents 3.4%
Too many administrative tasks 1.1%
Too much emphasis on tests 1.1%
Too much state interference 5.7%
Want new teaching opportunity 3.4%

As Table 5.7 shows, the majority of responses atdiceasons for satisfaction in
teaching, consistent with the findings of this sttitat overall, teachers surveyed and
interviewed are satisfied with their jobs and oliethere is no difference in composite
satisfaction between elementary and secondaryeesadHowever, if we isolate the coded

responses, indicated in italics, where respondedisate a negative experience or
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dissatisfaction with current teaching assignment\{8y Iltem B2), we find the following codes

and frequencies among teachers who completed gre@pded portion of B2, “Why” [have you

indicated the level of satisfaction with your cumtréeaching assignment that you did?], outlined

in Table 5.8.
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Table 5.8

Codes and Frequencies to Open-Ended Question B2

Coded Response Frequenciyercent
Anti-teacher climate 3 3.4%
Overcrowded classroom 4 4.6%
Poor prior student preparation 2 2.3%
Reduced to just a job 1 1.1%
School disorganized and unsafe 1 1.1%
Severe behavior problems 11.1%
Want new teaching opportunity 3 3.4%
Too much emphasis on tests 11.1%
Too much state interference 55.7%
Too many administrative tasks 11.1%

These responses indicate that dissatisfactionauittent teaching assignment among surveyed
teachers center working conditions (i.e. overcravdassroom), state interference, specifically
tied to testing and teacher evaluations, and aattter climate. Next, as indicated in Tables 5.9
and 5.10, respectively, sampling written respoffises elementary and secondary teachers in a
cross section of districts (affluent, middle classl high needs) from survey responses to

guestion B2 provides this information:
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Table 5.9

Sample of Responses of Elementary Teachers Indichegative Response regarding Current
Teaching Assignment

District and| Type of Sample of Elementary Responses to Survey Item B2nEnded

Survey District Response Section
Number
Pines #45 | Affluent | just wish everyone wasn’'t esttdriven and assessment based.

Pines #51 | Affluent Eventually, with all the state demands, | might ianget out of
the classroom

Cedars #69 Middle Many behavior problems on top of all the new stadsiand
Class APPR very stressful

Frasers #31 High NeedsThe number of students in the classroom makegdt toamaintain
classroom management

Frasers #42 High Needs I'm disheartened by how much the state dictates Wwappens.
I’'m waiting for the day | receive a script of exigawhat | should
say each and every day. | feel we are losing teatistity and out-
of-the-box thinking.
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Table 5.10

Sample of Responses of Secondary Teachers Indjddégative Response regarding Current
Teaching Assignment

District and | Type of Sample of Secondary Responses to Survey ltem Ben-Bpded

Survey District Portion
Number
Pines #11 Affluent It's become merely a job.

Frasers #14| High Needs Being a new teacher is dnadming

Frasers #16| High NeedsAlbany/those in charge at the state and federal laxe ruining the
profession.

Frasers #21| High Needs | am often overworked

Cedars #78 | Middle There isn’t enough time in a day to prepare as agllwant to
Class while keeping up with grading, parent communicatietc.

We see that while statistically as grade leveleases satisfaction with current teaching
assignment decreases, among elementary and segteaeiners, a sample of responses to open-
ended question B2 suggests that the reasons Batdiaction are strikingly similar on each
level. Teacher dissatisfaction centers on bothl$emed across types of districts on the demands
of the job (“I am often overworked”; “The numbersifidents in the classroom makes it hard to
maintain classroom management”), and on the masidateounding state testing and the
perceived intrusions to the lives of teachers fthose far removed from the classroom.
Responses such as, “Eventually, with all the stateands, | might want to get out of the
classroom” and “I'm disheartened by how much tlaestlictates what happens. I'm waiting for
the day | receive a script of exactly what | shasdgt each and every day. | feel we are losing the

creativity and out-of-the-box thinking” are reflae of elementary teachers’ thinking. Reponses
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from secondary teachers, “It's become merely a poid, “Albany/those in charge at the state
and federal level are ruining the profession” swgjganilar roots on the secondary level to those
of elementary teachers experiencing dissatisfaci@ense that the creativity and joy of
teaching has been stolen from the classroom, ¢élstihy, external accountability and teacher
assessment under the Annual Professional PerfoerReciew (APPR) mandate are creating
disaffection to the point that, “It has become rnegegjob” for at least one secondary teacher and

“I might want to get out of the classroom” for aabt one elementary teacher.

Conclusion: Satisfaction and Teaching Level

Statistically, findings for question 2 show therasao difference in overall professional
satisfaction between elementary and high schoohtzsg; the composite satisfaction score
between teaching levels was not statistically $icgmt. Analysis of responses to open-ended
responses B1 and B2 showed that statistically b@mentary and high school teachers were
more satisfied with their present teaching assignrien with teaching as a profession. But the
correlation between school level and B2 (preseatiimg assignment) was statistically
significant, which indicated that as school levalreases (elementary to secondary level)
teachers are less satisfied with their presenhteg@ssignment. Further examination of all
coded responses to B2 suggest high levels of aetish among all respondents, but where
dissatisfaction exists, both elementary and seagrtdachers indicate similar reasons for
dissatisfaction. The statistical difference forreat teaching assignment indicates that, while
secondary teachers are more dissatisfied than atangydeachers, the responses to B2, and
previous analysis of interviews in this chaptegwtihat satisfaction and dissatisfaction is

significantly influenced by similar factors acragsde levels: working conditions, climate and
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support, perceptions of teachers, and the influehexternal agents (state testing and mandates)

all play a significant role in teacher work satetfan.

Research Question 3: How does job satisfaction dtése levels correlate with teacher
retention rates at each level?

Discussion of research questions 1 and 2 havedadlanalyses that are also at the heart
of question 3. Findings from the survey adminisgtrashowed that, controlling for school level,
the correlation between satisfaction and reteniias positively and strongly correlated and
statistically significant. Across school levelstisi@ction and retention were also positively and
strongly correlated. Controlling for years teachitige correlation was also positive and strong
and statistically significant. Taking a closerkaat years teaching in groups of years, the
correlations were positive, moderate to strong, ftatistically significant for teachers who had
been teaching between 6 and 20 years. Howeveyetos of teaching fewer than 6 years or
greater than 21 years, correlations were not statily significant. Therefore, overall, thereas
significant, positive relationship between job stattion and teacher retention, meaning that the
more satisfied teachers are with their assignmedit@aching as a profession, the longer they
will stay in teaching, and vice versa. Table Sédiews the correlation between years of

teaching, retention and satisfaction.



Table 5.11

Correlation between Years of Teaching, Retentiah@atisfaction

Years of Retention Satisfaction Correlation

Teaching n (M) (M) rs P
1-5 6 4.63 4.42 .29 .58
6—-10 27 4.17 4.27 .69 <.001
11 -15 37 4.05 4,14 A7 <.001
16 — 20 21 4.07 4.45 .81 <.001
21 -25 15 3.91 4.13 48 .07
26 — 30 13 4.14 3.96 48 .10
31-35 7 4.13 4.50 0 1.0
36 — 40 4 3.90 4.25 .80 .20
41 - 45 1 5.0 4.5 - --
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These findings suggest that my original reseatsstion regarding satisfaction and

retention at elementary and secondary levels redehht years of teaching more than school

level creates a correlation between satisfactiahratention. Returning to the interview

transcripts, also referenced in the discussioruektion 1, we see that across school levels, most

teachers interviewed intend to remain in teachiogmnatter their level of satisfaction. Table 5.12

reviews the essential statements of each interéeegarding satisfaction and retention and is

presented again for convenient access to thesernssg.

Table 5.12

Satisfaction and Retention Responses

Teacher Code:

Teaching Level
and No. of Years

Level of Satisfaction:
(1) Satisfied to
(5) Dissatisfied

Retention and Reason for Staying or Thinking of
Leaving?

by Groupings

KWA I'll say a two. | think | I'll definitely stay in. | mean I've built my cretd
------------- I’'m very satisfied and built up my salary. | think that's the main
Elementary overall reason. Salary and the vacation time.

