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ABSTRACT 

DISSERTATION: What’s Behind the Revolving Door: A Study of Push and Pull Factors 

Influencing Teacher Retention 

STUDENT: Catherine Trinkle 

DEGREE: Doctorate of Education 

COLLEGE:  Teachers College 

DATE: May 2018 

PAGES: 198 

The researcher investigated how full-time, secondary-level teachers in high poverty or high 

minority and non-high poverty or high minority schools in Indiana and across the nation 

perceived the working conditions in their schools and investigated whether a relationship existed 

between these working conditions and teachers’ plans to remain in teaching or leave the 

profession.  The concepts of push and pull factors from migration studies provided the 

theoretical framework to understand decisions that may impact the supply and demand for 

teachers, an outcome that impacts student achievement.  Findings indicate seventeen working 

conditions acted as push and pull factors during the 2011-212 school year, influencing teachers 

to plan to remain in or to leave teaching.  Four addressed the support first year teachers received:  

a reduced teaching schedule or number of classes to prepare for, extra classroom assistance, a 

mentor in the same subject area, and improvement from working with a mentor.  Three working 

conditions addressed professional development: attended workshops, conferences, or training 

sessions, the usefulness of content specific professional development, and receiving scheduled 

time in the school year for professional development.  Five working conditions related to 

teachers influence on school policy were predictors of teacher retention: establishing curriculum, 

determining the content of in-service professional development programs, evaluating teachers, 
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hiring new full-time teachers, and disciplining students.  Three working conditions that gave 

teachers more control over their work in the classroom acted as pull or push factors: selecting 

content, topics, and skills to be taught, selecting teaching techniques, and disciplining students.  

Peer observations and serving as a formal mentor were shown to be pull factors.  Salary acted as 

a pull factor, no matter whether the teacher was satisfied with their salary or not.  Knowing 

which working conditions predicted teachers’ plans to remain in or leave teaching was 

discovered to be insufficient because it was often the extent to which teachers perceived the 

working conditions in their schools that influenced their plans to remain or leave.  Improving 

site-specific working conditions may be a cost-effective way to reduce turnover and the negative 

effects turnover has on schools and the students they serve.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Misinformation abounds about a national shortage of teachers.  In just the past few years, 

news outlets have published stories that purport there are not enough teachers to fill every 

classroom (Cowan, Goldhaber, Hayes, & Theobald, 2015; Dee and Goldhaber, 2017; Sutcher, 

Darling-Hammond, & Carver-Thomas, 2016).  A closer examination of the data reveals that, 

with the exception of a few subject areas and hard-to-staff schools, there is no teacher shortage.  

For example, in Indiana, Hicks (2015) explained, teacher preparation programs produce a surplus 

of teacher candidates for all but a few content areas each year.  Nevertheless, in 2016, Indiana 

lawmakers reacted to the perceived crisis of a widespread teacher shortage by passing Public 

Law 106, which was designed to increase the supply of teachers in Indiana by providing 

scholarships to high achieving high school students who enter teacher preparation programs.  

Unfortunately, this legislation is an overreaction:  it is unlikely to increase the supply of teachers 

in the specific teaching areas where shortages do exist while continuing to sustain the current 

over-supply of teachers.  Data indicate (see Table 1) there were not enough teachers between 

1990 and 2018 in just 10 specific disciplines/subject areas in Indiana (US Department of 

Education, 2016).   

Hard-to-staff schools are those that have difficulty attracting and retaining experienced 

teachers or well-prepared new teachers. These schools may be located in rural or inner-city areas 

or may be serving high poverty or high minority student populations (Recruiting Quality 

Teachers to Hard-to-Staff Schools, 2004).  As a result of the high turnover in these schools 

(Simon & Moore, 2015), excessive demand for teachers must be met by constantly hiring 

teachers who are often new to the profession or those who are not rated effective or highly  



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  2 

 

 

 

effective (Ingersoll, 2001).  The concern in Indiana is that the best teachers are not teaching in 

schools serving students who need them most: 

The rate of retention of our Highly Effective and Effective teachers (Excellent Educators) 

in high-needs schools is lower than in our low-needs schools. This challenge is Indiana’s 

biggest equity gap. The data analyzed through the development of this (Excellent 

Educators for All Initiative) plan shows that these Highly Effective and Effective 

educators are leaving our high-needs schools, possibly transferring to low-needs schools 

or private schools, moving out of state, or leaving the teaching field altogether.  (Indiana 

Department of Education, 2015, p. 3). 

Particularly troubling to the state is that first year teachers are departing from high-needs schools 

at the highest percentage rate (IDOE, 2015).  

Table 1 

Specific Discipline and Subject Areas Experiencing Teacher Shortages in Indiana  

 

Discipline/Subject Area 

Experiences Teacher Shortage 

Number of Years 

Experiencing Shortage 

since 1990-1991 

Year First Experienced 

Shortage Since 1990-

1991 

Business education 7 2008-2009 

Business services and tech 6 2012-2013 

Career and Technical Education 6 2012-2013 

English as a New Language 8 2007-2008 

Intense Intervention 11 2006-2007 

Marketing  6 2010-2011 

Math 12 1996-1997 

Mild Intervention 9 2006-2007 

Science 14 1996-1997 

World Lang 9 2008-2009 

Source: Cross, F. (2017). Teacher Shortage Areas Nationwide Listing 1990-1991 through 2017-

2018. June 2017. Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of Education, 

Washington, DC. Retrieved from 

https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/pol/ateachershortageareasreport2017-18.pdf  

Note. Elementary Primary and Intermediate appeared one time, during the 2010-2011 school 

year. Learning Disabilities appeared eight times, but not after the 2009-2010 school year. 

  

https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/pol/ateachershortageareasreport2017-18.pdf


ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  3 

 

 

 

Nationally, except for mathematics, science, and special education (Berry & Hirsch, 

2005, Sutcher et al., 2016), not only are there enough teachers to fill most current vacancies, but 

an excess supply of teachers exists for most grade levels, content-areas, school types, and 

geographic locations (see Figure 1).  In fact, the production of teachers has grown steadily since 

the mid-1980’s (Ingersoll, Merrill, & Stuckey, 2014; Cowan et al., 2015).  Ingersoll et al. (2014) 

went so far as to describe the increase in teachers between the late 1980s - 2008 as the 

“ballooning of the teaching force” (p. 2).  Analysis by Cowan et al. (2015) affirmed Ingersoll et 

al.’s (2014) findings. Their examination of six waves of School and Staffing Surveys between 

1985-2011 revealed a steadily increasing number of graduates from teacher preparation 

programs.  Further, analysis from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) showed 

the production of teachers between 1987 – 2011 far exceeded the number of beginning teachers 

hired by schools (Cowan et al., 2015).   

 

Figure 1: Percentage of Schools Reporting Difficulty Filling Vacancies within Specific 

Disciplines.  Reprinted from Cowan, J., Goldhaber, D., Hayes, K. & Theobald, R. (2015). 

Missing elements in the discussion of teacher shortages. Washington, DC: American Institutes 

for Research.  
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These data are especially noteworthy because the enrollment rates between 1990-2014 

for students ages five - 15 declined while there was no change in enrollment for students ages 16 

- 17 during this time span.  The current supply of teachers for most grade levels and content 

areas is more than adequate to meet demand caused by retirements, family obligations (such as 

maternity leave), or mobility due to spouse’s employment.  Carroll (2007) provided an insight 

critical to understanding the misperceptions created by supply-side approaches to fix the 

supposed teacher shortage problem:  

The conventional wisdom that we can improve teaching quality by increasing the supply 

of new teachers is a misreading of the fundamental problem facing our schools today. 

The problem is not finding enough teachers to do the job - the problem is keeping them in 

our schools (p. 2).   

Excess demand for teachers exists when too many teachers leave their positions for reasons other 

than retirement or family obligations (Ingersol, 2001).  This results in a constant need to hire 

teachers to replace the large numbers of those who turnover.   

The literature frequently assumes readers’ knowledge of terms used in discussions of 

teacher shortages. Without a shared understanding of definitions, legislators and educators may 

continue to misunderstand the nature of the teacher shortage.  Microeconomics examines the 

decisions people make and the effects of those choices on the availability of scarce resources 

(Frank & Bernanke, 2009).  Frank and Bernanke’s (2009) basic introductory economics textbook 

defined shortage as excess demand.  It is essential to understand that the economic terms 

shortage and excess demand are synonymous.  If excess demand for teachers is reduced, 

shortages will be reduced without increasing the supply of teachers (Ingersoll, 2001).  

Conversely, increasing the supply of teachers to alleviate a shortage will not reduce the excess 
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demand for teachers and may inadvertently lead to higher teacher unemployment (Goldhaber, 

Krieg, & Theobald, 2014; Hicks, 2015). 

The focus of this study is on factors associated with teacher turnover.  Specifically, are 

there working conditions that may be influenced by principal leadership, which can forestall 

turnover?  This dissertation attempts to uncover the working conditions, defined as “the supports 

necessary for effective teaching” (New Teacher Center, 2014), that would lead to alternative, 

more effective, and less costly policy solutions that would keep teachers in their classrooms.   

Statement of the Problem  

 The problem of teacher turnover in Indiana is little-understood.  Data detailing excess 

demand for teachers in geographic areas and by subject area are not available to paint an accurate 

picture of the problem.   Indiana House Education Chairman Robert Behning said, in response to 

reports on a teacher shortage in Indiana, “I don’t even think we have all the data we need to 

make logical suggestions about what the problem is and how we’re going to fix it” (Morello, 

2015).  Without an understanding of the nonpecuniary factors that contribute to teacher turnover 

and to teacher retention, expensive measures unlikely to alleviate the problem of higher teacher 

turnover where it exists in Indiana schools are being implemented.    

Teacher turnover serves as a lighthouse pointing the direction toward schools where this 

problem exists, namely, schools serving high-minority and high-poverty students where working 

conditions are often unsatisfactory to teachers.  Simon and Johnson (2013) concluded from their 

analysis of six studies that teachers do not leave high-poverty schools, which often serve high-

minority student populations, because of the students they serve. Rather, “The poor working 

conditions common in America's neediest schools explain away most, if not all, of the 

relationship between student characteristics and teacher attrition. This is important because, 
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unlike demographic characteristics of students, working conditions can be addressed” (Simon 

and Johnson, 2015, p. i).  However, education leaders and policy makers, in their efforts to fix 

the misunderstood teacher shortage problem, miss the opportunity to help these schools 

implement measures that would lead to increased teacher retention and student achievement 

(Ingersoll 2001).   

An increase in the supply of college graduates with teaching licenses will not alleviate the 

need some building principals have to fill positions because many of these principals are rehiring 

teachers for the same positions every year or every few years.  Analysis of data revealing 

associations between working conditions and teacher retention in Indiana schools is needed to 

provide lawmakers and educators with an accurate description of how to effectively alleviate 

shortages where they exist. These analyses will aide educators who may not be aware of the 

options they have at the local level to improve teacher retention while simultaneously improving 

student achievement. 

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the differences in how teachers in 

high poverty or high minority (HPHM) and non-high poverty or high minority (non-HPHM) 

schools in Indiana and across the nation perceived the working conditions in their schools and to 

uncover whether a relationship existed between these working conditions and teachers’ plans to 

remain in teaching or leave their positions.  The independent variables included 67 variables 

organized under the headings education and training, professional development, working 

condition, and school climate and teacher attitudes.  The dependent variable was remain in 

teaching.   

The importance of this relationship is that schools serving higher percentages of minority 
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students and students receiving free and reduced lunch experience challenges staffing their 

schools (Borman and Dowling, 2008; Guarino, Santibanez, Daley, 2006).  Improving working 

conditions (see Table 2) in these schools may lead to higher retention rates.   

Table 2  

Working Conditions Influencing Teachers’ Retention decisions 

 

 

As the literature review will show, the presence and influence of working conditions has 

been shown to pull teachers toward new buildings and to influence teachers to remain where they 

are and that push factors influence teachers to migrate away from a building or leave profession 

entirely.  Demand for replacement teachers is created when teachers either migrate from a 

building or leave teaching altogether.   

Research Questions 

 Three research questions guided this study: 

1. How do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level Indiana  

teachers working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM 

public schools across the state?  

2. How do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level teachers 

Education and 

Training 

Professional 

Development 

Working Conditions School Climate and 

Teacher Attitudes 

1. Induction 

program 

2. Mentors 

3. Support for new 

teachers 

 

4. Professional 

development  

5. Access to 

resources 

6. Mentorship 

7. Teacher 

workload 

8. Collaboration 

9. Collegiality 

10. Influence on  

decision making 

11. Parent Support  

12. Principal leadership 

13. Principal support 

14. Salary  

15. School safety and  

discipline 

16. Teacher recognition 
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working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public 

schools across the nation?  

3. Which working conditions predict retention decisions of full-time, secondary-level public 

school teachers?  

Eliminated from the present study were those working conditions over which building-

level leadership lack influence, such as age of school facility.  Although principals have little or 

no control over teacher salary (Coates, 2015), it is included as an explanatory variable in this 

study because, as will be discussed in the literature review, salary has been shown to influence 

teachers’ decisions to leave the profession, migrate to different school corporations, or remain in 

their buildings (Chapman & Hutcheson, 1982; Chapman & Hutcheson, 1982; Guarino, 2006; 

Ingersoll 2001; Ingersoll, 2004).  

Significance of the Study  

 A study of workplace conditions in Indiana schools is important for several reasons.  