1-9 Years It gets really exhausting but I still like the kids
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KWE I’'m gonna put myself | Nooo, I'm not ready to go yet. Because, again, at
-------------- at a two. the end of the day | still love what | do.
Elementary
20-29 Years
DGO One. And it's almost | Uhh no [have not considered leaving] because |
-------------- for me, | love my job, | love my job.
Elementary
10-19 Years
DPM I’'m very satisfied as a| | always stuck through it and | always ended up
-------------- teacher. with a job every September. No matter what. |
Elementary do love what | do.
10-19 Years
BCM Okay, I'll put myself | Year eleven | considered going. Umm it was
-------------- at a two. around my 11 year in teaching | was looking to
Elementary go. | definitely needed a change
20-29 Years
DWS Umm I'm in the You know, it is what I've always wanted to do
-------------- middle, three. and | do love it and hopefully I'll get that passio
Elementary back.
10-19 Years
RFS Uhh, as of now it Yes. | have [considered leaving the teaching
--------------- would probably be a | profession].
Elementary four. Last year and this year. These were the three
10-19 Years It has nothing to do | years that | really ahhh, you know, considered it
with my students. and this year.
They make my day.
KFW Umm | would say, | | Okay, | have had thoughts about leaving only this
-------------- would say, I'd say year. And thoughts. | don’t think | would ever
Elementary very satisfied, a one. | follow through with it.
10-19 Years
MPG So I'm a one. I'm very Umm | never considered leaving. | did take off a

Elementary and

satisfied

year for each of my pregnancies.

Secondary

10-19 Years

BFB | guess probably like | Never [thought of leaving teaching]. Uumm, well

-------------- right in the middle. I | 1, it's the kind of job that even when I'm not too

Secondary guess a three. satisfied and things aren’t great, and I'm feeling

20-29 Years frustrated, there’s still, you know, a big partitof
that | really do find rewarding.

DOC Ahh, it would be one, | | have not [thought about leaving teaching].

-------------- very satisfied.

Secondary

10-19 Years

RWH Yeah, | would say that Okay, again this is sort of a two-part answer...

| was...between a one

» Because | am retiring. | now know my retirement
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Secondary and a two. date. | am going out within the next couple of
20-29 Years years. I'm not going on this year. And, did | think
about leaving, did | ever want to leave teaching
because | was dissatisfied? No.
RCS Well, a qualified one. | Umm but, but you know there are no immediate
-------------- Ahh, you plans to go.
Secondary know...yeah,
20-29 Years absolutely.
DPK Two. But do I like I would like to get out of the public school and
--------------- teaching? I like it. 1 | go work in a private school. You know, they
Secondary do like it. | can’t say | wouldn’t drain me with the APPR. If finances
40-49 Years that | don't like it. were not an issue, | would get the hell out of here
Umm but would |
rather be doing
something else?
MCW Three. | can't...| Yes [l have considered leaving teaching]
--------------- can'tlie. And Ilove | You know what? You know what, Pat? | have a
Secondary what | do and | put in | love-hate relationship with it. Alright. It, itt's
10-19 Years so much time but, you more love than hate but | do have a love-hate

know, if I, if | had a
better offer uhhh |

would take it.

relationship with it.
That'’s the best way to describe it, you know?

A variable in the findings of this study emergesti the statistical analysis of

satisfaction and retention and the interview trapss: the quantitative data indicates years of

teaching more than teaching level influences satigin and retention, while the qualitative data

shows that most teachers, despite years in tegdhtegd to remain as teachers, whether very,

somewhat, or not very satisfied with their workdareither qualitative nor quantitative findings

directly correlates school level to satisfactiomatention. While satisfaction is correlated to

retention at both levels, the study does not sholgtanction between school levels on the

guestion of satisfaction and retention. One redgothis limitation emerges in a review of the

population of teachers surveyed and of those irge®d, as indicated in Table 5.13.
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Because some teachers indicated having taughttaebEmentary and secondary levels, the total

of all responses (157) exceeds the total of surgsgondents (131) in Table 5.13.

Table 5.13

Grouped Years of Teaching by School Level

Total Elementary (K-6) Secondary (7-12)

Years Frequency % | Frequency % | Frequency %
1-9yrs 25 19.1 28 35.0 22 28.6
10-19yrs 59 45.0 31 38.7 34 44.2
20 - 29 yrs 33 252 16 20.0 15 194
30 -39 yrs 12 9.2 5 6.3 4 5.2
40 - 49 yrs 2 15 0 0 2 2.6

Total 131 100.0 80 100.0 77 100.0

The survey question on years of teaching askeapar-ended questions regarding
years of teaching experience: “Question 9: For hwamy years have your taught at each of the
following levels? Grades K-6 Grades 7-12 " Teachers filled in the number
of years they have taught at each level. Table §.@Bps teachers on the basis of cluster
responses between years 1-9, 10-19, etc. Howevtreianalysis of correlations between
satisfaction and retention, it was among the gmfupeachers for years of teaching fewer than 6
years or greater than 21 years, where correlati@ns not statistically significant, while those
between 6 and 20 years were statistically sigmficdable 5.14 shows the number of years of

experience of interviewed teachers, by level arats/ef experience:



Table 5.14

Interviewed Teachers by Level and Years’ Experience

Name Code Elementary or Secondary Number of Yeal®acher
KWA Elementary 1-9
RFS Elementary 10-19
KFW Elementary 10-19
DGO Elementary 10-19
DPM Elementary 10-19
DWS Elementary 10-19
MPG Elementary/Secondary 10-19
KWE Elementary 20-29
BCM Elementary 20-29
DOC Secondary 10-19
MCW Secondary 10-19
BFB Secondary 20-29
RCS Secondary 20-29
RWH Secondary 20-29
DPK Secondary 40-49
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As we see, eight of the interviewed teachers haweden 10 and 19 years’ experience,
five have between 20 and 29 years’ experience archas between 1 and 9 years and one
between 40 and 49 years. Despite the statisticegdletion for teachers between 6 and 20 years
between satisfaction and retention, and the prediamce of interviewed teachers (50%) in that
range of experience, the interview responses aetheachers do not match the statistical
analysis of that range of teachers in the survexe €xplanation for this is that the sample size of
interviewed teachers is significantly smaller thla@ survey size. In Chapter 3 of this paper |
explained the challenge of following up with teashe@ho had indicated on the survey they

would be willing to be interviewed but who, whemtacted, did not respond to the request to set
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up an interview date and time. When only ten suedegachers responded to the request for
interviews, | reached out to five more teachers wiece not surveyed, through contacts | had in
each of the school districts in this study. It tige speculated that more teachers willing to be
interviewed held a favorable feeling about theirkvand were willing to speak about it than
those who were dissatisfied with their jobs, arat thr those interviewed, years of experience is
less of a factor (as it is in the survey) in a dssgon of satisfaction and retention. This question

is discussed further in the “Limitations” sectiditlois paper.

Conclusion: Satisfaction, Retention and Teaching Leel

Despite the variables in the findings of this diogs there is still information that
suggests, in both the statistical analyses andviete transcripts, a relationship between teacher
satisfaction and retention. My survey of 133 teasle six districts in Nassau County, New
York indicates that for both elementary and secondehool levels the correlation between
satisfaction and retention was significant. Thipgrehas explored in detail the relationship
between the factors of choice of teaching, climsigport, professional development, and
perceptions of teachers (how they see themselvesiped) and satisfaction. From the survey
results we see that ClimateSupportDevelopmentu@t by perceptions of teachers, correlate
to satisfaction. We also see in the interview fingdi a qualitative relationship between choice of
entry to teaching and satisfaction. The surveyltgesiso indicate that, as school level increases,
teachers are less satisfied with their currenttiegcassignment, although statistically the
composite satisfaction score between teachingdevat not statistically significant and both
elementary and high school teachers were mordiedtisith their current teaching assignment
than with the profession. Both elementary and sgagnteachers identified, in responses to

survey items B1 and B2, and in interviews, thaemdl pressure from community, parents, state
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mandates, testing and teacher performance evatsatiorease dissatisfaction, while satisfaction
is tied to affective factors such as love of teaghas a profession, relationships with students,
and a sense of personal and professional well-Bhgeved with student growth and success.

(See Appendix D)

To explore a possible correlation further, fromha@sen group among a randomized
selection of survey responses to open-ended sigvestion B1, “Overall, how satisfied are you
with teaching as a profession? Why@id you choose the Likert-scale response from Wer
satisfied to “Very dissatisfied”] the following nesnses, outlined in Table 5.15, suggest why
teachers, by and large, and despite significaagae for dissatisfaction tied to external pressures

previously discussed, remain as teachers.
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Table 5.15

Survey Item B1: Selection of Randomized Responsgisdting Reasons for Satisfaction with
Teaching as a Profession

Survey B 1. Why (are you satisfied or dissatisfied withdbing as a profession)?
Number
(Randomized)

50 | am given the opportunity to be creative in myssi@om while meeting the
standards

36 | enjoy the collaborative part of working witblieagues

122 | love to teach and | am very satisfied when mylstis meet their academic
goals

73 | went to school because | love the learning preckstill love the learning
process and am fascinated by it

82 On a personal level, there is nothing | can imagag would have been more
fulfilling than my work as a teacher

66 | love to come to work every day. | find teachanrewarding profession

51 Every day, | touch another life that | make betiwthing is more satisfying
than that.

86 | love teaching. It is an opportunity to experieracgense of contributing to
society.