First, most state level research has been conducted in a few states:  California, Illinois, 

Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, and Texas.  Analysis of data from Indiana is 

warranted because, as Barth, Dillon, Hull, and Higgins (2016) explained, Indiana is a 

“microcosm of the national picture…the data is inconclusive, hiring difficulties are not 

experienced uniformly, and stakeholders have differing views of the underlying causes and how 

to address them” (p. 17).   A study of teacher retention and working conditions in Indiana will 

provide educators with analyses useful for decision making and will offer comparative data for 

researchers studying these issues nationally.  

 Additionally, the results of this study will be useful to school leaders across the nation.  

Successful approaches and programs that retain quality staff in hard-to-staff schools are likely to 
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be successful in all schools.  Without data demonstrating what are and are not effective measures 

to keep teachers in their buildings, building level leaders miss opportunities to improve the 

likelihood teachers will choose to stay.  When teachers stay, students benefit (Hirsh & Emerick, 

2007; Ronfeldt, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2012; Kraft & Marinell, 2016).  The association between 

teacher retention and student learning will be described further in the literature review.  This 

association is taking on new importance with the passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act 

(2015), specifically, within Title II, Part A, which emphasizes the need for minority and low-

income students to have “equitable access” (United States Department of Education, 2016, p. 21) 

to effective teachers, though no definition of effective teachers was provided in the act.    

Both state and local education agencies will be required, under the Every Student 

Succeeds Act (2015), to identify reasons why schools that serve minority and low-income 

students do not provide students with equitable access to high quality teachers.  These agencies 

must identify the “root causes” (United States Department of Education, 2015, p. 21) of this lack 

of access and describe how these disparities in access to high quality teachers will be remedied.  

Some of the solutions offered in the Act include pay incentives to teachers in high-need schools 

and to teachers in content areas with shortages, increased leadership opportunities for teachers, 

induction and mentoring programs, training for school leaders on effective feedback strategies 

and professional development, improvement of working conditions that are relevant to individual 

school needs, and common planning time (United States Department of Education, 2016).   

 This study will aid policy and decision makers by providing analysis of data from Indiana 

schools to help legislators and education leaders understand the depth of the teacher shortage 

issue, why shortages may exist, and what may be done to alleviate them.  This study will further 

assist building-level leaders nationwide by informing them of the working conditions within their 
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buildings that impact their teachers’ career decisions.   

Principals are necessarily concerned with teacher turnover because of the financial and 

time commitment required to constantly hire teachers; yet there is another, more pressing reason 

they should be concerned.  As the research literature will reveal, teacher turnover is detrimental 

to student achievement.  Principals have more control over teacher turnover and retention than 

they understand.  Principals are charged with increasing student achievement in their buildings, 

so knowledge about the influence of working conditions on student achievement will help them 

fulfill their most pressing responsibility.   

Theoretical Framework  

 Supply and demand are economic concepts that provide the theoretical framework in this 

study for approaching the teacher turnover problem.  Supply-side approaches offer macro-level 

policies; for example, states that legislate scholarship and loan-forgiveness programs are 

enacting supply-side, macro-level policies.  Those taking a supply-side position emphasize that 

the remedy for a teacher shortage is to increase the number of candidates with licenses (Ingersoll 

& May, 2012).  Berry, Smylie, and Fuller (2008) pointed out that efforts to remedy teacher 

shortages have focused too much on improving teacher preparation programs and recruitment.  

These authors claimed more emphasis must be placed on “the right conditions in place in order 

to teach effectively and for students to learn” (p. 1), especially in high-needs schools.  Grissom 

(2011) concurred when he stated most research has concentrated on factors behind the supply of 

teachers such as alternative entry programs, wages, economic cycles, and perceptions of the 

profession.  

Conversely, a demand-side framework reflects micro-level needs, offering program and  

policy solutions enacted at a building or district level.  This framework deals with the causes of 
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teacher turnover; it is proactive in that educators realize a problem exists within the building or 

district that must be addressed to reduce turnover.  Those with a demand-side perspective seek to 

curb the departure of teachers from their current positions by improving working conditions 

within a building.   

The theoretical framework of this dissertation approaches the teacher shortage problem 

from a demand-side perspective that attempts to explain the relationship between push and pull 

factors and teacher retention (see Figure 2).  Within the demand-side framework, a push/pull 

conceptual model, adopted from geography, specifically migration studies, places emphasis on 

the opaque factors teachers consider when making retention decisions.  Push and pull factors 

may be environmental, political, economic, cultural, or any combination thereof (National 

Geographic Expeditions, 2005) as well as demographic and social (Yaro, 2008).  Each working 

condition can be either a push or pull factor.  For example, the absence of mentors in a building 

may be due to political factors such as the elimination of paid mentors in Indiana in 2005 

(Freemyer, Townsend, Freemyer, & Baldwin, 2010).  In this case, lack of mentors may be a push 
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factor, influencing teachers to be dissatisfied with their current teaching position and to seek 

employment elsewhere.  In contrast, a school leader emphasizing collegiality within his or school 

may be influencing staff to want to remain working in that building.   

The presence, strength, or absence of these push and pull factors either create or mitigate 

demand for teachers.  These factors are created over time and reflect the social and cultural 

milieu and history of a building.  Dunn (2015) explained the push and pull conceptual framework 

is largely absent in the research of teacher retention because it is a new way to approach the 

problem of teacher retention.  Dunn (2015) concluded pull factors are often able to overpower 

push factors for teachers who contemplate whether to remain in teaching.  She admitted her 

sampling was too small to make generalizations, but her study served to highlight the emerging 

importance of a push and pull approach to examine teachers’ decisions to remain in or leave their 

buildings.  Notably, the term push, as defined in this study, appeared in a recent publication by 

Ingersoll (2016).  This could mean the terms push and pull may begin to appear more frequently 

in the discussion of how working conditions influence attrition, migration, and retention. 

Push factors.  Working conditions may push teachers away from a building or the 

teaching profession when they are absent or insufficient to support teachers’ work.  Push factors 

are undesirable, negative factors because they lead to teacher job dissatisfaction, which has been 

linked to teacher retention and turnover (Choy, Bobbitt, Henke, Medrich, Horn, & Liberman, 

1993; Ingersoll & May, 2010; Perie & Baker, 1997), and they may influence teachers to choose 

to stop teaching in their current buildings.  Push factors are related to a school’s organizational 

structure, such as lack of teacher recognition, teacher autonomy over decision making, 

professional development experiences that teachers find useful to their work in the classroom, 

and professional learning communities (PLCs)s.  These organizational factors influence teachers’ 
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commitment to their organization (Shah, Fakhr, Ahmad, & Zaman, 2010).  Organizational 

commitment is defined by Allen and Meyer (1990) as an employee’s “affective or emotional 

attachment to the organization such that the strongly committed individual identifies with, is 

involved in, and enjoys membership in, the organization” (p. 2).   Collegiality and collaboration 

are two other working conditions that influence a teacher’s organizational commitment (Shah et 

al., 2010).  When they are weak or absent, they act as push factors, and teachers may choose to 

stop working in that building.  Kukla-Acevedo (2008) explained that “Since organizational 

conditions are driven by administrator behavior, this focus may illustrate policy levers that can 

reduce turnover” (p. 59) by effective school leaders.   

Pull factors.  Pull factors act as magnets that influence teachers to want to remain where 

they are currently working.  In contrast to push factors, pull factors are positive factors that 

influence educators to remain in a school where they are already teaching or that influence 

teachers to migrate to a new building with more attractive working conditions.  These factors 

attract new employees while simultaneously encouraging employees to remain in their current 

positions.  In this way, pull factors serve to decrease the demand by building leaders for teachers 

(see Figure 2).  When teachers remain in their buildings, principals do not need to hire 

replacement teachers.   

According to Shah et al. (2010), pull factors include a multitude of factors: “high salary, 

career advancement, new challenge and interesting work, job security, good location of 

company, better culture, life-work balance, more freedom/autonomy, well reputation of 

organization, values, more benefits” (p. 172).  While some of these factors are out of the control  

of school administrators, others are policy-amenable factors that leadership influences.  

Grissom (2011) affirmed Dunn’s work when he stated that policy-amenable factors 
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shown to be correlated with teacher retention deserve more empirical research.  These factors 

need to be studied at the school level because, as stated by Kukla-Acevedo (2009), there are so 

few “policy levers” (p. 877) at the control of building principals that any relationship between 

site-based working conditions and teacher retention is important for school administrators to 

understand.  Determining precisely what these policy-amenable, site-based working conditions 

are serves as the focus of this present study.   

Terms used in the study of retention are sometimes used interchangeably, although they 

have distinct and specific meanings.  To ensure readers have a common understanding of the 

vocabulary used in discussions of teacher retention, terms used in this study are defined below.  

A review of the research literature follows the definition of terms. 

Definition of Terms 

Attrition. “Those who leave teaching altogether” (Ingersoll & Smith, 2004).   

Cost-benefit analysis. “An action should be taken if, and only if, its benefits exceed its 

costs” (Frank & Bernanke, 2009, p. 5). 

Demand. “The number of teaching positions offered at a given level of overall 

compensation” (Guarino et al., 1996, p. 174). 

 HPHM schools.   High poverty or high minority schools are defined as those that fall 

into the highest fraction of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch or the highest quartile 

of black and Hispanic students (Grissom, 2011).  

Effective teacher. “A teacher whose students achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one 

grade level in an academic year) of student growth” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).  

Effective principal.  “A principal whose students, overall and for each subgroup, achieve 

acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth” (U.S. 
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Department of Education, 2009). 

Exit.  The term exit will be used in this study to describe when a teacher either leaves the 

teaching profession or migrates to a new building. Exiting teachers do not always decrease the 

supply of teachers but they do require replacement teachers at the building-level, thus creating 

demand at individual buildings.  Both “leave” and “migrate” are mutually exclusive verbs to 

describe different phenomenon; thus, a unique verb is needed to describe when both may occur.   

 Highly qualified teachers. Under the Every Student Succeeds Act, highly qualified 

teachers simply must meet their state’s requirements for a teaching certification or license (Every 

Student Succeeds Act, 2015).  

Hard-to-staff schools.  Schools that are “often located in high poverty, inner-city or rural 

areas, hard-to staff schools suffer from low student performance, high teacher turnover and have 

high proportions of under-qualified and inexperienced teachers. Research shows that these 

schools have difficulty attracting and retaining experienced teachers or well-prepared new 

teachers. Consequently, hard-to-staff schools rely heavily on lateral entry teachers or teachers 

with little experience” (Recruiting Quality Teachers to Hard-to-Staff Schools, 2004).   

High minority.  The Indiana Department of Education (2015) defined minority as “all 

students who are American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black, Native Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander, Hispanic, or Two or More Races. The highest minority schools are those in the highest 

quartile in a State. In Indiana, the schools in the highest minority quartile have more than 36% 

minority students. The lowest minority schools are those in the lowest quartile in a State; in 

Indiana, these schools have less than 6% minority students. Note. There is no statutory or 

regulatory definition of ‘minority’ in Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965, as amended. The Department has created this definition of ‘minority’ only for purposes of 
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presenting data in this Educator Equity Profile, which is intended to improve transparency about 

educator equity in each State.” Each state develops its own criteria for high minority designation.  

High poverty schools. "’Poverty’ is defined using the percentage of students who are 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. The highest poverty schools are those in the highest 

quartile in a State. In Indiana, the schools in the highest poverty quartile have more than 66% of 

students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. The lowest poverty schools are those in the 

lowest poverty quartile in the State; in Indiana, these schools have less than 34% of students 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch” (Indiana Department of Education, 2015).  Each state 

develops its own criteria for high poverty designation. 

Leavers. Teachers who leave their school and stop teaching (Kraft & Marinell, 2016).  

Teacher may leave temporarily, re-entering the profession after taking care of family, pursuing 

other career options, or for any number of reasons. 

 Migration. The voluntary transfer of teachers from one school to another (Arab, 2005).  

While teacher migration does not yield fewer numbers of teachers, it does incur costs to 

organizations and contributes to staffing problems (Ingersoll & May, 2012). 

 Movers. Teachers remain classroom teachers but transfer to other schools (Kraft & 

Marinell, 2016).  Also called migrators. 

 Non-HPHM schools.   Non-High poverty or high minority schools are defined as those 

that do not fall into the highest fraction of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch or the 

highest quartile of black and Hispanic students  

Novice teacher. A teacher with less than five full years’ teaching experience (Kim & 

Roth, 2011). 

 Opportunity cost. Opportunity cost is the value of what must be given up in order to do  
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or have something (Frank & Bernanke, 2009).   

Pull factors.  Dorigo and Tobler (1983) described a common definition in migration 

studies: “Attributes of distant places that make them appear appealing” (p. 1).  In this paper, pull 

factors are also those that act as “magnets” that influence teachers to want to remain where they 

are currently working. 

Push factors. “Situations that give one reason to be dissatisfied with one’s present 

locale” (Dorigo & Tobler, 1983, p. 1).  

Retention. “The rate at which teachers remain employed in the same school from one 

school year to the next” (Indiana Department of Education, 2015). 

Stayers.  Teachers who remain teaching in their current building the following year. 

(Kraft & Marinell, 2016, p. 9). 

 Supply. “The number of qualified individuals willing to work at a given level of 

compensation” (Guarino et al., 1996, p. 174). 

 Surplus. “Condition when the quantity supplied of a good or service is higher than the 

demand for that good or service” (Frank & Bernanke, 2009).   

Teacher Shortage. “An inadequate quantity of qualified individuals willing to offer their 

services under prevailing wages and conditions” (Sutcher et al., 2016, p. 10).  Also called 

“excess demand” (Frank & Bernanke, 2009). 