27 Teaching for the past 27 years has fulfilled ménhmbfessionally and

personally. It has allowed me to work with childremy earliest passion, and
to support my family both financially and with tinb@ be with them.
Teaching is a wonderful profession!

55 | have always wanted to be a teacher and congiderdcation rather than a
career choice.

From these excerpts in response to open-endedysitevn B1, there emerges a
relationship between satisfaction and retentiosgtdan these articulations. Striking in these
responses are sentiments regarding creativity €yus0), love of teaching and learning (Surveys

122, 73, 66, 86), positive influence on studentg8y 122, 51, 86) and teaching as more than a
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job, or as a vocation (Survey 55). In Chaptex theoretical framework was explored for this
paper, centered on Self-Determination Theory agldped by Gagné and Dedkagné and
Deci, inSelf Determination Theory and Work Motivati@®905) cite Porter and Lawler’s (1968)
“proposed model of intrinsic and extrinsic work mation [according to which] people [do] an
activity because they find it interesting and derspontaneous satisfaction from the activity
itself” (Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 331) and contintlatrinsic motivation is an example of
autonomous motivation. When people engage an gchecause they find it interesting, they
are doing the activity wholly volitionally (e.g.work because it is fun)” (p.334). Gagné and
Deci (2005) also suggest a relationship betweelk watisfaction and the perceptions of others
regarding the value of the work performed: “Wheogle are autonomously motivated at work
they tend to experience their jobs as interestimgeosonally important, self-initiated, and
endorsed by relevant others. When people perfofectefely at these jobs, they experience
satisfaction of the basic psychological needs awt Ipositive attitudes toward their jobs” (p.

353).

Based on Self-Determination Theory, selected nesg®from teachers to open-ended
item B1 on the survey, and previously examinedarses to interview questions about
satisfaction and retention, we may conclude thidfsation is tied to retention because satisfied
teachers have an intrinsic, affective relationgbifheir students and their work, leading to
“satisfaction of basic psychological needs” andsifige attitudes toward their jobs” (Gagné &
Deci, 2005, p. 353). Satisfaction is tied to ratamicross school levels because teacher
satisfaction, where it exists, is so deeply perkthra it is tied to the satisfaction of basic
psychological needs for a human sense of persommiriance and endorsement. Retention is

also influenced by financial factors, as describgdurvey response 27, and articulated in the
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interviews by interviewees KWA and RWH. Howevaen, the majority of teachers on both
elementary and secondary levels, satisfactiontigmgic and retention is a foregone conclusion:
despite the numerous challenges and a creeping séngrusion to the profession, satisfied
teachers cannot imagine not being teachers andctivesyder remaining a teacher a lifelong

commitment.

Recommendations, Limitations and Conclusion

Carroll and Foster’s 2010 report for the Natio@ammission on Teaching and
America’s future (NCTAF) paints a bleak picturetloé future of the teaching workforce in the
United States. Their article, “Who Will Teach? Expace Matters’suggests a severely

diminished teaching workforce in the2dentury:

In addition to hemorrhaging teaching talent atlibginning of the career, we are about to
lose accomplished teaching talent at the veterdroéthe career on an unprecedented
scale. The teaching career pipeline is collapsirigpth ends. Even our highest
performing schools and districts are about to loseeh of the expertise that has been at
the core of their success for decades. Teachirgteféness in virtually every school
district in the country will be affected, just ag are challenged with educating a 21st

century workforce that can keep us competitive ghodbal economy. (p. 4).

Further, Fulton, Yoon, and Lee (2005), writing MCTAF on induction to teacher
learning communities, cite NCTAF’s own estimatddt, every year, America’s schools lose
approximately $2.6 billion to teacher attrition{ittthey continue that, “We believe this is a low

estimate” (p.8). The impact of teacher turnoverastly, they contend, not only in terms of
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dollars, but in human costs. They also note, “Igrose the momentum of reform initiatives
when their teachers leave. Schools lose the catytiand consistency that are essential to the
fabric of their communities. Students are forceddapt to a passing parade of teachers, severing
the emotional bonds formed with some of the mogiortant adults in their daily lives.” (pp.8-9).
Hill and Barth (2004) also cite numerous studigmrding the devastating impact of teacher
attrition on schools and students. Citing Inger&0i02) they note that, “teacher attrition and
shortages are due largely to teacher dissatisfaatid pursuit of other jobs” (Hill & Barth, 2004,

p. 175) and they further cite Fimian and Blanto®3@) who “found stress and job dissatisfaction
as compelling reasons to abandon teaching carndérg (Barth, 2004, p. 175). To compound
matters, Hill and Barth (2004) conclude that, “Traag is stressful. Yet new and excessive stress
has been generated by NCLB. Teachers worry ahedatv’s vague but omnipresent threats” (p.
178). NCLB is an acronym for No Child Left Behinthe title of federal legislation (2001)
preceding the current Race to the Top federal djniee(2009) for teacher evaluation systems
based on student achievement on standardizedgegtiidelines which have been the sources of
much stress for teachers across the country. Asinotthe analysis of teacher responses to
guestions B1 and B2 in the survey for this studyl @ the interviews conducted, teacher
evaluation systems based on student test scomshamcreasing influence of state mandates
on teachers’ work experience, have been the safireich distress and professional anxiety for

many educators.

The intent of this study has been to examineelaionship between five factors teachers
encounter in their work experience, their influenoesatisfaction, the relationship between
satisfaction and retention, and the question oftiadreteachers are more satisfied on one

teaching level over another (elementary vs. seagridaels). Because of the pedagogical and
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emotional cost of teacher dissatisfaction and ithential cost of attrition, the questions of how
districts might better understand the teacher veaperience, of how to keep qualified teachers
in the classroom and of how to formulate recommgads for further research have been at the
heart of this paper. Of note is Ingersoll's studlyeacher turnover and shortages from an
organizational perspective (2001), where he explthat his analysis “indicates that teacher
characteristics, such as specialty field and agestongly related to turnover. But, net of the
effects of these teacher characteristics, theralacesignificant effects of school characteristics
and organizational conditions on turnover that Havgely been overlooked by previous
research” (p. 501). Ingersoll, in this study, eavs the research on teacher turnover, noting the
factors of individual teacher characteristics, sabpreas taught and age as significant in prior
research. Ingersoll indicates that, “researcheve kansistently found that younger teachers
have very high rates of departure. Subsequentifhase remaining ‘settle in,” turnover rates
decline through the mid-career period and, finailg again in the retirement years” (p. 502).
Ingersoll’'s 2001 study probes further into teachténtion as he examines “the role of school
characteristics and organizational conditions acher turnover” (p. 507). Interestingly, at the
conclusion of his study of attrition from an orgeational analysis perspective, Ingersoll reports,
“Among the least prominent reasons for [teacharjduer is retirement” (p. 521). Ingersoll’s
study finds the most prominent reasons for attrit®dissatisfaction, “due to low salaries, lack
of support from school administration, lack of gntimotivation, and student discipline
problems” (p. 522). Finally, Ingersoll's data stethat “neither large schools, public schools in
large school districts, urban public schools, righ¥poverty public schools have the highest
rates of teacher turnover” but that, “in contrasball private schools stand-out for their

relatively high rates of turnover” ; Ingersoll’sderlying premise is that “high levels of
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employee turnover are tied to how well organizaifumction” (p. 526). Both Ingersoll’s study
and NCTAF's findings suggest possible limitatioishas paper and recommendations for

further research of the critical question of teacherk experience.

Limitations

One significant question suggesting a limitatioho$ paper lies between prior research
on teacher retention and the findings of this stliggersoll’s (2001) extensive work on teacher
work satisfaction and the organizational reasongtfiition, and the NCTAF report (2010) on
teacher attrition which notes high teacher turn@atever 30% percent in the first five years’ of
teaching careers, vary from the findings in thiglgt which showed significance between
satisfaction and retention in teachers who havedsst six and twenty years ‘experience, but not
among those with prior to 6 or over 20 years’ eigare. The following discussion outlines

potential factors that contribute to this disparity

If we review the schools used in conducting thersyr Table 5.16 provides information

relevant to this discussion.
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Table 5.16

School Districts Demographics

District Enrollment/Free and Turnover Rate of Teachers Turnover Rate of All
Reduced Lunch with Fewer Than Five Teachers
Years’ Experience
Cedars 1413/ 19% 25% 6%
Frasers 6367 / 54% 15% 10%
Jades 3025/ 3% 25% 10%
Oaks 5836/ 11% 31% 15%
Pines 4888/ 4% 32% 10%
Willows 6376/ 54% 20% 12%

Sourcenhttps:///reportcards.nysed.gov

Data from the New York State Education DepartngeR012 annual report card of school
districts within the state shows that the six ditsérfrom which participants came did indeed
have high turnover rates of teachers within th& five years of teaching. Interestingly,
Ingersoll’s (2001) discussion of data notes thagdapublic schools, larger school districts and
high poverty schools do not have the highest riteacher turnover and that well-functioning
organizations have lower rates of employee turn¢ypel526). Consistent with these findings, of
the six districts surveyed, the two with the highe=ed, based on free and reduced lunch
eligibility, showed the lowest teacher turnoveesafFrasers: 15%; Willows, 20%). So why, then,
was there limited correlation in the survey betweew teachers and retention, and little

indication among survey respondents of thoughtstation? | hypothesize that even though
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both the survey and the interviews indicated carsiole concern among teachers regarding the
direction of the profession, those who voluntedogdhe survey and the interviews represent a
population potentially less disenfranchised thangéneral population of teachers. In other
words, while survey responses to the Likert quastend open-ended items B1 and B2, and
those in the interviews, were candid, they wereingrfrom a population of teachers whose
personalities are inclined to cooperate upon rddesh as in volunteering for a survey or
interviews) or to respond to requests for coopenafiom immediate supervisors. Ingersoll
(2003) observes that, “Research on occupationateland values has shown that an unusually
large proportion of those entering teaching areivataéd by what is called altruistic or public-
service ethic. Such individuals place...more imparéaon the opportunity to contribute to the
betterment of society, to work with people, to gettveir community, to help others—in short, to
do ‘good™ ( pp. 168-169). As noted in the methamtp} outlined in Chapter 3, survey volunteers
were solicited through administrative colleaguemafe in the school districts participating in
the study. Considering Ingersoll's observatiosubset of teachers willing to participate in a
survey or interview within a group possessing a&iserorientation might result in a population
with a strongly cooperative orientation. Amonggégarticipating in the survey, 19% of whom
have less than 10 years’ experience, the inclinaifa significant percentage of this
demographic group, if inclined to cooperate, miglsb have an orientation to persevere in
teaching, despite challenges and obstacles. uinteérs for the survey and interviews exclude
the most disenfranchised teachers, those mosusériconsidering leaving within the first five
years, or those thinking most seriously of retirithgpse groups are not fully represented in the
study. To reinforce this hypothesis regarding ¢htesicher groups, | recall the one teacher who

revealed to me she was retiring the year followhrgginterview (RWH) did so only on condition
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of the complete preservation of her privacy, esgcirom her immediate supervisor. To add to
this potential limitation, among the 15 interviewgenly one teacher had less than 10 years’
experience, making it difficult to assess from thogerviews a proportion among which

attrition would be likely. The personality orientat of novice and most experienced teachers in
this study may have influenced data and surveyoms, presenting a potential limitation of the

study.

Ingersoll (2001) concludes that small private stbithave the largest turnover, “almost
one-fourth of their faculty each year” (p. 526})riautable in part to compensation in smaller
private schools, forcing some teachers to leavausecthey cannot afford to remain (p. 527). If
we consider compensation, examination of the dwalkcdistricts used in this survey shows they
are all within a specific geographic region of N¥ark State: Nassau County, New York. Each
of the six districts, Cedars, Jades, Willows, O&kses and Frasers, are medium to large sized
suburban districts. None of them, however, is apaying school district. The suburbs of New
York City and in Nassau County specifically, arecaug the highest paying regions in the
country for teachers, with most districts payin@®,000 per year for teachers with ten years’
experience, and salaries reaching into the mid $000range at the upper end of the salary
schedule, not including benefits. In fact, as diseud previously, several interview participants
referenced community perceptions of high teachiariea as one of the causes of discontent
among community members in their districts: theepption exists that teachers in Nassau
County school districts are overpaid for the wdrkyt do and the scope of their work day and
year. A factor in this paper that may also be atéition lies, therefore, in the profile of school
districts and population of teachers who parti@gatVhile the data and interviews surfaced

significant information about factors influencingtisfaction and between satisfaction and grade
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level taught, the relationship between satisfactiod retention, though significant for teachers
between 6 and 20 years, is not among those betvaad 6 or more than 20 years, according to
survey data. The findings from teachers surveyetdi@terviewed for this paper do not show the
same outcomes as those from Ingersoll's work or NES report. For the lower end of the
experience range, the reason may be that the gaputd respondents was skewed to those
more cooperative and less likely to leave, dedpitels of dissatisfaction. For the upper end, the
population may be that group whose salary and israet simply too high to have them
seriously consider attrition. For the group witttie 6-20 year range, where significance did
exist between satisfaction and retention, the rfgatt may be that while they are relatively well
compensated, distress surrounding dissatisfacidehed to the high number of years remaining
in the careers of these teachers, surfaced mosedayation of attrition prior to retirement

eligibility in this population of surveyed teachers

A second limitation of this study lies in the seapf investigation of the factors
influencing satisfaction and dissatisfaction. leating the survey items, | asked questions to
elicit responses regarding how choice of entrypsthlimate and support, professional
development and perceptions of teachers influeatisfaction. The data and interviews show
that these factors do influence satisfaction, betdurvey directly asked only one question
regarding teacher evaluation systems; questionatdss “Teacher evaluation systems are based
on a general perception that many teachers argawat at their jobs.” Based on open-ended and
interview responses, teacher evaluation systemsnamdlated state testing tied to these
evaluations are an especially important and diseximg factor for significant numbers of
teachers and contribute to dissatisfaction. It wWdwdve contributed to the findings to more

directly examine the impact of Annual Professidp@iformance Review (APPR) legislation in
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the survey. | believe satisfaction may have coreel@o retention for teachers between 6 and 20
years precisely because it is for teachers in tlgeaes that APPR is most significant. Teachers
relatively new to teaching who might be thinkingledving and those with more than twenty
years in the classroom (and closer to retiremeat) fael the implications of APPR and testing
less than those in mid-career. Interview transsripteviously examined in this paper, indicate
that APPR is very much on teachers’ minds; a linataof this study is that it asked questions
about significant factors in teachers’ work livbat not enough about one factor emerging as a
game-changer in the profession, the factor of stetedated, annual numerical rating of teachers,
and the publication of those ratings to communignmbers of the school district in which each
teacher works. Further recommendation regardingares into the impact of performance
review evaluations as mandated by APPR are includéte recommendations section of this

paper which follows.

An overarching explanation of the variations & fimdings of my study from previously
cited literature is offered by considering the wofk.inda Evans (1997) in a study of teacher
morale and job satisfaction. Her work, conductedraEnglish primary school, explores the
“Individuality of Morale and Job Satisfaction” inhich she notes, “The individuality of human
behavior, arising out of differences in life exgerces and biographical factors, and which
underpins the heterogeneity of teachers, is cleadynderlying reason for diversity of
responses” (p. 840). Evans identifies three facbpay which are influential in teachers’
attitudinal responsesPtofessionality...a professional-oriented perspective which incoapes
values and vision.Relative Perspective.how [teachers] view their work in relation to eth
factors [including] comparative experiences, cormapee insights, and the circumstances and

events which make up the rest of their lives; thein-work selves...anRealistic
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Expectations.those expectations which they feel are realisycaile to be fulfilled” (pp. 840-
842). Evans’ insight to the highly individualizedtare of teachers’ work experience, coupled
with the highly personal interaction teachers haita themselves as professionals, may offer
further understanding of the findings of this staahygl those of Ingersoll, et al.. For as many
teacher groups as exist, the individual, uniqudexdrof their work experience will influence
their feelings about their work. For the populatainieachers surveyed and interviewed in this
paper, geographical considerations, the shiftingateds of state and federal mandates, and the
population of those willing to volunteer for theidy are all factors playing a role in this study’s
findings. Given the highly individualized naturetbe teaching work experience, variations in
findings are inevitable, although on a larger sclahelings frequently point to similar factors
contributing to and diminishing satisfaction, mosetably those providing sufficient resources

and enabling a sense of autonomy and a feelingiaflrespected.