Teacher turnover. Broad term used when describing teachers who leave their current 

position for one of three distinct reasons: to transfer to a new school (migration), leave teaching 

as a career (attrition), or transfer teaching assignment, such as changing grade level or subjects 

taught (Boe, Cook, & Sunderland, 2008).  Guarino et al. (1996) cautioned that teacher turnover is 

not synonymous with teacher attrition; attrition is one contributor to teacher turnover. 
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Working conditions. “The supports necessary for effective teaching” (New Teacher 

Center, 2014). 

Conclusion  

Broad policy addressing state wide teacher shortages lack the specificity required to stop 

the revolving door of exiting-entering-exiting teachers who do not stay long enough to benefit 

students or other staff members.  Understanding that shortages do exist but are limited to specific 

content areas and hard-to-staff schools will help leaders design solutions that target shortages 

where they exist.  Uncovering what is currently working to retain teachers in hard-to-staff 

schools will benefit policy makers and educational leaders who are seeking solutions to teacher 

shortages.  A more precise, data-driven response is required to both keep and grow good 

teachers. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Chapter Two presents a review of the literature to provide a foundation for this study.   

The chapter begins with historical background about teacher retention followed by details about 

Indiana’s responses to the perceived teacher shortage, a presentation of current data and costs of 

attrition, discussion of the importance of retaining quality teachers, and the importance of school 

leadership.  The literature review concludes with detailed descriptions of the specific working 

conditions included in this study (see Table 2).  It is important to note that the term working 

conditions is used to refer to the supports teachers need to be effective teachers.  Within the 

literature, different researchers use the term working conditions to denote different supports.  

Historical Background  

Quantitative studies linking working conditions to teacher retention have lagged behind 

educators’ anecdotal knowledge that working conditions influence teacher retention.  Chisholm 

(1946) was almost nonchalant in her reference to the teacher turnover problem, stating, “Teacher 

turnover is a serious problem that always has been, and always will be, a factor which the 

schools must face” (p. 29).  Her purpose, to explain why teachers need to provide guidance 

services to their students and the barriers administrators face when beginning a guidance 

program in their schools, was unrelated to teacher turnover but demonstrates the acceptance of 

the turnover problem by educators at the time.   

Lewis (1925) referred to teacher turnover as a “professional barometer” (p. 330) 

measuring the stabilization of a school community.  He discussed the subject of working 

conditions at length and identified working conditions familiar to educators today: class size 

(which then averaged 32.4), number of hours spent working outside of contract time per week 
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(11 hours total, including time spent visiting students’ homes), number of different classes to 

prepare for (an average of three at the secondary level), time spent on clerical duties, new teacher 

induction, mentors (called sponsors), access to teaching supplies and resources, staff collegiality, 

classroom and school discipline, reducing time allotted to testing, school safety, career ladders, 

and performance pay.  The author noted that lack of access to data made decision making 

difficult when he declared, “The principal of the school is the only one who can intelligently 

apportion the work of the school; even he, however, has little scientific data to guide him” 

(Lewis, 1925, p. 247).  He discussed reasons teacher turnover was (and remains) problematic: 

students’ education is harmed when they are taught by new and inexperienced teachers, new 

teacher induction wastes precious time, curriculum and instruction lose cohesion, frequent 

turnover harms community relations and costs money that is better spent elsewhere, standards 

are lowered, and “the development of an esprit de corps is almost impossible when each year 

inexperienced teachers replace other inexperienced teachers” (p. 353).  Although he did not say it 

directly, Lewis described in 1925 the harm created by the revolving door, a term that first 

appeared in the literature in Ingersoll’s (1999) Teacher Turnover, Teacher Shortages, and the 

Organization of Schools.   

  Lewis (1925) surveyed 50 superintendents, asking them to share the factors that “in their 

experience operated to affect turnover and tenure” (p. 331).  Lewis compiled a list of the most 

frequent factors listed by the responding superintendents.  He acknowledged that no data existed 

to measure the influence of each factor on teacher turnover.  He concluded that age and gender 

largely drove turnover decisions, which reflected the cultural norms of that time.  Importantly, 

several factors on his list parallel contemporary causes of attrition and migration, including: 

I. Economic factors. 
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1. Inadequate salaries. 

2. High cost of living. 

3. Economic fluctuations. 

4. Size and wealth of community. 

5. Attraction of other trades. 

II. Political factors. 

6. Unsatisfactory employer. 

III. Professional factors. 

7. Desire for promotion. 

8. Changes in curriculum, program, etc. 

9. Unsatisfactory conditions of work.  

IV. Individual factors. 

10. Desire for change – wanderlust, unrest, etc. 

11. Age. 

12. Health – personal and family. 

V. Social factors. 

13. Migration of teacher’s family or friends. 

14. Lack of community appreciation.  (Lewis, 1925, pp. 331-333).  

Lewis’s 1925 publication helps contemporary researchers realize that concern over teacher 

turnover is not new and that many of the causes of teacher turnover have long been 

acknowledged by educators.   

Writing in 1932, Williams was almost indignant about the lack of research when he  

stated that teacher turnover “has not received the attention which its importance warrants” (p. 
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416).  Williams, using Lewis’s (1925) list of causes of teacher turnover as the basis for his 

questionnaire to teachers, studied teacher retention in Illinois from 1921-1931.  Williams (1932) 

acknowledged that some turnover is unavoidable and beyond control of school leaders, notably 

death, marriage, ill health, and retirement.  He argued that turnover was largely a local problem.  

In this way, Williams acknowledged that beyond unavoidable retirement, what happens in a local 

school may influence whether teachers continue working there.  To encourage teachers to stay, 

the author recommended that school leaders provide career ladders so teachers have 

opportunities to receive increased pay, provide new teacher induction, increase “efforts for 

improvement in service of the whole staff” (Williams, 1932, p. 13), terminate employment of 

underperforming teachers, and establish teacher tenure so teachers are not let go at the whim at 

local boards.    

Scott (1940) presented data from several studies on teacher tenure, including one by the 

National Education Association.  That 1938 study sampled 936 graduates with teaching licenses 

from the class of 1933.  Almost one-fourth of these graduates, 22%, never began a teaching 

career.  Only 52% taught for five years after they graduated.  The author credited local election 

results, low salaries, small school size, desire to work closer to home, and preference “to secure a 

more desirable school” (Scott, 1940, p. 237) for this turnover.  

The question of whether teachers are more likely to leave schools in poorer locations was 

examined by Charters (1956), who was unable to find a link between school wealth and turnover 

in his study of Illinois schools.  Notably, he found “Schools with high turnover are no more 

common in the economically underprivileged section in southern Illinois than in the rich corn 

belt of central Illinois or the suburban sections near St. Louis or Chicago” (Charters, 1956, p. 

295).  He also found in his analysis of archival data collected by the state that class size was not 
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correlated to turnover.  Charters debunked the claim by teachers and administrators that teachers 

leave to pursue higher salaries.  He explained that schools with lower teacher turnover naturally 

pay higher average salaries because when teachers stay, they are automatically paid higher 

salaries each year.  Charters (1956), like Lewis more than thirty years before him, concluded that 

the main causes of teacher turnover were gender, age, and marital status.  Unlike Lewis, Charters 

did not seek to uncover whether working conditions within schools were linked to turnover. 

In 1966, James Coleman published Equality of Educational Opportunity, a pivotal 

quantitative study that became known as the Coleman Report.  The study was carried out and 

written in the two years following passage of The Civil Rights Act of 1964.  Section 402 of this 

act required a national survey and report “concerning the lack of availability of equal educational 

opportunities for individuals by reason of race, color, religion, or national origin in public 

educational institutions at all levels in the United States” (Civil Rights Act, 1964).  The survey 

was administered by the National Center for Educational Statistics, a division of the U.S. Office 

of Education (Coleman, 1966).  Sixty thousand teachers returned surveys representing over 

3,000 schools.  In reflecting on the importance of this study, Hanushek (2016) asserted that 

despite the limits resulting from outdated methodology, “As an education-policy research 

document, the report was breathtakingly innovative, the foundation for decades of ever-

improving inquiry into the design and impact of the U.S. education system” (p. 19).  

Coleman (1966) stated that a teacher shortage existed and would continue to exist due to 

an expanding economy.  This led to the problem schools faced of “providing satisfactory work 

experiences that will motivate teachers to remain – especially those teachers which the school 

most wants to retain” (p. 350).  Coleman did not find “any systematic tendency for teacher 

professional commitment to be affected by the demographic composition and characteristics of 
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the schools in which they teach” (1966, p. 350).  He found that school quality, such as a school’s 

facility, availability of resources, and curriculum, mattered more to minority students’ 

achievement than to White students’ achievement (Coleman, 1966).  Minority students, he 

claimed, suffered more from attending low quality schools than did White students.  He stated, 

“The inference might then be made that improving the school of a minority pupil may increase 

his achievement more than would improving the school of a White child increase his” (Coleman, 

1966, p. 22).  Concerns about the discrepancy in school quality, including the imbalance between 

quality teachers in high minority and high poverty compared with low minority and low poverty 

schools, persist today (Williams, Adrien, Murthy, & Pietryka, 2016). 

The questionnaire used in Colman’s study produced data about working conditions and 

teachers’ retention decisions during the 1964-1965 school year.  Secondary-level teachers spent 

an average of 3.3 hours per day preparing lessons, the average class size was 32, and the average 

number of different subjects taught by teachers was 2.8.  The percentage of teachers who would 

definitely re-enter teaching was 57%.  Only 39% planned to teach until they retired; 61% chose 

Probably no or Definitely no to the question, “Do you expect to remain full-time in public 

education until you reach retirement age” (Coleman, 1966, p. 681).  Coleman reported the 

majority of teachers, 63%, would continue teaching in their present school in response to the 

question, If you could choose, would you rather be a faculty member in some other school rather 

than this one? (Coleman, 1966).  The qualifier, If you could choose, meant the inference could 

not be made that 37% actually planned to migrate to another school.  Only descriptive statistics 

were offered in the Coleman report.  No causal effects of working conditions on teacher retention 

decisions were offered in the report.  The association between individual working conditions and 

teacher retention decisions remained unknown.     
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In contrast to Charters (1956) and Coleman (1966), Greenberg and McCall’s (1974) 

study of teacher migration within the San Diego school district placed blame on the type of 

school for teachers’ decisions to leave a building.  The authors explained that teaching 

assignments in a district do not offer differentiated compensation, so intra-district migration is 

due to “numerous nonpecuniary differences among assignments make some assignments 

relatively more attractive to teachers than others” (Greenberg & McCall, 1974, p. 484).  Without 

referencing prior studies to support their assertion, they credited student achievement and 

students’ socioeconomic status as the nonpecuniary factors influencing teachers’ decisions to 

migrate between buildings.  These authors noted the result of this migration: younger, less 

experienced teachers work in low achieving, low socioeconomic schools.  They did not delve 

further to uncover why schools serving low achieving, low SES student populations influenced 

teachers to move to a new building, leaving the impression that it is the students’ low ability and 

poverty that pushed teachers out.  

Knowing that data were needed to learn about who America’s teachers are and what 

caused them to migrate to new positions, leave teaching entirely, or remain in their current 

positions, the National Center for Education Statistics, a division of the U.S. Department of 

Education, created the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and its companion, the Teacher 

Follow-up Survey (TFU), in 1987.  Both surveys answered the need for scientific data to guide 

principals, as called for by Lewis (1925).  Several working conditions were included in the 1987-

1988 Schools and Staffing questionnaire.   

Choy et al. (1993) analyzed data from the first SASS and TFU along with data from three  

other studies: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the National 

Education Longitudinal Study of 1988, the Common Core of Data (CCD), and the Recent 
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College Graduates Study (RCG) to create America’s Teachers: Profile of a Profession, a report 

for the National Center for Education Statistics.  Their data analysis revealed that secondary-

level teachers felt they had control within their classrooms over materials, content, methods, and 

homework.  Conversely, they did not feel they had control over school discipline policies, 

professional development, or the curriculum.  Teachers felt they worked in isolation, with little 

collaboration or communication with other teachers.  Choy et al.’s (1993) analysis of the 1987-

1988 Schools and Staffing Survey produced rich, descriptive data: 

o Eight percent of teachers had migrated to new schools and 6% had left teaching 

o Individuals returning to the teaching profession accounted for 6.2% of the 

teaching force 

o Only 7.4% of the teaching force were new teachers  

o Of those who migrated, the most common reasons were due not to job 

dissatisfaction or from wanting higher salaries; instead, teachers were either 

reassigned to new buildings or their families moved for personal reasons.   

o Those who left teaching did so primarily due to family reasons or retirement, 

which combined to account for 62.6% of attrition.   

o Only 8.9% left teaching because they were dissatisfied with the profession 

o The pull factors of different careers caused 14.8% of teacher attrition  

o The majority of teachers planned to continue teaching:  

▪ 30.7% of public school teachers planned to teach as long as they could 

▪ 37.6 planned to teach until they were eligible to retire  

▪ 12.5% of respondents selected until something better comes along (Choy 

et al., 1993, p. 144)   
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▪ Four percent planned to leave as soon as possible and 15.3% were 

undecided.  (Choy et al., 1993) 

Choy et al. (1993) acknowledged that working conditions may contribute to teachers’ 

satisfaction with the profession, yet no data were provided to show associations or lack thereof 

between individual working conditions and teacher retention decisions.   

One study, cited more than any other in the literature on this topic (3,486 citations, 

according to Google Scholar), deserves the spotlight for a moment.  Ingersoll’s 2001 study, 

Teacher Turnover and Teacher Shortages: An Organizational Analysis, pointed out that 

researchers assumed the supply of teachers was inadequate due to increasing student populations 

and an aging teacher workforce, two factors deemed beyond the control of educational leaders.  