Recommendations for School Districts

School districts face compelling challenges, gitlenpressures being brought to bear on
public education, and thus on teachers, in theeatipolitical and economic climate. On the one
hand, districts are mandated to carry out legidladéorms, specifically those emanating from
Race to the Top federal funding: standardized &stisteacher evaluations based on specified
performance measures. On the other hand, diskrésts to contend with the real-time impact of
enacting these reforms, impacts which hit teachardest. Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb,
Michelli, and Wyckoff (2006), writing on the pathwsto teaching in New York City schools,

capture one of the chief concerns in the curreta-deven educational environment:

Many educators worry, with good reason, aboutti@ications of using value-added
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measures to make claims about teacher effectiveibese are two particularly
worrisome features of this approach. First, achiea tests measure only a small part of
students’ learning. By focusing on these measwesre missing many important
aspects of learning, as well as other valued ouésomh schooling; this is an inherent
limitation to these kinds of data. (p. 163).
While these researchers recognize that standartézéidg does yield potentially useful
information about how well students are learningcsiic, targeted, skills, their expressed
caution goes to the heart of the challenge schistias face. Educators who worry about the
use of value-added measures to rate teachers seg¢avilo so; there are so many variables that
come into play with standardized test outcomesttiateliability of these measures is rightly
called into question. Further, as these authote,sfach tests measure a small part of what
students learn in school. Herein lies the conundiamschool districts that attempt to pay
attention to teacher work satisfaction and retenttlistricts are compelled to use test data to
evaluate teacher effectiveness, while at the sameerhuch of what constitutes the successful

(and satisfied) teacher lies outside the measuresiing.

As this study has suggested, much of the coreashir satisfaction lies in the qualitative
relationship teachers have with students and Withstibjects they teach. Intrinsic motivation,
leading to satisfaction and a sense of professiwafibeing, is largely affectively driven.
Interviewed teachers in this study chose teachaugqbise of a family history in the profession or
because they saw teaching as a way to propagat@wre positive experiences as students.
Districts that work to provide a positive climateeaningful support, worthwhile professional
development and a culture of respect in the locairaunity for teachers are districts supportive

of teacher work satisfaction. Districts solely iatexl in data-driven measures, student outcomes
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on standardized tests, and teacher evaluationmsgstaoted in testing and assigning a number to
teachers are those marginalizing the qualitatiygeagnce of the teacher in her classroom, each

day, each period, with each student.

The one most salient recommendation from this stadgchool districts, therefore, is to
find a balance between the mandates of Race tbdpédegislation and the daily reality of how
to create and sustain a supportive work environrfeegrteachers. Such districts will allow
teachers a voice in the creation of curriculum.ylwél provide professional development that is
teacher-centered if not teacher-generated. Thdyistédn to teachers and permit the one thing
teachers crave most: a sense of autonomy arouatltidy do in their classes and a sense of
control among teachers regarding the overall warkraission of the school. Such districts will
work to create program that supports best praédicstudent success on standardized tests: after
all, if students to well on these tests and teaekialuations are reflective of successful
performance, teachers are likely to feel validasedi more satisfied, with those positive
outcomes. If school districts find such a balaneacher work satisfaction is likely to be
sustained if not increased, and retention acrassylbctrum has a chance at being sustained.
This, ultimately, leads to stronger, healthier shthstricts, more satisfied teachers, and
ultimately a richer educational environment, froattba financial and a human capital

perspective.

Recommendations for Further Study

Recommendations for further study of teacher watkstaction may be considered on
both a macro and a micro level. Linda Evans’ (198@)ly of teacher morale and satisfaction

defines morale as “a state of mind determined byirtividual's anticipation of the extent of
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satisfaction of those needs which s/he perceivaegyagicantly affecting her/his total work
situation” (p. 832). We may contrast Evans’ defom of morale with an excerpt from a well-
publicized letter of resignation written by so@#alidies teacher Valerie Strauss in April, 2013, to

the superintendent of her school district in SysaciNew York.

My profession is being demeaned by a pervasive sgihvere of distrust,
dictating that teachers cannot be permitted to ldpvand administer their own quizzes
and tests (now titled as generic “assessmentgjjaute their own students’ examinations.
The development of plans, choice of lessons andhtiterials to be employed are
increasingly expected to be common to all teacimeasgiven subject. This approach not
only strangles creativity, it smothers the develeptrof critical thinking in our students
and assumes a one-size-fits-all mentality more@piate to the assembly line than to
the classroom. Teacher planning time has also remm Bo greatly eroded by a constant
need to “prove up” our worth to the tyranny of APRRough the submission of plans,
materials and “artifacts” from our teaching) thatite is little time for us to carefully
critiqgue student work, engage in informal intelleadtdiscussions with our students and
colleagues, or conduct research and seek persopedvement through independent
study. We have become increasingly evaluation admowledge driven. Process has
become our most important product, to twist a piafeem corporate America, which
seems doubly appropriate to this case. After wgititi of this | realize that | am not
leaving my profession, in truth, it has left mendt longer exists. | feel as though | have
played some game halfway through its fourth quagéimeout has been called, my
teammates’ hands have all been tied, the goal pusted, all previously scored points

and honors expunged and all of the rules altered.
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http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/answer-shee2@p3/04/06/teachers-
resignation-letter-my-profession-no-longer-exists/

Strauss’ pained letter stands in stark contraBivns’ understanding of morale as linked
to anticipation of satisfaction perceived as sigaiftly affecting work; together, these set the
stage for recommendations regarding further reke@amdeacher work satisfaction. The impact
of federal legislation under the titles of No CHileft Behind (2001) and Race to the Top (2009)
have had a seriously negative impact on teachealmaanging from dispirited comments
offered by teachers surveyed and interviewed fisrghper, to the dramatic and highly
publicized letter written by Valerie Strauss. Kam, et al. (2007) describe tjwy of teaching
“[as relating] to the perception of teaching asajoyable occupation” and posit that, “it is
reasonable to assume that if the other factorghgir study: time with family, family
responsibility, administrative support, financiainefits, and paperwork/assessment] were
adequately addressed teachers would find teachang enjoyable” (p. 791). Further research
must address the factors studied in this papetlargk studied by researchers such as Kersaint
and colleagues that diminish teacher morale ardittedissatisfaction, with specific focus on the
impact of legislatively mandated teacher-evaluasigstems. For many teachers the letters APPR
have become another four-letter word; they repelifig diminished by numerically-based
rating systems tied to teacher observations arne atsessments. APPR runs the risk of
accelerating attrition, or just as dangerouslycalisaging otherwise qualified individuals from
entering the teaching profession at all. Signiftaasearch of the impact of APPR mandates is

critically important to the literature in this fael

Carroll and Foster (2010), citing NCTAF’s analysigiata, note with alarm that,

“Almost half of the teaching workforce is made dBaby Boomers who are at or near
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retirement. In 1976, when young Baby Boomers wiexading the ranks of teaching, the average
teaching age was 36; in 2007-08 it was 42...We nowe liae oldest teaching workforce in more
than half a century” (p. 7). Writing in 2003, priwrthe full enactment of APPR legislation,

Richard Ingersoll (2003) presciently observed thk¥wing:

The use of student test scores to assess teacwadtays been an extremely
contentious issue. For decades, proponents ofighethiat schools lack sufficient
organizational control have touted them as ond®best means of “weeding out”
incompetent teachers and, hence, one of the batbbns of ensuring the accountability
of teachers. However, the use of student test s¢orassess teachers has also been
severely criticized for its inability to separatat the portion of student achievement
gains that are actually attributable to specifacteers. There are numerous other factors
that affect student achievement as well, not lehgthich are the background, aptitude,
attitude, and effort of students. Assessmentsdbaiot take account of all these factors
can unfairly hold teachers accountable for thinggsad their control. For this reason,
teachers at the elementary and secondary, anddallsgiate, levels have long been

adamantly opposed to the use of student test stmeessess their performance (p. 114).

The combination of an aging teacher workforce aadher dispositions regarding
performance evaluation tied to student test sodoes not bode well for satisfaction in the
teaching profession. Teachers are getting oldeitiag teachers are seeing that the profession is
“not what it used to be”, and those at all stagab@ir careers face mounting pressure to prepare

students for standardized tests on which the tedsheelf will be evaluated. Further research
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must address the demoralizing effect of externaiydated teacher evaluation systems. As cited
previously in this paper, teaching is at once algigublic and a highly personal profession; to
add insult to injury (from a teacher’s perspectitre fact that a given teacher’s annual rating,
according to APPR legislation, must be made aviglabthe parents of students currently in a
teacher’s classes is to many a galling reality. Aigély personal craft of teaching is assessed by
standardized tests, with the teacher’s rating alsglto the public. Further research will do well
to examine the consequences of this perfect stofactors likely to exponentially increase

teacher work dissatisfaction.

On a micro level, further research on teacher vgatisfaction needs to hone in on the
daily work experience of teachers. This study lmassitlered the impact of factors of choice of
entry to teaching, school climate, support, protessl development and perceptions about
teachers on satisfaction and retention. Ingess@003) seminal work on the teaching
experienceYWho Controls Teachers’ Wodites the never-ending debate generated by the
organizational anomalies inherent in schools. Beeagchools are charged with providing a
publically funded service for a mass clientele3), from a management viewpoint, a
bureaucratic structure makes sense: administraieks to carry out the mandate of providing
the service of educating youth as efficiently assiiwe. When it comes to the daily experience
of carrying out the mandate, however, the teacheréis and preferences are often at odds with
the efficiency-oriented preferences of administratingersoll (2003), in summarizing the work
of Bidwell, Lortie and other educational socioldgissuggests, “Like other human-service
occupations, teaching is inherently non-tangibledfwork; it requires flexibility, give and take,
and making exceptions. This is all the more treg fiBidwell, Lortie, et.al] argue, because the

clients of schools are children and adolescent&y-are neither mature adults nor voluntary
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participants (p. 34). Further research regardiagher work satisfaction needs to examine the
nexus between administrative, bureaucratic goalsdbools and the goals of classroom teachers
who are directly delivering the “non-tangible, luvork” of teaching. The intent of my study

has been to examine two types of influences osfaation: one type is the overall disposition of
teachers, as evidenced by their feelings aboutsthgdeaching (and reflecting, in the interviews,
on that choice from a present-day perspectiveltlamgerceptions they have of how they are
viewed by others. The second type of influencéeésdaily lived experiences of teacher as
suggested by the factors of school climate, suppod professional development. These latter
factors, coupled with the myriad influences onacher’'s daily experience, beg for further study.
As many surveyed and interviewed for this studygesg, for teachers, there’s the world “out
there” of the larger school community, the admnaisbn, the community, a board of education,
and state and federal mandates; then there’s thd two here” of the teacher’s classroom and
students. Each day a teachers engages in the ughdgnal dynamic of teaching and relating to
a group of young people. In turn, each student sadinoen and returns to a home, a community
and set of values that may be quite disparate &ach other, but within the frame of the
teachers’ classroom, and under the control oféhelter, each of those students need to be
guided toward a common goal of academic learnirgsaxcial development. For the teacher,
daily support (or the lack of it), worthwhile pref@onal development (or the absence of it) and
an appropriate school climate (or the disintegratibit) have a significant impact of the world
“in here” of the teacher’s classroom. Further staflthe micro-elements that have a major
influence of a teacher’s work experience is esaktdithe literature and is strongly

recommended.
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Conclusion

A conclusion to this paper brings me back to opgmages of this study, where | noted
an intriguing observation i8ilences and Imagessrovesnor, Lawn, and Rousmaniere (1999)
suggest that the history of teachers is shroudendicially, in the absence of sound: “There have
been a great many ‘silences’ in the history of etioa across many cultures, silences about the
practice, meaning and culture of the classrooml]p.Further, these authors suggest, these
“silences” are found in the stasis of empty classrpfilled with desks, books and this question
hanging in the air. We may extrapolate these astlgoiestion, “What was the lived reality of
teacher’s work and student’s lives in and arouhdde] classrooms?” (Grovesnor, et al., p. 1) to
a question that has hovered over this study: Wétae lived reality of teacher’s work in the
classroom today? If we better understand thatllreality, and the factors that contribute to or
diminish teacher work satisfaction, it is possifalethis or any study of teachers work
experience to contribute to better teaching andhieg. Teaching has become a highly complex
profession. Teachers are individualized, independenkers who job performance is on public
display. They are members of an organization df theal school and district but enact their
work in a largely autonomous environment of thesstaom. They are called on to actoco
parentisbut must observe countless cautions about thigiraations with students. They are
praised when students do well and vilified wheryttien’t. Inherently, there are myriad
contradictions and tensions in teaching, but satigin, a sense of fulfillment, and joy are likely
to create better teachers; the challenge for reBees and educational policy is to contribute to
an environment that encourages a teacher’s reablsrg her greatest professional potential,
one that paves the way for a teacher to be joyfalateaching. The effort of this study has been

to delve into the lived experience of teachersaainng factors that contribute to satisfaction
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and exposing those that don’t. While teachers’ wivés are never likely to subscribe fully to

the refrain, “And they lived happily ever afterfigoing research and understanding may lead to
the implementation of policy to make teachers’ wndre satisfying. If a future with more
satisfied teachers is the outcome, the “aim” of traper, and of any meaningful study of this

most noble profession, will have been a success.
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Appendix

Appendix A: Pilot Study and Questionnaire

June, 2012

Dear Pilot Study Participant:

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this pilot of a survey | am formally conducting in

the fall regarding teacher job satisfaction and retention, a topic which has been a long-held

interest of mine. | am currently working on my PhD at the Graduate Center of the City

University of New York and this survey is a part of my dissertation. In order to conduct the pilot,

| would ask the following:

1.

6.
7.

Take the survey at a convenient time and in a quiet location.

Read the cover sheet to see if the directions are clear (note the directions about coding
each page at the bottom of the survey).

Keep track of how long it takes you to complete the survey.

Note any questions that seem unclear or misplaced in the survey.

On the last page you will see there is information regarding follow up interviews. While
the interview stage is a follow-up to the actual study, for the purposes of the pilot |
would ask you fill in the contact information and your name (names are only requested
in the pilot study). | will send you an email in the last week of June or first week of July,
with your permission, to ask you follow-up questions about taking the survey. If | need
to speak to you by phone, | will ask in the email whether that is acceptable and a good
day or time to call.

You do not have to fill in “Survey Number” on each sheet.

Keep all these sheets stapled together, including the follow-up questionnaire.

Again, my sincere thanks for your time at this busy time!

Regards,

Patrick O’Reilly

IMPORTANT NOTE: SINCE THIS IS A PILOT STUDY ONLY, NONE OF YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE
INCLUDED IN THE FULL ANALYSIS OF THE ACTUAL SURVEY NOR WILL THEY BE SHARED WITH
ANYONE. THE SOLE PURPOSE OF THE PILOT IS TO SURFACE PROBLEMS OR CONCERNS WITH

THE QUESTIONNAIRE ITSELF. IF YOU DECIDE NOT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS PILOT AT ANY POINT,
PLEASE SIMPLY DESTROY IT. THIS IS ENTIRELY A VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION. ED VASTA IS
AWARE AND HAS GIVEN THE ‘OK” THAT | AM SOLICITING VOLUNTEERS FOR THIS PILOT HERE.
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Patrick O’Reilly/ City University of New York/ Urban Education Department
Directions to Respondents: Teacher Work Satisfaction and Retention Survey
The attached survey contains the following:

A. Twenty five questions about experience as a teacher.

B. Two questions about level of satisfaction as a teacher.

C. Five questions about remaining in the teaching profession.

D. Twelve questions about demographic details.
For Section A, bubble in the “O” that most closely corresponds to your experience, belief, or feeling
about that item. Note the headers ranging from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree” and bubble the
“0O” under the column most closely associated with your experience or belief.

For Section B, bubble in the response that corresponds to your experience or belief. Note the range of
responses and briefly explain your bubbled responses in the spaces provided

For Section C, bubble in the responses that most closely correspond to your experience or future
intention, using the column headers (Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) as a guide.

For Section D, bubble in the appropriate circles corresponding to your demographic information.
YOU MAY USE PEN OR PENCIL FOR THIS SURVEY.
Please do not leave any items blank.

On each page of the survey you will note, on the bottom of the page, a space for you to indicate the
first letter of your first name and the first two letters of your last name. (e.g. John Dewey = JDE). This
simple coding method will allow us to keep track of each page of the survey and for follow-up
correspondence directly with you if you elect to participate in the next phase of the survey.
Otherwise, there will be no attempt to contact you or determine your identity. Thank you for
completing these coding blanks on each page.

Once you have completed the survey, please seal it in the envelope provided and return it to the
contact person in your school, who is Patrick O’Reilly . These surveys will be returned to me in the
sealed envelope. If you have any questions about this survey, please feel free to contact me at 917 202
5698 or at poreilly@gc.cuny.edu.

Thank you,

Patrick O’Reilly
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Section A: Teaching Experience
Questions:

Strongly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

The relationships between
administrators and teachers
in my school are generally
respectful and positive

0]

0]

0]

0]

When starting my career |
felt a stronger desire to be a
teacher rather than pursue
any other career.

My choice to become a
teacher was influenced more
by economic benefits than
an inherent desire to teach.

Professional development
opportunities are readily
available for teachers in my
district.

The community in which my
school is located values the
education of its children.

| feel professionally
supported by other teachers
in the school in which | work.

Administrators in the school
in which | work support my
efforts in the classroom.

Choosing to become a
teacher was motivated by
my desire to work with
students in schools.

I chose to become a teacher
even though | don’t
particularly like working with
young people.

10.

Parents in the community in
which | work regard teachers
as professional workers.