Ingersoll, in contrast, examined working conditions and their contribution to teacher turnover.  

When one contrasts researchers’ conclusions before and after this seminal publication, the 

influence of Ingersoll’s 2001 study becomes clear (see Table 3).  Dunn (2015) explained 

Ingersoll’s influence is due to his continuous work of “disproving myths” (p. 86) about teacher 

recruitment and teacher retention.   

The first myth Ingersoll dispelled was that retirement was the chief cause of teacher 

turnover.  Ingersoll’s analysis of data from the 1990-1991 SASS and 1991-1992 TFU, in which 

he examined the impact of workplace conditions on teacher migration and attrition, demonstrated 

retirement numbers could not account for the increase in demand for teachers.  Retirement 

explained just 27% of attrition in all public and private schools and 32% of turnover in urban,  

high-poverty public schools.  Retirement, of course, does not contribute to teacher migration  

 

data.  Ingersoll (2001) argued that the nationwide increase in turnover was largely due to  

 

teachers’ job dissatisfaction caused by building-level working conditions.  Job dissatisfaction  
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accounted for 25% of attrition and 27% of teacher migration between buildings.  Ingersoll (2001) 

concluded that an inadequate supply of teachers was not the culprit of teacher shortages; instead,  

Table 3  

 

Widely-Held Beliefs About Teacher Turnover and Migration Before and After Ingersoll’s 2001 

Publication 

 

Before Ingersoll After Ingersoll 

Emphasis was placed on the characteristics of 

teachers, such as an age, marital status, and 

retirement data, to explain teacher turnover 

(Charters, 1956; Lewis, 1925; Watlington, 

Shockley, Guglielmino, & Felsher, 2010). 

 

Educators believed working conditions 

contributed to teacher turnover but did not 

have the data to confirm this belief (Charters, 

1956Lewis, 1925; Williams, 1932). 

 

The relationship between turnover and school 

working conditions was largely unstudied 

(see Chapman & Hutcheson, 1982). 

 

Migration did not reduce the supply of 

teachers, so it was left out of many studies on 

teacher turnover (Ingersoll, 2001).   

 

Researchers found teachers migrated from 

schools with low SES, high minority, and low 

student achievement without examining why 

schools serving these student populations had 

higher turnover rates (see Chapman & 

Hutcheson, 1982; Coleman, 1966; Greenberg 

& McCall, 1974; Murname, 1981). 

 

Poor salary was assumed to be the primary 

cause of teacher turnover (see Williams, 

1932; Charters, 1956). 

 

The influence of school factors, such as 

building-level leadership, is viewed as 

contributing to teacher turnover (Darling-

Hammond et al. 2016; Grissom, 2011; 

Hanushek & Rikin, 2007; Kraft, Marinell, and 

Shen-Wei Yee, 2016). 

 

Quantitative data analysis confirms that 

working conditions contribute to teachers’  

retention decisions and to teacher turnover 

(Boyd et al. 2011; Brill & McCartney, 2008; 

Day & Gu, 2009; Dunn, 2015; Kukla-

Acevedo, 2009). 

 

Research demonstrates a positive association 

between effective working conditions, student 

achievement, and teacher retention (New 

Teacher Center, 2014). 

 

Researchers have uncovered the problems 

caused by teacher migration between buildings 

and school district, including the impact on 

student achievement and school cohesion as 

well as teacher relationships, mentoring, and 

stability (Arab, 2005; Ingersoll & May, 2012; 

Greenberg and McCall, 1974; Ronfelt, Loeb, 

& Wykcoff, 2012). 

 

Salary increases cannot by themselves attract 

and retain effective teachers in hard-to-staff 

schools (Berry, Rasberry, & Williams, 2007; 

McKinney, Berry, Dickerson, & Campbell-

Whatley, 2007) or in areas with shortages, 

science and special education (Clotfelter, 

Glennie, Ladd, and Vigdor, 2008). 
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an excess demand for teachers caused by school working conditions led to teacher shortages.  

Public and private school teachers responding to the Teacher Follow-up Survey could select up 

to three reasons for their dissatisfaction their former positions (Ingersoll, 2001).  Poor salary was 

the most frequently selected reason by all the teachers for dissatisfaction for both those who 

moved to a new school (47% selected this option) and those who left teaching (45%).  In 

contrast, poor salary was the fourth most selected reason for dissatisfaction by teachers who 

migrated to a new building (24%) from urban, high-poverty public schools.  Leading the list of 

reasons these teachers migrated were student discipline problems (29%), lack of student 

motivation (27%), and lack of faculty influence (26%).  Lack of student motivation was the most 

frequently selected reason for dissatisfaction by teachers who left the profession entirely after 

teaching in urban, high-poverty public schools (50%).   

Data such as these reveal that turnover could not be blamed on salary alone.  Ingersoll 

(2001) used a multiple regression analysis of national data to link individual working conditions 

to teachers’ departure from their buildings and from the teaching profession.  In this way, 

Ingersoll (2001) influenced researchers after him to produce data demonstrating causation – or 

not – between working conditions and teacher retention. 

Prior to Ingersoll’s 2001 publication, researchers focused on the influence of teacher 

characteristics on teacher retention (Charters, 1956; Lewis, 1925; Williams, 1932).  Teacher 

characteristics refer either to teachers’ personal factors, such as age, ethnicity, and gender or 

those qualities reflecting teachers’ experience (Glass, 2002), including teacher licensure test 

score (Boyd et al., 2010; Ladd, 2011) and the teacher preparation program attended (Ingersoll, 

Merrill, & May, 2014; Koedel, Parsons, Podgursky, & Ehlert, 2015).  Ingersoll (2001) shed light 

on the fact that research was dominated by teacher characteristics as the driving force behind 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  30 

 

 

 

teacher turnover. He concluded that while teacher characteristics, such as content area licensure 

and age, contributed to teacher turnover, they cannot begin to account for the large numbers of 

turnover each school year.  Instead, Ingersoll (2011) argued that problematic working conditions 

that lead to teacher job dissatisfaction were a major contributor to teacher turnover. 

One possible implication of Ingersoll’s research was to shine a spotlight on the control 

principals might have over teacher turnover in their schools.   As will be seen, the possible 

implications of Ingersoll’s study have not yet reached the attention of Indiana’s state legislators 

who continue to focus on supply-side initiatives to solve what they perceive is a state-wide 

critical shortage of teachers.  Whether an understanding of the importance of working conditions 

under control of building-level leadership has reached the attention of principals will be 

uncovered in the present study.  

 Historical background - Indiana.  Indiana was the subject of several early studies 

published in the 1980s that examined the causes of teacher turnover.  Salary and age were found 

to be the leading causes of turnover, according to Chapman and Hutcheson (1982) who studied 

attrition among alumni of three Indiana universities between 1967-1978.  Of the 207 teachers in 

their survey, 71% remained in teaching while 29% left the profession.  These researchers found 

that high school teachers who remained in teaching valued recognition by administration while 

those who left teaching valued salary increases and job autonomy.  Additionally, their analysis 

implied that teachers understood the benefits of collaboration and professional learning 

communities, which began to appear in the literature in the 1990s (Astuto et al., 1993; Hord, 

1997; Little and McLaughlin, 1993; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995; Rosenholtz; 1989).  The 

Indiana teachers who remained in the profession reported feeling that they worked alone, in 

isolation from other teachers, while those who left the profession responded they were working 
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collaboratively with colleagues in their new positions outside the education field (Chapman & 

Hutcheson, 1982).  

Grissmer and Kirby (1992) researched supply and demand in Indiana schools between the 

school years 1965-1989.  This study, using twenty-four years of data, was funded by a Lilly 

grant and provided a rich picture of attrition among Indiana teachers during that time.  Grissmer 

and Kirby’s (1992) study showed that many new, young teachers were hired in the late 1960s 

through early 1970s in response to an increase in student enrollments resulting from the post-

World War II baby boom.  In the late 1960s, attrition was at its highest rate of 15%.  By the late 

1980s, attrition of teachers from Indiana schools was only 5% because those younger teachers 

hired to meet increasing student enrollments were settled into teaching during the middle years 

of their careers.   

These data demonstrate that age of teachers does matter.  Younger teachers are more 

likely to leave, at least temporarily, than are older teachers.  Grissmer and Kirby (1992) 

explained that much of this “turbulence” (p. x) was the normal, expected attrition caused by 

marriage, family migration, or because the teacher was either told or realized that teaching was 

not a good career choice.  This kind of attrition, they stated, is desirable.  Grissmer and Kirby 

(1992) described the reasons behind the overall decline in attrition from the mid-1960s to late 

1980s.  First, more women remained in the teaching profession, due to changes in societal 

expectations.  For example, fewer women left teaching to stay at home to raise their families.  

Secondly, an increase in the salary scale in Indiana schools led to fewer teachers leaving the 

profession.  Class size was also credited with reducing the attrition rate:  class sizes were reduced 

from 25.8 during the 1965-1966 school year to 19.5 in 1985-1986 due to a mandate by the state 

to reduce class sizes in the elementary schools.  Finally, more people who were older began 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  32 

 

 

 

entering the teaching profession.  These teachers were less likely than their younger peers to 

leave for family reasons (Grissmer & Kirby, 1992).   

Grissmer and Kirby (1992) found that secondary teachers experienced higher attrition 

rates than elementary school teachers, a trend that continues today (see Table 1).  In particular, 

science teachers at the secondary-level were found to be pushed away from their positions by 

inferior lab equipment, poor budgets for supplies, higher workload required for laboratory 

classes, and classroom management issues that arise in a laboratory class (Grissmer & Kirby, 

1992).  The authors explained that the pull factors offered by jobs outside of teaching, including 

salary, may have attracted science teachers away from their classrooms.    

Hudson, Grissmer, and Kirby (1991), in a study also funded by a Lilly grant, stated that 

lack of formal induction into the teacher profession was a contributor to the 40% attrition rate of 

teachers during their first five years of teaching.  The authors studied the Indiana Beginning 

Internship Program, which was established in the 1988-1989 school year.  The Beginning 

Internship Program provided three types of support for new teachers:  orientation for new 

teachers prior to the start of a new school year, ongoing professional development focused on 

instructional strategies, and working with a mentor teacher.  Mentor teachers earned $600, paid 

by the state, for their work.  The authors’ analysis of teacher retention decision data showed that 

84% of novice teachers participating in a mentor program, compared with 74% of non-

participants, stated they would definitely return to teaching the following year.  The result of 

logistic regression analysis for the probability that novice teachers in the program would be 

teaching in five years were not found to be statistically significant; thus, the authors were unable 

to conclude that induction programs led to increased teacher retention. Funding for this program 

ended in 2005 (Freemyer et al., 2010).   
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Choy et al.’s (1993) analysis of the first Schools and Staffing Survey (1987-1988) 

provided data about the lack of difficulty with which Indiana principals had in finding qualified 

teachers to fill vacant positions.  The majority, 59.2%, had no difficulty filling vacancies.  Forty-

two states had more difficulty filling vacancies than did Indiana.  Ten percent of Indiana 

administrators reported some difficulty, 20.4% reported some difficulty filling positions in 

specific fields, and 10.3% reported having no vacancies to fill.  It is reasonable to conclude, 

based on a review of historical data, that Indiana has not experienced widespread teacher 

shortages, a trend that continues today.  

Indiana’s Supply-Side Responses to the Current Perceived Teacher Shortages 

The 2016 Indiana General Assembly responded to public concern over a teacher 

shortage.  Barth et al. (2016) discussed two components of House Bill 1005, passed during the 

legislative session as Public Law 106.  Both components were designed to alleviate the perceived 

teacher shortage by simplifying the licensing process for out-of-state teachers and by offering 

extra pay to generate an increase in teachers willing to earn the extra credit-hours necessary to 

teach Advanced Placement courses.  A major piece of legislation from that same session, House 

Bill 1002, also called the Next Generation Hoosier Educators Scholarship, was signed into law as 

Public Law 105 by Governor Mike Pence on March 22, 2016. Public Law 105, The Next 

Generation Hoosier Educators Scholarship, is a supply-side response to the perceived teacher 

shortage by Indiana lawmakers.   

Indiana’s Next Generation Hoosier Educators Scholarship.  The 2016 Indiana 

General Assembly enacted legislation designed to increase the general supply of teachers, 

without regard to meeting demands for teachers in specific grade level or content areas.  

Beginning in July 1, 2017, Public Law 105 provides up to $7,500 per year for tuition to an 
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accredited college to high school graduates who rank in the top 20% of their class or earn SAT or 

ACT scores in the top 20% in exchange for each recipient agreeing to teach in Indiana for five 

years.  The scholarships are limited to a total of $30,000 per recipient and to 200 students per 

year, costing taxpayers $1,500,000 annually.  The stated purpose of this bill was “to attract and 

retain eligible applicants to the teaching profession” (Next Generation Hoosier Educators 

Scholarship, 2015).  The Next Generation Hoosier Educators Scholarship may result in an 

increase of the supply of teachers, but it is unlikely to reduce teacher turnover and its 

accompanying demand for teachers.  Unfortunately, these scholarships may be awarded to those 

most likely to leave the teaching profession.  Given research that demonstrates novice teachers 

who graduated college in the top 20% of their class or earning scores in the top 20% on teacher 

licensure exams are more likely to leave teaching within the first five years of teaching (Brill & 

McCartney, 2008; DeAngelis & Presley, 2008; Boyd et al., 2010), one must question the 

likelihood of success for this program. Guarino et al. (2006) cautioned that teachers with “higher 

measured ability have a higher probability of leaving” (p. 186).  In a statement with important 

implications, Podgursky, Monroe, and Watson (2004) concluded from their longitudinal study of 

Missouri teachers, high-ability college graduates are less likely to teach in public schools and, if 

they do, are more likely to leave after a few years” (pp. 515-516).   

Survey results from 2,029 Teach for America (TFA) members support findings that high  

ability college graduates are more likely to leave teaching within the first five years (Donaldson 

& Johnson, 2011).  Survey results showed the majority, 56.59%, entered the TFA program 

intending to teach two years or less.  The vast majority, 94.08%, were still teaching during their 

second year.  That percentage dropped precipitously by 34% to 60.5% after year three.  After 

five years, 72% of Teach for America teachers had left the classroom.  The purpose of Teach for 
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America is to place high-achieving graduates in high poverty, hard to serve buildings.  Because 

of these attrition rates, teachers from the TFA program may be doing more harm than good in the 

schools most in need of consistent, experienced teachers who have received professional 

development, become familiar with their curriculum, and established relationships with other 

teachers, students, and the surrounding community (Morgan and Johnson, 2011).    

Cochran-Smith et al. (2012) concluded from their examination of the connection between 

teacher quality, retention, and student achievement that “Policies aimed at improving teacher 

quality by manipulating singular policy levers – such as recruiting only top-third college 

graduates or allowing streamlined preparation programs for those with strong academic 

credentials – are unlikely to succeed” (p. 877).  It is possible, therefore, that the Next Generation 

legislation may inadvertently create a revolving door in schools that do not currently have a 

turnover problem.  Policy must be directed at specific problem areas instead of implemented as a 

one-size-fits-all (Cowan et al., 2015) supply-side approach.  As the literature indicates, supply-

side policy will not slow the revolving door and may serve to expand the time it takes for school 

leaders to put in place pull factors and eliminate push factors that together may to lead to less 

turnover.   

Finally, Goldhaber, Gross, and Player (2007) explained that teachers who invest in their 

own education are more likely to stay in the profession.  Further research is warranted to uncover 

the link between personal financial commitment to earn education credentials and teacher 

retention.  In the absence of such research, legislation incentivizing with pecuniary offers those 

who are already more likely to leave may not prove prudent. Several nonpecuniary strategies to 

address the “revolving door” were offered by Indiana’s Blue Ribbon Panel on Teacher Retention.  
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Indiana Blue Ribbon Panel.  Indiana’s Blue Ribbon Commission on the Recruitment 

and Retention of Excellent Educators (2015), under the leadership of State School 

Superintendent Glenda Ritz, offered policy suggestions to address the shortage issue.  The 

commission was formed in response to university leaders’ concerns over the rapid drop in 

enrollment in the forty-three teacher preparation programs (J. Jacobson, personal 

communication, May 31, 2017).  The committee was presented with data, including data that was 

used in the Indiana Equity Plan published the same year the commission met (IDOE, 2015).  Dr. 

John Jacobson, Dean of Ball State University Teachers College, shared that the state presented 

turnover data regarding migration between districts but did not have data about teachers who 

migrated to other states or who left the profession entirely.  The specific reasons why teachers 

left Indiana’s high poverty and high minority school buildings was not discussed.  No teacher 

survey data were provided to the committee but reasons why students were not enrolling in 

teacher preparation programs, reasons for teacher turnover, and the challenges of teaching in 

high poverty schools were discussed (J. Jacobson, personal communication, May 31, 2017).   

During their October 5, 2015, meeting, the Blue Ribbon Commission (2015) offered 

eight supply-side strategies designed to address the root causes of teacher turnover in order to 

increase recruitment and retention in Indiana schools: mentoring, positive press, increased 

compensation, evaluation and assessment, attracting a more diverse workforce, clinical 

experiences, professional development, and career pathways and leadership.  These 

recommendations were designed to act as pull factors to attract teachers to the profession.   

The recommendations required action by the state, university educators, and districts 

leaders, but they would have been largely out of the control of building-level leaders.  For 

example, the commission recommended stipends be provided by the state to pay teacher mentors 
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for their time, making this a retention strategy that is beyond the control of building leaders 

because stipends were only an unfunded recommendation.  Likewise, the professional 

development strategy developed by the commission to retain teachers included compensation to 

participating teachers.  Again, this strategy recommended state funding to participants, making 

principals reliant on the state for implementation.  Principals who wish to begin the work of 

improving retention within their buildings in order to reduce their demand for replacement 

teachers may be wise to look at their schools’ working conditions instead of to the state for 

programming or funding.   

Indiana’s Demand-Side Responses to the Current Perceived Teacher Shortages 

The 2016 Indiana General Assembly acted upon the Blue Ribbon Committee’s 

recommendation for investment in mentoring and career pathways.  House Bill 1005, signed into 

law as Public Law 106, created an unfunded Career Pathways and Mentorship Program that 

gives school corporations the option to include mentors as instructional leaders who may receive 

increased salaries as determined by each school corporation, per Indiana Code 20-28-9-1.5(b)(3).  

This policy was a demand-sided attempt to decrease demand for teachers by creating pull factors 

that influence teachers, both veteran and novice, to remain in the teaching profession.   

Districts that choose to participate in the Career Pathways and Mentorship Program must 

submit plans to the Indiana Department of Education that include assessment of their plan’s 

influence on student growth and teacher retention.  The result may be a future state-wide 

database that can be analyzed to measure the impact of teacher mentorship on building-level and 

state-wide teacher retention.  Schools receiving Title One funding and those designated Priority 

Schools (schools receiving “F” grades from the current state-generated accountability process) 

may apply for Excellence in Performance grants to compensate highly effective teachers serving 
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as mentors.  All other schools would have to use existing funds to compensate mentors. 

Another strategic demand-side approach, House Bill 1004, would have allowed schools 

to offer greater compensation to teachers with licenses in hard-to-fill disciplines and subject 

areas.  Similarly, Senate Bill 10 would have allowed extra pay as deemed needed by school 

districts to attract or retain those with licenses for hard to fill positions.  Both bills failed.  

The Teacher Induction Pilot Program, House Bill No. 1449, was passed by the 2017 

Indiana General Assembly and signed into law by Governor Eric Holcomb as Public Law 155.  

This law updated the mentoring and career pathways program and created a 10-year New 

Educator Induction Pilot Program that provides financial support from the teacher and student 

advancement grant fund to school corporations that submit an induction plan approved by the 

state board of education. The state board will cap the number of plans it approves.  Approved 

plans must be written by a committee that includes at least two teachers, create a mentorship 

program to support new teachers and administrative staff during their first two years of 

employment, provide ongoing professional development to staff mentors, ensure a manageable 

workload for new staff and their mentors, and include release time for mentors so they may 

collaborate with their mentee and observe and provide feedback to their mentee.  Finally, this 

legislation recommends the general assembly legislative council establish a committee to study 

and recommend by November 1, 2017, whether all new teachers and administrators be required 

to participate in an induction program as a condition to receiving their practitioner license.  This 

legislation continues Indiana’s long history of recognizing that new teachers benefit from 

mentorships and professional development.     

National Turnover Data   

 The national statistics for attrition, migration, and retention are inconsistent from year-to-
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year and from study-to-study.  For example, Goldring, Taie, and Riddles (2014) determined from 

their analysis of the 2012-2013 Teacher Follow-Up Survey data that 84% of teachers during the 

2011-2012 school year remained in their buildings, 8% migrated to a new building, and 8% left 

teaching.  Notably, their review of these data revealed that of the teachers with one to three 

years’ experience, 13% migrated to new schools but only 7% had left teaching.   

 Haynes (2014), writing for the Alliance for Excellent Education, claimed “About 13% of 

the American workforce of 3.4 million public school teachers either moves (227,016) or leaves 

(230,122) the profession each year” (p. 2).  New teachers have higher attrition rates than those 

with teaching experience.  Gray and Taie (2015) examined data from the 2007-2008 Beginning 

Teacher Longitudinal Study and determined that of the teachers who began their careers during 

the 2007-2008 school year, 10% did not return to teaching after their first year; an additional 2% 

did not return after teaching a second year; by the third year, 15% had not returned.  By the 

fourth year, a total of 17.3% of those new teachers had left teaching, though 3% of leavers 

returned to teaching after not teaching the previous year.  This figure is markedly different from 

the beginning teacher attrition data presented by Ingersoll at al. (2014) who claimed 41.3% of 

teachers with less than five years’ teaching experience left teaching between 1993-2003.  

 Inconsistencies continued in Ingersoll et al.’s (2014) review of results from the six 

Schools and Staffing Survey administered between 1987-1988 and 2007-2008.  The authors 

stated that from 1988-89 to 2008-2009, the percentage of teachers who left the profession 

increased by 41 percent, from 6.4 percent to 9 percent (Ingersoll et al, 2014, p. 23), with attrition 

defined as teachers who migrated between buildings or who left teaching.  These data are 

inconsistent with data shared by the National Center for Education Statistics (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2012-2013), which showed 13.5% of teachers either left teaching or moved to new 
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buildings in 1988-1989 and 15.8% left or migrated in 2012-2013 (See Table 4), a 17% 

difference.  More accurate data are needed to guide researchers’ inquiries into the prevalence of 

teacher turnover, including data on re-entrants who increase the annual teacher supply.   

Teachers who re-enter the profession are a “a potentially significant source of teacher labor” 

(Grissom & Reininger, 2012, p. 2).  Their longitudinal study of 268 teachers across the nation 

who had left and returned to teaching a total of 341 times showed that 51% of these teachers 

returned after a one-year absence.  These returning teachers were more likely to be younger, 

unmarried women teaching in elementary schools.  

Table 4 

 Indiana turnover data.  Indiana mirrors the findings of Barnes, Crowe, and Schaefer, 

(2007) and Sutcher et al. (2016) that nationwide, high minority and high poverty schools 

experience high teacher turnover.  The Indiana Excellent Educators for All Students Initiative 

resulted in a data-rich document called the Indiana Equity Plan (IDOE, 2015).  The purpose of 

this plan was to reduce attrition of effective and highly effective teachers and principals in high 

minority and high poverty schools.  Each state completed an Educator Equity Plan for the U.S.  
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Department of Education’s 2014 Excellent Educators for All Initiative.  The Initiative required 

each state’s education agency to “submit a plan describing the steps it will take to ensure that  

poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, 

unqualified, or out-of-field teachers” (Duncan, 2014) in order to fulfill requirement of Title I of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).  According to Caitlin Beatson, 

Coordinator of the Office of Educator Effectiveness at the Indiana Department of Education, 

state equity plans will continue to be important under the most recent update to the ESEA, the 

2015 Every Student Succeeds Act.  Beatson wrote, “The Equitable Access (Excellent Educators 

for All) Initiative is a major component of the new ESSA, so this topic will absolutely continue 

to be at the forefront” (C. Beatson, personal communication, August 8, 2016).  The 2015 Equity 

Plan presents data for the 2011- 2012 school year, the same year the Schools and Staffing Survey 

was last administered.  The present study analyzes data from the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing 

Survey.   

Especially noteworthy in the Equity Plan is that high minority schools (those in the 

highest quartile) and high-poverty schools (those in the highest poverty quartile) experienced 

higher teacher turnover than do affluent schools (Indiana Department of Education, 2015).  The 

turnover rate of highly effective teachers in the highest poverty quartile was 19% during the 

2013-2014 school year while the lowest poverty quartile experienced 10%.  Schools in the 

lowest minority quartile also experienced departures by 10% of highly effective teachers while 

the turnover rate in the highest minority quartile was 17%.  

Turnover of effective teachers in high poverty and high minority schools was even higher 

than turnover for teachers designated as highly effective (IDOE, 2015).  Twenty-seven percent of 

effective teachers in high poverty schools either migrated away from their buildings or left 
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teaching during the 2013-2014 school year compared with 13% in the lowest poverty schools. 

The turnover in the highest minority quartile was 28% compared with 16% in the lowest 

minority quartile.   

Unfortunately, the Excellent Educators for All Initiative did not include data about grade-

level or content area teacher attrition.  Therefore, while we know the data point to higher 

turnover of effective and highly effective teachers in high minority and high poverty schools, we 

do not know if differences in attrition exist among teachers of different grade levels or content 

areas.  In Indiana, Hicks’s (2015) analysis of data from the Census Bureau, the National Center 

for Education Statistics, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the Indiana Department of Education 

revealed a scarcity of teachers occurs only in specific content areas, notably mathematics, 

science, and special education.  This “skills mismatch” (Hicks, 2015, p. 11) constitutes what can 

be understood as pre-attrition in the sense that graduates with teaching licenses are not certified 

in content areas in proportion to demand for teachers in those areas.  Hicks (2015) rejected 

claims that shortages are due to teacher turnover, declining enrollment in teacher education 

programs, or the retirement of baby boomers.  He argued against calls to broadly increase the 

supply of graduates from Indiana’s teacher preparation programs, noting that for most secondary 

content areas, for elementary-level teachers, and smaller schools or schools with declining 

student populations, a surplus of teachers presently exists (Hicks 2015).   