11.

My colleagues and | regularly
collaborate on methods and
curriculum in the school in
which | work.
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Question

Strongly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

12,

School administrators are
not very supportive of the
teachers in my school

o)

O

)

)

13.

Students in my school
generally do not treat
teachers with professional
respect.

14.

APPR teacher evaluation
measures are based on a
perception that many
teachers are not successful
at their jobs.

15.

There are clear
consequences in my school
for classroom misbehavior
by students.

16.

Parents do not consider
teachers as professionals in
the way they might consider
doctors or lawyers
professionals.

17.

If more professional
development were available,
| believe it would strengthen
my skills in the classroom

18.

Being a teacher today holds
meaning for me as it did
when | entered the
profession.

19.

Class sizes in my school are
such that | am able to work
effectively with my students.

20.

Supplies and materials are
sufficiently available in my
school for me to teach
effectively.

21.

The schools in my district
provide a supportive work
environment for teachers.
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Question

Strongly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree

22. Administrators in my school
understand that successful
teaching extends beyond
student performance on
standardized tests.

0]

0]

0] 0]

23. | believe if someone is
planning to become a
teacher today people will
consider them foolish for
entering this line of work.

24. My school provides a safe
and orderly environment for
me to do my work.

25. Professional Development
opportunities allow me to
improve my instructional
practice.

Section B: Satisfaction

Please completely fill in one circle for the following two questions AND explain your reason for each

choice.
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1. How satisfied are you with teaching as a profession?
O Very satisfied

O Somewhat satisfied

O Neutral

O Somewhat dissatisfied

O Very dissatisfied

Why?

2. How satisfied are you with your present teaching situation?
O Very satisfied

O Somewhat satisfied

O Neutral

O Somewhat dissatisfied

O Very dissatisfied

Why?



Section C: Retention. Please answer each question below by filling in the appropriate circle.
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Question Strongly Somewhat  Agree Somewhat
Agree Agree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

1. If there were no financial 9) 9) 9] 9]
implications of doing so, |
would likely leave teaching
for another profession.

0]

2. My main reason for 0 9] 9] 0
remaining a teacher is the
feeling that it’s too late for
me to change careers.

3. If I were financially secure 0 9] 9] 9]
but still wished to work, |
would remain a teacher

4. Remaining a teacher for 0 9] 9] 9]
one’s working life is a
personally rewarding
experience.

5. lanticipate remaining a 0] 0] 0] 0]

teacher for the remainder of
my working career

D. Demographics: Please completely fill in one circle O for each of the following questions.

1. What is your gender?

O Male O Female

2. What is your marital status?

O Single, never married O Married O Widowed/divorced/separated
3. Are you a parent: O Yes O No

4. What is your ethnic background?

O American Indian/Alaska Native O Asian or Pacific Islander

O African America/Black O Hispanic

O Caucasian/White O Other (please specify)
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5. What is your age?

O 35or under O 36-45 O 46-55
O 56-65 O 66 or older

6. What is the highest degree you earned?

O Bachelor’s degree O Master’s degree O Doctoral degree

7. What is the number of years you have taught in education?

O 10orfewer O 11-14 O 15-20 O 21-25 O 26 or more

8. What is the number of years you have taught at the elementary level (K-5)

O ZeroYears O 10orfewer O11-14 O 15-20 O 21-25 O 26 or more

9. What is the number of years you have taught at the middle school level (6-8)

O Zero Years O 10 or fewer 0O 11-14 O 15-20 O 21-25 O 26 or more

10. What is the number of years you have taught at the high school level (9-12)

O Zero Years O 10 or fewer O 11-14 O 15-20 O 21-25 O 26 or more

11. Indicate whether you are tenured and in which area(s) you are tenured.

O Untenured
O Tenured, Elementary (K-6 General License or Elementary Specialist)

O Tenured, Secondary (7-12 License, Subject Area or Special Education License/ Specialist)

12. Indicate the best descriptor for the population of the district in which you currently work:
O Urban/ Large City

O Suburban/ middle class

O Suburban/ wealthy

O Suburban/ poor or disadvantaged
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Thank you for your participation. IF you are willing to participate in a follow-up interview please
indicate your contact information below. Interviews will take between 20 and 30 minutes and will be
conducted at your convenience. A separate form will be sent prior to interviews being conducted. If
you agree to be interviewed, | will contact you via the method(s) you indicate below and ask you for
identifying information. Interviews will be held in confidence.

Yes, | am willing to participate in a follow up interview regarding my experience in the
teaching profession, satisfaction and retention in the profession.

PILOT STUDY ONLY: PLEASE WRITE YOUR NAME HERE:
PILOT STUDY ONLY: PLEASE INDICATE YOUR SCHOOL HERE Munsey Park/ Shelter Rock/Secondary

Contact method: Phone (indicate whether home , work, or cell)

Email (please print clearly)

Pilot Study Participant Questionnaire

1. Name School Building

2. Grade Level (Elementary) or Department (Secondary) in 2011-12:

3. Upon completion of the survey, please indicate:
How long did it take you to complete the survey, including reading the directions

b. Please indicate any concerns or confusion you experienced in the survey directions (cover
sheet of the survey):

c. Indicate any uncertainty or confusion about the format of the questions and response areas
the range ( of Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) the ease of identifying the correct circles
for bubbling, the position of questions in each section:

d. Indicate any uncertainty or confusion about the questions in each of the following sections;

Section A: (questions 1-25)

Section B: (questions 1 and 2)
Section C (questions 1-5)
Section D (demographics)

Please make any additional comments on the back of this sheet and keep this sheet attached to your
survey response. You may return to me with the survey via inter-office mail or by dropping it off with
your building principal.
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Appendix B: Changes to Survey Questions: Pilot Survey to Actu@urvey
SECTION A
Question: 3

Pilot: My choice to become a teacher was influenced more by economic benefits than an
inherent desire to teach.

Actual: My choice to become a teacher was influenced more by anticipated health and pension
benefits than an inherent desire to teach.

Question: 9

Pilot: | chose to become a teacher even though | don’t particularly like working with young
people.

Actual: | became a teacher event though | don’t particularly like working with young people
Question: 14

Pilot: APPR teacher evaluation measures are based on a perception that many teachers are not
successful at their jobs

Actual: Teacher evaluation systems are based on a general perception that many teachers are
not good at their jobs.

Question : 18
Pilot: Being a teacher holds meaning for me as it did when | entered the profession.

Actual: | choose to remain a teacher today for essentially the same reason as when | entered
the profession.

Question: 21
Pilot: The schools in my district provide a supportive work environment for teachers.

Actual: | believe most professional development workshops are out of touch with teachers’ real
needs in the classroom.

SECTION B

| added the word, “Overall” to each of the two questions in this section.
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SECTION C: These five questions are about retention in the profession.
Question: 4
Pilot: Remaining a teacher for one’s working life is a personally rewarding experience.

Actual: | don’t anticipate changing careers at any time prior to my age-eligible retirement from
teaching.

Question: 5
Pilot: | anticipate remaining a teacher for the remainder of my working career.
Actual: | believe that remaining a teacher for my pre-retirement working life is a good idea.

Finally, on the demographics, questions 7, 8,9, 10/10A, 11/11A and 12 are revised from the
pilot to the actual survey.
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Appendix C: Final Survey Administered

Patrick O’Reilly/ City University of New York/ Urban Education Department
Directions to Respondents: Teacher Work Satisfaction and Retention Survey

The attached survey contains the following:

E. Twenty five questions about experience as a teacher.

F. Two questions about level of satisfaction as a teacher.

G. Five questions about remaining in the teaching profession.

H. Twelve questions about demographic details.
For Section A, bubble in the “O” that most closely corresponds to your experience, belief, or feeling
about that item. Note the headers ranging from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree” and bubble the
“0O” under the column most closely associated with your experience or belief.

For Section B, bubble in the response that corresponds to your experience or belief. Note the range of
responses and briefly explain your bubbled responses in the spaces provided

For Section C, bubble in the responses that most closely correspond to your experience or future
intention, using the column headers (Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) as a guide.

For Section D, bubble in the appropriate circles corresponding to your demographic information.
YOU MAY USE PEN OR PENCIL FOR THIS SURVEY. PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING CAREFULLY:

1. Do not leave any items blank.
2. On each page of the survey you will note, on the bottom of the page, a space for you
to indicate the first letter of your first name and the first two letters of your last name.
(e.g. John Dewey = JDE). This simple coding method will allow us to keep track of each
page of the survey and for follow-up correspondence directly with you if you elect to
participate in the next phase of the survey. Otherwise, there will be no attempt to
contact you or determine your identity. Thank you for completing these coding blanks
on each page.
Once you have completed the survey, please seal it in the envelope provided and return it to the contact
person in your school, who is . These surveys will be returned

to me in the sealed envelope. If you have any questions about this survey, please feel free to contact me
at 917 202 5698 or at poreilly@gc.cuny.edu.