 The present study focuses on hard-to-staff schools because data show these schools have 

challenges retaining teachers.  Ingersoll, Merrill, and Stuckey’s (2014) analysis showed that in 

2004-2005, 45% of teacher turnover occurred in 23% of public schools, often in hard-to-staff 

urban or rural schools with high poverty and/or high minority student populations.  Other 

researchers support these findings that schools serving low-income, low-achieving, minority 
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students experience greater turnover (Balu et al., 2010; Brill & McCartney, 2008; Grissmer, 

2000; Goldhaber et al., 2007; Ingersoll & May, 2012).  These schools are often referred to as 

hard-to-staff schools because they have high turnover rates, are located in urban areas, have high 

percentages of minority students and students living in poverty, and are low-achieving (Opfer, 

2011).  Teachers exit these schools in higher proportions due to the poor working conditions in 

these schools or because teachers, especially novice teachers, prefer not to teach in schools with 

low student achievement (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004). 

Carroll (2007) noted that achievement in hard-to-staff schools is low due to annual efforts 

to hire and train new staff, many of whom do not stay long enough to become acclimated to the 

staff, curriculum, and school climate. Ingersoll (2001) described this as a “revolving door” (p. 

501).  Ingersoll’s (2001) use of this term served to encourage researchers to uncover the specific 

causes influencing teachers to leave teaching or migrate to other buildings either within or across 

school districts.  This research continues today, with policy implications.   

When comparing their non-education jobs to teaching, teachers who left the profession 

reported their new positions offered increased opportunities for professional development, 

opportunities for learning from colleagues, influence over workplace policies and practices, 

autonomy or control over own work, availability of resources and materials/equipment, and 

opportunities to make a difference in the lives of others (Goldring et al, 2014).  These findings 

from the 2012–13 teacher follow-up survey are consistent with research demonstrating that 

working conditions influence teachers’ retention decisions, and they suggest a powerful rationale 

for inquiry into the impact on teacher retention of the working conditions examined in the 

present study. 
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Costs of Teacher Turnover 

As depicted in Table 5, schools in three states, Arizona, Tennessee, and Wisconsin, 

employed a similar number of teachers as Indiana during the 2008-2009 school year.  The costs 

of teacher turnover to states varies greatly, reflecting their different percentage of teachers who, 

by leaving, increase the demand for teachers and the costs for replacing teachers.  Ingersoll 

(2014) estimated the costs of attrition in Indiana during the 2008-2009 school year in a range 

from a low of $20,807,878 to a high of $45,291,100.  

The costs of teacher turnover are more than just the financial costs to replace teachers.  

Teachers also bear the financial and emotional costs of leaving a career or migrating from a 

building in hopes of finding more attractive employment elsewhere.  Perhaps the greater cost is 

paid by HPHM students attending schools with high teacher turnover.  Sutcher et al.  

(2016) bemoaned that “Students in high-poverty and high-minority settings bear the brunt of  

teacher shortages” (p. 5).  Each of these costs are worth examining in some detail. 

Table 5 

Cost Estimates of Teacher Retention in Four States During the 2008-2009 School Year  

Note. Adapted from Richard Ingersoll, University of Pennsylvania, original analyses of data 

from the 2007–08 Schools Statistics and Staffing Survey (SASS) and its supplement, the 2008–

09 Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS).  

 

Financial costs. The pecuniary costs to replace teachers who leave for family reasons or 

retirement are expected by district administrators.  Some, such as teacher retirement, can be 

planned for as teachers often begin to talk about when they can and will retire years before they 

State Total 

Number of 

Teachers  

Number of 

Teachers Who 

Left Teaching 

Percent of 

Teachers Who 

Left Teaching 

Low Estimate of 

Teacher Attrition 

Costs 

High Estimate of 

Teacher Attrition 

Costs 

Arizona 66,517 7,993 12% $34,889,103 $75,940,748 

Indiana 68,446 4,767 6.96% $20,807,878 $45,291,100 

Tennessee  67,104 5,349 7.97% $23,348,784 $50,821,716 

Wisconsin  70,060 4,030 5.75% $17,591,573 $38,290,387 
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do so.  The costs to recruit, hire, and train a “replacement teacher” (Caroll, 2007, p. 3) can range 

from about $4,000 per teacher who leaves the district in the most rural areas to nearly $18,000 in 

Chicago.  These costs were determined based on school district reports of time and money spent 

on recruiting, hiring, administrative processing, and professional development (Carroll, 2007).  

Barnes et al. (2007) explained the cost savings for schools implementing an induction 

program to retain teachers.  Using the Chicago Public Schools as an example, their data analysis 

revealed a cost savings of $11,872 per year per teacher ($17,872 cost to replace teacher - $ 6,000 

cost of induction program per teacher).   

Costs to teachers. Often left out of the literature are the personal costs to the teachers 

who leave education.  Rinke (2014) uncovered these costs in her seven-year study of eight 

novice science teachers working in urban schools.  After financially investing in a teacher 

preparation program in college and then investing emotionally during the first years of teaching, 

those young teachers who leave teaching to work in another profession often find their skill sets 

do not match the needs of other employers.  This means additional costly training and education 

are required before these exiting teachers may begin a new career.  Strong and Villar (2007) 

explained that teachers who remain in the profession experience a “savings on credential 

investment” (p. 12).  When teachers remain in the profession, the return on their investment to 

earn teaching credentials extends as long as teachers remain teaching.    

Costs to student achievement. Carroll (2014) stated what may be the most important 

cost of teacher turnover: the impact on student achievement engendered during the loss of quality 

teachers and the lost teacher effectiveness as first-year educators take their place.  Because 

beginning teachers are usually less effective than their more experienced peers (Clotfelter, Ladd, 

& Vigdor, 2005), and teachers become better with experience (Carroll, 2007; Ingersoll et al., 
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2014), the need to keep teachers in the profession is paramount.  In an earlier study, Ingersoll 

(2004) noted several costs due to attrition that are difficult to measure, notably, lack of 

“organizational stability, coherence, and morale” (p. 32), all three of which impact student 

achievement.  Watlington et al. (2010) noted the detrimental effect turnover has on minority 

students and students from poverty: “Sadly, all too often teacher attrition can accentuate the 

injurious effects of poverty and discrimination on educational attainment” (p. 34).  The authors 

of a study of turnover by teachers working in the Chicago Public School System affirmed 

Watlington et al.’s findings that poor and minority students are disproportionately impacted 

when their teachers depart (Allensworth, Ponisciak, & Mazzeo, 2009). 

Migration between buildings is costly to districts, to teachers who move, and, most 

importantly, to the students in buildings where teachers leave.  When teachers migrate to a 

different building, the state-level supply of teachers does not change; however, demand at the 

building level increases, as does the cost to student achievement.  Ingersoll and May (2012) 

discovered teachers want to remain in the teaching profession and are willing to migrate between 

buildings within a district to find the best teaching environment.  Their study found that teacher 

migration between buildings within a school district is nearly identical to migration to different 

school districts and that teachers satisfied with their workplace conditions are likely to remain in 

their current buildings.   

School leaders, therefore, have several reasons to entice teachers to remain in their 

current buildings by creating strong pull factors.  This is not an easy task; principals may need 

professional development of their own to learn how to create pull factors and eliminate the push 

factors in their buildings.  A policy report by Darling-Hammond, Furger, Shields, and Sutcher 

(2016) recommended that principals receive training to help them improve working conditions 
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and the learning environment.   

Demand for Quality Teachers 

The costs of teacher turnover on organizations, student achievement, and teachers 

themselves are great, yet some attrition is desirable, especially when student achievement is 

negatively impacted by a poor teacher.  Retention should be concerned with keeping quality 

teachers in the classroom; not just any body will do.  The literature on teacher turnover 

recognizes that retention of new teachers is not the only goal of principals and hiring personnel.  

Guarino et al. (2006) cautioned that “The issue of teacher quality is integrally related to the 

interplay of supply and demand. Because not all teachers are alike, quality is an important 

variable that can be adjusted by policymakers in their efforts to bring supply in line with 

demand” (p. 176).  Other researchers have noted that the goal of retention efforts is to retain high 

quality teachers, not just ensure the physical presence of a teacher in the classroom (Day, 2007; 

Boyd et al., 2010).  Balu et al. (2010) noted that “not all teacher turnover is bad for schools” (p. 

2).  Some early exit from the profession is desirable.  Carroll (2007) argued that “the goal is not 

to achieve zero turnover” (p. 3).  This is because teacher influence, whether positive or negative, 

continues while students progress through subsequent grades (Hattie, 2009; Haynes, 2014).  This 

is especially true considering the findings by Henry, Bastien, and Forther (2011) who conducted 

a five-year study comparing student achievement as measured on North Carolina state exams to 

number of years of teaching experience.  These researchers concluded that teachers who leave 

are less effective than their peers who chose to remain.   

 School leaders, therefore, have a professional interest in approaching retention 

deliberately, aware that some teachers should not remain in the profession. Ingersoll et al. (2014) 

noted the problems resulting from too little teacher turnover: stagnancy and lack of innovation.   
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Balu et al. (2010) noted effective principals are committed to “strategically retaining quality 

teachers” (p. 16).  Research strongly indicates that the teacher is the most influential factor in 

student achievement (Kraft & Marinell, 2016; Haynes, 2014); therefore, school leaders should be 

concerned not simply with retaining teachers but with retaining highly effective teachers because 

they have staying power (Boyd et al., 2015) and they positively influence student achievement.  

Goldhaber et al. (2015) asserted that higher quality teachers, based on effectiveness ratings, are 

more likely to remain in the classroom than are less effective teachers.  This is a message that 

school leaders may have received.  Gray and Taie (2015), in their study of the Beginning 

Teachers Longitudinal Study, found the percentage of teachers leaving the profession 

involuntarily or because their contracts were not renewed had declined from 27% in 2008-2009  

to 20% in 2011-2012.   

Table 6 

 

A Comparison of Average Retention Rates of Effective and Highly Effective Teachers in High 

Poverty, Low Poverty, High Minority and Low Minority Schools in Indiana, 2012  

 

 
High Poverty 

(> 66% FRL 

eligibility) 

 

Low Poverty 

(<34% FRL 

eligibility) 

 

High 

Minority 

(> 36% 

minority 

students) 

Low Minority 

(< 6% 

minority 

students) 

 

Effective Teachers 73% 87% 72% 84% 

 

Highly Effective 

Teachers 

81% 90% 83% 90% 

Note. Adapted from Indiana Department of Education (2015). Excellent Educators for All 

Initiative: Ensuring Equitable Access to Excellent Educators in Indiana 

 

The Indiana Excellent Educators for All Initiative specifies that retention of effective and 

highly effective teachers (referred to as “excellent educators” by the IDOE) is needed to decrease 

the achievement gap between high minority/high poverty schools and low minority/low poverty  

schools.  As shown in Table 6, retention of effective and highly effective teachers in Indiana 
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schools is higher in low poverty and low minority schools.   

Quality teaching begins with the principal.  Principal leadership may be the single 

most important contributor toward teacher retention and thus is treated as in independent variable 

in this study.  Waddell (2010) stated the principal’s initiatives to retain teachers are  

“uncomplicated, require no external resources, and incur no financial costs” (p. 79). What the 

principal does to retain high quality teachers is worth uncovering and sharing so that school and 

district leaders understand they have influence over teacher turnover and retention.  Principals do 

not need to wait for policy makers or politicians to act. Unlike compensation, teacher qualities, 

and student socioeconomic status, building-level leadership have control over the working 

conditions in their buildings, thus determining whether they are push or pull factors influencing 

teachers’ decisions to stay, migrate between buildings, or leave teaching altogether.  To reduce 

teacher turnover and, therefore, increase retention, pull factors should be enhanced and 

emphasized to increase the likelihood that teachers plan to remain in their current assignments 

and to reduce the attraction of pull factors emanating from other buildings.  The next section will 

first broadly discuss the importance of working conditions on teacher retention and then present 

specific working conditions that have been shown in the literature to affect teacher retention.  

Improve Working Conditions to Reduce Demand 

In their summary of the literature, Berry, Smylie, and Fuller (2008) stated, “Our review 

suggests that there are no consistent definitions or shared understandings about what is meant by 

the term ‘working conditions,’ nor what aspects of teachers’ workplace, job, occupation, or 

context writ large constitute their working conditions” (p. 32).   The Schools and Staffing Survey 

questionnaire is organized by four headings that encompass what the literature refers to broadly 

as working conditions: education and training, professional development, working condition, 
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and school climate and teacher attitudes.  The present study includes all four headings from the 

SASS questionnaire under the broad heading working conditions to reflect how working 

conditions are treated in the literature.  There may be no shared definition of the term working 

conditions in the literature.  As a result, researches organize working conditions under different 

constructs and headings, yet each author whose work is reviewed here attempted to uncover links 

between those supports needed for effective teaching and teachers’ retention decisions. 

In a 2008 paper, Brill and McCartney boldly asserted, “There is not a shortage of teachers 

coming into the system. The real difficulty is that too many teachers are leaving the profession 

after only a few years” (p. 751). Ingersoll’s (2001) research led him to conclude that increasing 

the supply of teachers is not an effective solution to fill vacant teaching positions; the solution, 

he said, was to decrease excessive demand for teachers by addressing the “organizational sources 

of low retention” (p. 501).  Ingersoll (2001) criticized the supply-side approach that views 

teacher recruitment as the elixir to solve teacher shortages, instead taking a demand-side 

approach in looking for solutions.  A demand-side approach looks at the working conditions in a 

school as push or pull factors that either push teachers out of a building or create pull conditions 

that lead teachers to want to remain in their current buildings or want to move to buildings with 

more desirable working conditions.  

Ingersoll and May (2012) noted the dearth of research examining what they called 

“organizational factors” (p. 438) that influence mathematics and science teacher turnover, two 

content-areas widely viewed as experiencing teacher shortages.  Researchers have heeded 

Ingersoll’s initial call in 2001 for further research and continue to examine the relationships 

between working conditions and teachers’ decisions to stay in their current buildings, migrate to 

building within or across school districts, or leave the profession altogether (Boyd et al. 2011; 
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Brill & McCartney, 2008; Day & Gu, 2009; Dunn, 2015; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009). 

By collecting survey data from 70% of the first-year teachers in New York City, Boyd et 

al. (2011) discovered a “significant relationship between teacher attrition and school contextual 

factors” (p. 306).  They concluded that improving principal leadership may reduce teacher 

turnover: district and state policies designed to improve school administration may help reduce 

teacher turnover (Boyd et al., 2011, p. 329).  What the principal does to improve teachers’ 

working conditions matters to teachers, beginning with how they are inducted into their first 

school.  

Education and training.  The first SASS heading to include questions related to working 

conditions was education and training.  Education refers to new teachers’ pre-service education 

and is not considered a working condition.  Training teachers begins when teachers begin their 

careers and occurs at the building and district levels.  Induction programs are included in the 

literature as a working condition that may serve as a pull factor, increasing the likelihood that 

teachers will remain in their buildings.  Mentorship may be one of several components of an 

induction program or schools may offer mentoring opportunities as the sole means of induction.  

Because mentoring is often addressed as its own working condition, it is addressed both within 

the context of an induction program and as a separate type of new teacher support in this section.   

Induction program. Induction is defined by Bland et al. (2014) to “describe all the 

processes through which a new teacher is introduced to the policies and culture of the school 

district, including the individual school, the staff, curriculum, and the community” (p. 4).  There 

is no single type of induction program; they may be comprised of any number of elements.   

Support for new teachers.  Support is frequently cited by teachers as a reason for leaving 

or staying in a school, but the term is often not defined in the literature.  In their meta-analysis of 
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34 quantitative studies, Borman and Dowling (2008) provided a general definition based on a 

review of the literature. Administrative support describes a leader’s effectiveness in helping 

teachers with discipline issues, instructional strategies, curriculum, and acclimating to the school 

culture.  Their analysis of three studies using four-point Likert-type scales revealed teachers were 

less likely to leave teaching when they received more support (z=-2.09, p<.05) (p. 390). 

Bland et al. (2013) delineate what support for teachers entails. Teachers want guidance 

and clear expectations with the freedom to meet these expectations as they are uniquely able to 

meet them.  Teachers receive this guidance and learn expectations not just from building-level 

leaders but from teacher leaders as well, such as mentors and instructional coaches. The 

principals’ responses in Brown and Wynn’s (2009) qualitative study revealed that principals 

themselves believe teachers leave the profession within the first five years due to lack of support.   

The time and money devoted to induction programs are intended to grow teachers 

professionally and ensure they remain in the district, if not the school.  Despite the best efforts of 

principals and district hiring personnel, Loeb and Myung (2010) claimed it is difficult to predict 

who will be a good teacher during the hiring process.  Once hired, it is up to school and district 

leaders to provide induction programs.  Research provides evidence that whatever skill level 

novice teachers enter the profession with, comprehensive induction programs increase their 

effectiveness (Strong & Villar, 2007).  

Induction programs not only influence teachers to remain in their buildings, they lead to 

more effective teacher pedagogy and increases in student achievement (Haynes, 2014).  Carroll 

(2007) called on principals to give new hires a strong foundation upon which to begin their 

teaching careers.  Comprehensive is the key word when discussing induction programs, which 

vary in quality.  Ingersoll (2004) explained that mentoring, for example, might be just a few 
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meetings between the novice and veteran teacher or may occur at regularly scheduled times 

throughout the year, including during the school day while a substitute covers participating 

teachers’ classes.  Some programs match mentors who share a grade-level and content area with 

the mentee while others simply assign a veteran teacher to the new teacher.  Another difference 

is that induction programs may be designed for new teachers only while others may also include 

experienced teachers new to the school district.  Induction programs might resemble short-term 

orientation programs or be designed for the professional growth of new teachers.  

Loeb and Myung (2010) listed four components of a typical inducting program: 

meetings, informal classes, peer support groups, and mentoring programs.  These authors 

acknowledge the differences in “duration, intensity, and content of mentoring interactions” (p. 

47) of each of these components but offered no research to differentiate the effectiveness of 

typical versus high quality induction and mentoring programs.   

To be effective, according to Ingersoll (2004), comprehensive induction programs need 

to include multiple factors, such as having a mentor from the same field, common planning time 

to collaborate with other teachers, beginning teacher seminars, supportive communication from 

the mentor and principal, a reduced teaching load, and a teacher aide.  Haynes (2014) explained 

that the most effective induction programs offer mentors from the same content area, scheduled 

time for collaboration, and communication between the novice teacher and his/her principal (p. 

7).  Kang and Berliner (2012), using data from the 1999 School and Staffing Survey (SASS) and 

2001 Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS) survey, analyzed the following induction program 

components: “mentoring, seminars, collaboration, planning time, supportive communication, 

reduced teaching schedule, reduced number of preparations, extra classroom assistance, 

classroom observation, and teacher network” (p. 273).  Of these, four were working conditions 
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found to be implemented most often: supportive communication, formal collaboration, beginning 

teacher seminars or classes, and common planning time.  Three practices were found to influence 

teachers’ decision to remain in their current teaching assignments: seminars or classes for novice 

teachers, common planning time, and extra classroom assistance (Kang & Berliner, 2012).   

Unlike other researchers, Glazerman et al. (2010) went beyond simply listing components 

of induction programs to find out the prevalence of each in existing induction programs.  

Additionally, they delineated typical and high-quality teacher induction.  The typical, and most 

common, induction program provides some services that are unfunded at the state level and 

receive minimal local resources.  Typical induction programs are informal and lack training of 

mentors, materials, and release time.  In contrast, high-quality induction programs are more 

formal and comprehensive, offering “support that is intensive, structured, and sequentially 

delivered” (Glazerman et al., 2010, p. vi) through trained mentors, orientation sessions, targeted 

professional development, classroom observations, and formative feedback.  Their four-year 

study, which included classroom observations of 700 teachers in 418 elementary schools, 

unearthed surprising findings.  In contrast to the other researchers in this review, Glazerman et 

al. (2010), did not find any impact of induction programs on beginning teacher retention.  They 

found, however, that student achievement was positively influenced: math and reading scores 

were positively and statistically significant for students whose teachers received two years of 

intensive mentoring (Glazerman, Isenberg, Dolfin, Bleeker, Johnson, Grider, & Jacobus, 2010).   

Because teachers’ feeling of success may contribute to their retention, it may be that retention 

resulted indirectly for those teachers who had a close mentor for two years.   

Strong and Villar (2007) were also able to link participation in an induction program with 

student achievement.  The new teachers Strong and Villar (2007) compared with veteran teachers 
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included new teachers who participated in a comprehensive induction program called the 

Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA) program.  Their cost-benefit analysis of this 

program showed first and second year teachers who participated in an induction program were as 

effective as veteran teachers as measured by students’ reading test scores over a five-year period.  

In addition to improving new teachers’ performance, other benefits gained from participation in 

this induction program included a $1.66 per dollar return on the investment of training new 

teachers and a reduction in the social costs from losing new teachers.   

Ingersoll and Strong’s (2011) investigation of the impact of induction programs on 

teacher retention in both low and high poverty schools led them to conclude that while teachers 

serving high poverty schools participate in induction programs as much, or more, than teachers 

in non-HPHM schools, induction programs had strong effects on teacher retention in low-

poverty, but not high-poverty, schools.   

The components of an induction program are site-specific and based on the needs and 

experiences unique to each building. The mere presence of an induction program does not help 

the researcher, policymaker, educator, or concerned parent or community member understand 

their influence because the degree of implementation matters when teachers make retention 

decisions. For example, simply stating that a school does or does not offer mentors to novice 

teachers is insufficient to understanding the influence mentors may have on novice teachers. The 

data should be analyzed to uncover how working conditions are implemented in an induction 

program in the high minority and high poverty schools under study.   

Mentors.  Recent researchers found a link between mentoring and teacher retention.  

Having a mentor increases the likelihood a novice teacher will remain in their current buildings 

(Guarino et al., 2006).  Hallam, Chou, Hite, and Hite (2012) reported the relational aspect of 
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mentoring was valued by teachers who had a mentor for their first three years of teaching. 

Ingersoll and Smith (2004) claimed these relationships were especially strong when the mentor 

taught the same grade level or content areas as the novice teacher.  Tenore, Dunn, Laughter, and 

Milner (2010) explained the benefits from carefully matching mentors and their protégés. 

Characteristics such as age, background, interpersonal skills, interests, and values should be 

considered when matching veteran and novice teachers.  Just being assigned a mentor is not 

enough to increase novice teachers’ growth and likelihood of remaining in teaching.  Mentor 

policy and quality influence the outcome of successful mentoring (Polikoff, Desimone, Porter, & 

Hochberg (2015).  

Gray and Taie (2015), using results of the Beginning Teacher Longitudinal Study (BTLS) 

data collected by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES), reported the influence from having a mentor on novice teacher retention extended over 

a five-year timespan.  This contradicts the finding by Hudson, Grissmer, and Kirby (1991), who 

found little evidence that mentorship worked to retain teachers beyond five years.  When 

comparing first year teachers who were assigned a mentor with those who were not, Gray and 

Taie (2015) uncovered returns to mentoring.  Beginning teachers hired for the 2007-2008 school 

year who were assigned a mentor teacher were 8% more likely to remain after their first year, 

and 15% more likely to remain after their second, third, and fourth year of teacher. The retention 

rate over four years for those assigned a mentor was 21% higher compared to teachers not 

assigned a mentor (see Table 7).  

In addition to an 8% cost-savings return on investment, a cost-benefit analysis of 

California’s Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment program revealed that the strongest 

outcome of this highly-structured mentorship program was the increase of a first-year teachers’    
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impact on student achievement as measured by student interest in school, attendance and drop-

out rates, and AP and college course enrollment (Villar & Strong, 2007).   

Table 7 

 

Retention Rates for Teachers Assigned A Mentor Compared with Those Not Assigned a Mentor 

 

 Assigned a 

Mentor 

Not Assigned a 

Mentor 

Difference in Retention Rates for 

Teachers Assigned a Mentor 

2008-2009 92% 84% + 8% 

2009-2010 91% 77%   + 14% 

2010-2011 88% 73%   + 15% 

2011-2012 86% 71%   + 15% 

Note. Adapted from Gray, L., & Taie, S. (2015). Public school teacher attrition and mobility in the first five years: Results from the 

first through fifth waves of the 2007-08 beginning teacher longitudinal study. First Look. NCES 2015-337. National Center for Education 

Statistics. Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015337.pdf 

 

The Indiana Department of Education (2012) recognized the importance of mentors by 

including it in the RISE principal evaluation rubric within the leadership and talent development  

indicator: An effective principal “develops leadership and talent by providing formal and 

informal opportunities to mentor emerging leaders” (RISE Rubric, 2012, p. 6).  Yet Indiana,  

according to the New Teacher Center (2016), does not require mentors for new teachers, 

establish criteria for quality mentors or mentorship programs, specify components of a high- 

quality mentor program, have standards for formal induction programs, or provide funding for 

district or school induction programs.  Indiana last had a funded mentor program in 2006, which 

was ended under Superintendent of Schools Suellen Reed.  The Indiana Department of Education 

(2014) recommended in the Excellent Educators for All Students policy document that paid 

mentors be reestablished in Indiana schools.  

In 2017, lawmakers responded to lack of participation in mentor programs with efforts 

such as House Bill 1449.  This law established a Teacher New Educator Induction Pilot Program 

that allows school districts to submit plans for a two-year induction program that includes 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015337.pdf
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“manageable workload” (Indiana General Assembly, 2017) for new teachers and their mentors, 

dedicated collaboration time for the new teacher and mentor, regular observations of the new 

teacher with feedback, opportunities for new teachers to observe other teachers, and 

opportunities for novice teachers to participate in learning communities and peer networks.  

Participation as a mentor or mentee may be used as part of a teacher’s evaluation.  A fund was 

established by the General Assembly, but it is not yet clear how money will be allocated to this 

fund.    

Professional development.  Professional development contributes to teacher retention 

(Tricarico et al., 2012), especially when it is targeted towards improving teachers’ work in-

specific content areas.  Hattie (2009) cautioned that to impact student achievement, professional 

development needs to be ongoing, challenge the prevailing beliefs of teachers about how 

students learn, and supported by school leadership. It must also be job-embedded (Carroll, 2014; 

Krasnoff, 2014). Wei, Darling-Hammond, Andree, Richardson, and Orphanos (2009) described 

components of effective professional development: it must be continuous, content-specific, and 

embedded within professional learning communities that are focused on continuous 

improvement.  These authors explained that attending one-day workshops and sessions is 

ineffective yet common, a finding supported by Krasnoff (2018) in a report on Title II, Part A of 

the Every Student Succeeds Act.  Harry Wong (2004) asserted that, “What keeps a good teacher 

are structured, sustained, intensive professional development programs that allow new teachers 

to observe others, to be observed by others, and to be part of networks or study groups where all 

teachers share together, grow together, and learn to respect each other’s work” (p. 41).  When 

these criteria are met, professional development becomes a pull factor, influencing teachers to 

remain in their schools. Policy needs to be directed toward making early-career teachers more 
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effective through a strong mentorship program and ongoing professional development 

(Goldhaber et al., 2007).  Teachers must be given adequate time in their school day to receive 

professional development.  This might mean that teachers’ schedules have to be adjusted so 

professional development can be prioritized (Archibald, Coggshall, Croft, and Goe, 2011).   