Thank you,

Patrick O’Reilly
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Section A: Teaching Experience
Questions:

Strongly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

No
Opinion

Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

The relationships between
administrators and teachers
in my school are generally
respectful and positive.

0]

0]

0]

0]

0]

When starting my working
career | felt a stronger desire
to be a teacher rather than
pursue any other career.

My choice to become a
teacher was influenced more
by anticipated health and
pension benefits than an
inherent desire to teach.

Professional development
opportunities are readily
available for teachers in my
district.

The school district in which
my school is located values
the education of its children.

| feel professionally
supported by other teachers
in the school in which | work.

Administrators in the school
in which | work support my
efforts in the classroom.

Choosing to become a
teacher was motivated by
my desire to work with
students in schools.

| became a teacher even
though | don’t particularly
like working with young
people.

10.

Parents in the community in
which | work regard teachers
as professional workers.

11.

My colleagues and | regularly
collaborate on methods and
curriculum in the school in
which | work.
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Question

Strongly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

No
Opinion

Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

12,

School administrators are
not very supportive of the
teachers in my school.

o)

O

0o

)

)

13.

Students in my school
generally do not treat
teachers with professional
respect.

14.

Teacher evaluation systems
are based on a general
perception that many
teachers are not good at
their jobs.

15.

There are clear
consequences in my school
for classroom misbehavior
by students.

16.

Parents do not consider
teachers as professionals in
the way they might consider
doctors or lawyers
professionals.

17.

If more professional
development were available,
| believe it would strengthen
my skills in the classroom.

18.

I choose to remain a teacher
today for essentially the
same reason as when |
entered the profession.

19.

Class sizes in my school are
such that | am able to work
effectively with my students.

20.

Supplies and materials are
sufficiently available in my
school for me to teach
effectively.

21.

| believe most professional
development workshops are
out of touch with teachers’
real needs in the classroom.
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Question

Strongly
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

No
Opinion

Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

22.

Administrators in my school
understand that successful
teaching extends beyond
student performance on
standardized tests.

23.

| believe if someone is
planning to become a
teacher today people will
consider them foolish for
entering this line of work.

24.

My school provides a safe
and orderly environment for
me to do my work.

25.

Professional Development
opportunities allow me to
improve my instructional
practice.
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Section B: Satisfaction
Please completely fill in one circle for the following two questions AND explain your reason for each
choice.

1. Overall, how satisfied are you with teaching as a profession?
O Very satisfied

O Somewhat satisfied

O Neutral

O Somewhat dissatisfied

O Very dissatisfied

Why?

2. Overall, how satisfied are you with your present teaching assignment or situation?
O Very satisfied

O Somewhat satisfied

O Neutral

O Somewhat dissatisfied

O Very dissatisfied

Why?



Section C: Retention. Please answer each question below by filling in the appropriate circle.
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Question
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree
1. If there were no financial 9] 9] 9] 9] 9]
implications of doing so, |
would likely leave teaching
for another profession.
2. My main reason for 0 0 9] 9] 9]
remaining a teacher is the
feeling that it’s too late for
me to change careers.
3. If I were financially secure 9] 9] 9] 9] 9]
but still wished to work, |
would remain a teacher.
4. 1don’t anticipate changing 0 9] 9] 9] 9]
careers at any time prior to
my age-eligible retirement
from teaching.
5. Ibelieve that remaining a 9] 9] 9] 9] 9]

teacher for my pre-
retirement working life is a
good idea.
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D. Demographics: Please completely fill in one circle O for each of the following questions.

1. What is your gender?

O Male O Female

2. What is your marital status?

O Single, never married O Married /Partnered O Widowed/divorced/separated

3. Are you a parent: O Yes O No

4. What is your ethnic background?

O American Indian/Alaska Native O Asian or Pacific Islander
O African America/Black O Hispanic
O Caucasian/White O Other (please specify)

5. What is your age?

O 35 or under O 36-45 O 46-55
O 56-65 O 66 or older

6. What is the highest degree you earned?

O Bachelor’s degree O Master’s degree O Doctoral degree

7. What is the total number of years you have taught (include full and part time employment as a
teacher)

8. At which level have you mostly taught in your teaching career?

O Grades K-6 O Grades 7-12
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9. For how many years you have taught at each of the following levels?

Grades K-6 Grades 7-12

10. Indicate whether you are tenured and in which area(s) you are currently tenured.
O Untenured
O Tenured, Elementary (K-6 General License or Elementary Specialist)

O Tenured, Secondary (7-12 License, Subject Area or Special Education License/ Specialist)

10 A. If tenured as a secondary teacher, indicate the secondary subject area in which you are
tenured

11. Indicate whether you are a licensed Special Education teacher: OYes O No

11 A. Indicate if you are currently working as a Special Education teacher: OYes O No

12. Indicate the best descriptor for the population of the district in which you currently work:

O Suburban/ middle class
O Suburban/ wealthy

O Suburban/ poor or disadvantaged

Thank you for your participation. If you are willing to participate in a follow-up interview please
indicate your contact information below. Interviews will take between 20 and 30 minutes and will be
conducted at your convenience. A separate form will be sent prior to interviews being conducted. If
you agree to be interviewed, | will contact you via the method(s) you indicate below and ask you for
identifying information. Interviews will be held in confidence.

Yes, | am willing to participate in a follow up interview regarding my experience in the
teaching profession, satisfaction and retention in the profession.

Preferred contact method: Phone (indicate whether home , work, or cell)

Email (please print clearly)
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Appendix D: Survey Items B1 and B2: “Why” Codes Lst

B1: Overall, how satisfied are you with teaching as a profession? (positive and negative responses
recorded for coding as to “Why” participant responded as they did)

LN R WNE

W W W W WWWwWwWNNRNNNNNNNNRRRREPRPRPPRRR R
O D WN PR, O WVWOWNOU DN WNEROOOONOOULDNWNRO

Too much emphasis on tests
Love teaching

Anti-teacher climate

Decrease in benefits

Love working with children
Positive influence on children
Too much emphasis on tests
Misconceptions about teaching
Like to help children learn

. Too much state influence

. I hate the b.s.

. Concerned about job security

. Frustrated by lack of support

. Like seeing students mature

. Arewarding profession

. New teacher evaluation process

. Too many administrative tasks

. Wanted to help children assimilate like | did
. Enjoy collaborating with colleagues

. Accomplished goals and demands

. Opportunity to be creative

. Positive Influence on children

. Allows me to support my family

. Professional growth

. Disrespect by BOE and administrators
. Supportive administration

. Lack of a fair contract

. Love the learning process

. Positive work environment

. Students unmotivated

. Privatization of education

. Contribute to society

. Excessive accountability

. Little regard for SPEDS and ELL students
. School disorganized and unsafe

. Only partially satisfying

. Lack of home support from parents

38. Satisfied when students meet goals
39. Exciting and never boring

40. Way to learn and grow

41. Efforts appreciated by students

42 Attaining Board Certification
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B2. Overall, how satisfied are you with your present teaching assignment or situation? (positive and

negative responses recorded for coding as to “Why” participant responded as they did)

L oo Nk WNRE

W W W WWWWWWWNNNRNRNRNNRNRNNIERRRRRRRRR B
© 00 N O U DN WNPRPROUOO®WNOGOONUNDWNRO WLVOKLNOOUMAWWNIERO

Supportive administration

Poor prior student preparation
Reduced to just a job

Love teaching

Overcrowded classrooms

Too much state influence

Enjoy supervisory/management role
Dislike inclusion model

Enjoy having own classroom

. Being a new teacher is overwhelming
. Like to help children learn

. Overworked

. Less suspect

. Great mixture of students

. Have mature students

. Difficult to differentiate instruction
. Have students want to learn

. Have supportive parents

. Like inclusion model

. Respectful students

. Accomplished goals and demands

. Too much emphasis on tests

. Not enough time

. Small group learning effective

. Opportunity to be creative

. Reinvigorated by new assignment

. Overwhelming

. Too many administrative tasks

. Positive work environment

. Blessed to teach

. Love working with elementary

. Enjoy collaborating with colleagues
. Severe behavior problems

. Dislike inclusion model

. Arewarding profession

. Enjoy grade level and subject

. Enjoy challenge

. Supportive parents

. Excellent staff morale

40. Not enough time

41. Have wonderful students

42. Teaching part-time is frustrating
43. Small group learning more effective
44. Students value my help

45 Would like a new position

46. Enjoy grade level
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