One of the root causes of higher turnover of effective and highly effective teachers in 

hard-to-staff schools, according to the Indiana Department of Education (2014), is “nonexistent 

or nonresponsive” (p. 28) professional development.  Here, lack of adequate professional 

development is a push factor, leading to increased teacher turnover.  Wei, Darling-Hammond, 

Andree, Richardson, and Orphanos (2009) studied data from the 2003-2004 Schools and Staffing 

Survey, focusing on four topics of professional development.  The percentage of teachers 

ranking these four topics useful or very useful were 59.3% on the topic of their content area; 

42.7% for use of computers for instruction; 42.5% for reading instruction; and 27.4% for student 

discipline and management in the classroom.   

Working conditions.  The New Teacher Center (2014) defined working conditions as 

“The supports necessary for effective teaching.”  The literature includes examples of authors 

who used the term working conditions to describe supports for teachers that fell into each of the 

four SASS headings.  For example, Sparks and Malkus (2015) called teacher autonomy a 

working condition in their study using the Schools and Staffing Surveys.  Cha (2008) referred to 

principal leadership and support, teacher influence on school policy, student misbehavior, and 

teacher control in the classroom as working conditions, though each of these variables is 

measured by question items listed under school climate and teacher attitudes.  To match the 

organizational structure of the Schools and Staffing Questionnaire, three specific working 

conditions are included under the heading, working conditions: access to resources, mentors, and 
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teacher workload.   When these factors are present, they serve as pull factors influencing teachers 

to remain in or move to schools whose principals value them as factors that increase teachers’ 

job satisfaction.  

Access to resources.  Lack of access to resources is cited by teachers as a push factor 

influencing their decisions to leave (Brill & McCartney, 2008).  The impact of lack of access to 

adequate resources on teacher retention decisions clarifies why research studies show higher 

turnover rates in schools located in poor, underperforming, minority communities (Boyd et al., 

2010; Johnson et al., 2012).  These schools often lack the resources teachers desire for 

instructional purposes. Dunn (2015) concurred, citing lack of access to adequate resources, such 

as textbooks, as a push factor that may influence teachers’ retention decisions.  Sutcher et al. 

(2016) summarized the importance of ensuring teachers have access to adequate resources: 

“When there are not enough teachers to go around, the schools with the fewest resources and 

least desirable working conditions are the ones left with vacancies” (p. 5).  The absence of 

adequate resources pushes teachers toward positions in different buildings.   

Mentorship.  The benefits to novice teachers of having a mentor were discussed under 

the topic of induction programs.  This section presents evidence from the literature that mentor 

programs benefit the mentor as well as his or her mentee.  Heisted (1999) explained that mentors 

themselves benefit through the professional development they received from serving as the role 

of mentor to a new teacher.   Clinard and Ariav (1997) analyzed survey responses by American 

and Israeli teachers who mentored novice teachers for one year.  Serving as a mentor benefitted 

the American teachers’ (N=158) work in their classrooms in five ways:  a) increased reflection of 

planning and delivery of instruction b) using cognitive coaching as an instructional approach 

with students c) reassessing classroom management and discipline strategies d) more frequent 
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and effective use of instructional technology and e) increased collaboration with other teachers.  

Huling and Resta (2001) summarized the benefits of mentoring novice teachers to mentors from 

her review of the extant literature: improved professional competency, increased reflection of 

own practice, professional renewal, improved self-esteem and feelings of empowerment, 

increased collaboration, more active participation in other teacher leadership activities.   

Because mentoring may be loosely structured, lacking expectations for both participants, 

not all mentoring is effective.  Darling-Hammond (2003) cautioned that mentoring and induction 

programs will help new teachers only if they are well designed and supported by school leaders. 

Such mentoring programs benefit both veteran teachers and the novice teachers they serve; Villar 

and Strong (2007) pointed out that veteran teachers acquire new skills and leadership training 

through mentoring.   

Teacher workload. Teacher workload includes the number of different classes to prepare 

for each day, class size, types of courses assigned, time to prepare for classes, increased time 

spent on assessments, and pressure to meet accountability measures, which includes time spent 

preparing and administering tests as well as paperwork (Berry et al., 2008).  In the Teacher 

Attrition and Mobility Survey: Results from the 2012-2013 Follow-Up Survey, 51.2% of those 

who left teaching reported they were better able to manage the workload in their new positions 

while only 32.6% reported no difference in workload (Goldring et al., 2014).   

When teacher workload becomes excessive, it turns into a push factor influencing 

teachers to seek positions elsewhere (Litt & Turk, 1985). For example, several researchers 

pointed to lack of time to prepare as a push factor (Hirsch & Emerick, 2007; Ingersoll, 2011; 

Dunn 2015).  Brill & McCartney (2008) cited the increased demands on teachers to meet higher 

accountability standards as an “excessive workload” (p. 755) that pushes teachers to seek new 
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positions or careers.  Podolsky, Kini, Bishop, and Darling-Hammond (2017), affirmed that 

pressure to meet accountability standards influences teachers to leave the profession.  Using data 

from the 2013 SASS Teacher Follow-Up Survey, the researchers listed the top reasons teachers 

who left the profession cited as a reason for their leaving.  The third reason cited, after personal 

life reasons and to pursue a different position, was dissatisfaction with school 

assessment/accountability policies, which was selected by 25% of survey participants, after 

personal life reasons (pregnancy, child care, other) and to pursue a different position.  Principals 

have little control over state mandated accountability assessments but can exert control over 

school assessment/accountability policies.   

Large class may contribute to excessive teacher workload.  Class size is a controversial 

issue with the research on one side versus educators and parents on the other.  The literature 

rarely supports class size reduction (CSR) as an effective means to increasing student 

achievement or reducing teacher migration and attrition (Krasnoff, 2018).  Borman and 

Dowling’s (2008) meta-analysis of school factors that lead to teacher turnover found that class 

size was not a statistically significant predictor of teacher attrition.  Krasnoff (2018) and Mathias 

(2016) each explained that research supporting CSR also demonstrates that the optimal class size 

is so low as to be cost-prohibitive.  Yet Isenberg (2010) claimed that the 4.2% decrease in New 

York teachers’ attrition when class size is reduced from 23 to 20 students offsets the costs of 

CSR by 3%.  Teachers and parents frequently lament the negative impact on student learning and 

teacher burnout caused by too-large classes (Krasnoff, 2018; Mathias, 2016).  The U.S. 

government supports class size reduction as a means to increase student achievement, improve 

the quality and effectiveness of teachers, increase the number of teachers who are effective in 

improving student academic achievement, and to provide low-income and minority students 
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greater access to effective teachers (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015).  Title II, Part A, section 

2010 allows Local Education Agencies to use state grants to reduce class size to levels supported 

by evidence in order to increase student achievement by hiring additional effective teachers.  

Class size is included in this study to learn teachers’ perceptions and to uncover whether class 

size is a predictor of teachers’ plans to remain in or leave teaching.   

Principals will have little control over the number of classes or number of students a 

teacher is assigned; district budgets largely determine these assignments.  Where principals can 

exert control is over the composition of classes. Kalogrides, Loeb, and Béteille (2013) explained 

that novice teachers are too-often assigned to teach challenging classes.  At the elementary level, 

principals control the composition of classes and assign classes to teachers; novice teachers do 

not need to be assigned classes with tougher discipline issues.  At the secondary level, it is often 

the veteran teachers assigned to teach less challenging, higher achieving students, those in higher 

ability or Advanced Placement classes, for example (Kalogrides et al, 2013).  

School climate and teacher attitudes.  The fourth heading in the Schools and Staffing 

Survey was school climate and teacher attitudes.  Boyd et al. (2011) found a “significant 

relationship” (p. 309) between school climate, defined as a school’s norms, values, collegiality, 

and workplace organizations, as defined by the National School Climate Center, 2016, and 

teacher retention decisions.  The Indiana Department of Education (2015) stated that culture and 

climate are “crucial for retaining high quality teachers” (p. 27) and recommended school level 

climate surveys be given to measure the quality of the culture and climate in individual schools.  

The working conditions under the heading of school climate and teacher attitudes include 

collaboration, collegiality, influence on decision making, principal leadership, school safety and 

student discipline, and teacher recognition.  Particularly strong are the aspects of school culture 
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that are social: collegial relationships and principal leadership (Simon & Johnson, 2013).   

Collaboration.  The egg-crate model of teacher interaction described by Ingersoll (2009) 

where the school is organized so that teachers are working in isolation from one another is 

anathema to most teachers today who value opportunities to interact and collaborate with peers.  

Johnson (2006) claimed “interdependent work among teachers can contribute to increased 

student achievement and teacher satisfaction” (p. 7).  Carroll (2014) viewed collaboration as an 

essential contributor to a school’s culture and a means to transform schools into learning 

organizations.  School leadership is required to support planned, ongoing collaboration.  District 

leadership, by providing job-embedded professional development and “fostering collaboration 

around instructional improvement” (Carroll, 2014, p. 8), can help building leaders establish a 

collaborative school climate.  Carroll’s is one of the few policy documents that expanded 

leadership to the district level, thus recognizing that principals need district-level support to 

transform the working conditions in their buildings.   

 Hallam et al. (2012) advised principals to create a supportive school culture through 

mentoring, an induction program, and collaborative teaming through the professional learning 

community (PLC) model.  Darling-Hammond (2003) explained that “collegial learning 

opportunities” (p. 5) are a key working condition that results in increased retention of skilled and 

knowledgeable teachers.  The support new teachers received through their PLCs helped to reduce 

stress and increase retention (Halla et al. 2012).  

Collegiality.  Studies demonstrate the importance of colleague support and positive 

teacher relationships on teacher retention (Allen worth et al., 2009; Litt & Turk, 1985; Gu & 

Day, 2007; Dunn, 2015).  Recall that pull factors, which this dissertation emphasizes because of 

their potential association with teacher retention, have environmental, social, and cultural 
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characteristics (National Geographic Expeditions, 2005; Yaro, 2008).  A school’s social and 

cultural environment contributes to collegiality.   

Leana (2011) explained that when teachers have questions about problems and practice, 

they seek the advice not from the principal but from fellow teachers.  Additionally, when 

relationships between teachers is built on trust and they are able to frequently interact, increased 

student achievement results.  Leana (2011) described the impact of teacher turnover: teachers in 

urban school districts, especially those working in challenging low-income contexts, will not 

invest time building relationships with fellow teachers because they do not anticipate staying in 

the school.  Therefore, bonds cannot be created or strengthened.  Leana (2011) viewed an 

effective principal as one who creates a collaborative school culture through facilitating time and 

space for collaborative conversations and collegiality among staff, rather than micromanaging 

instructional classroom practices.  Effective principals, therefore, create pull factors by creating 

school cultures where teachers want to work.    

Ladd (2011) stated that collegiality, or the “relationships between school leaders and 

teachers and interactions among teachers” (p. 237) is a fundamental workplace condition in  

schools. This finding is supported by Coggshall, Behrstock-Sherratt, and Drill (2011).   

Johnson et al. (2012), in their analysis of data on job satisfaction, career intentions, and  

workplace conditions of Massachusetts teachers, asserted that “social conditioning – the school’s 

culture, the principal’s leadership, and relationship among colleagues” (pp. 3-4) largely predicts  

job satisfaction and retention.  They described an interdependent relationship between a 

supportive working environment, teacher retention, and student achievement (see Figure 3).  

Increased retention leads to improved student growth; this growth, in turn, serves to help retain 

teachers.  These findings hold true for hard-to-staff schools (Johnson et al., 2012) and affirm 
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Ladd’s (2011) findings that working conditions are related to student achievement, especially in 

mathematics.  

 

Tricarico et al. (2012) learned in their qualitative study of seven first-year teachers 

working in Title one schools that the relationships they developed with teachers was important in 

teachers’ decisions to remain working in challenging schools.  They found that formal 

mentoring, another working condition included in the present study, did not have a significant 

effect on decisions to remain in challenging schools; instead, these teachers sought informal 

relationships with teachers in nearby classrooms or who shared similar levels of experience, 

philosophies of teaching, or teaching assignments (Tricarico et al., 2012).    

Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s (2011) study found a sense of belonging was positively related 

to positive relations with colleagues.  Gu (2014) concluded from his study that “Leaders are the 

architect of such relations” (p. 518) by modeling the characteristics and values they believe 

teachers should demonstrate toward each other: “commitment, integrity, and drive for the 

achievement of children” (Gu, 2014, p. 522).  This finding highlights the influence principals 

have on teachers who contemplate whether to remain in their buildings, migrate to another 

building or corporation, or leave teaching entirely. 

 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  67 

 

 

 

Influence on decision making.  Teachers’ influence on decision making includes both 

teacher control over what occurs in the classroom, also referred to as teacher autonomy, and 

teachers having influence in school-wide decision-making over such issues as student discipline 

protocols.  Bland et al. (2014) emphasized that new teachers should “quickly” (p. 5) have a voice 

in the decision-making process.  By participating in a process, new teachers learn the values, 

procedures, unwritten rules, and norms of a school culture (The Center for Teaching Quality, 

2014).  Weiss (1999) found in her study that when first-year teachers perceived that teachers in 

their school had influence over school-wide discipline policies, they were more likely to both put 

forth their best efforts and to remain in teaching.   

Teachers with higher levels of autonomy within their classrooms were more likely to 

remain in their positions, as shown in studies by Ingersoll and May (2012) and Guarino et al. 

(2006).  In another study, minority teachers’ decisions about whether to stay were influenced 

more by their feelings of autonomy and voice in decision making, both within the classroom and 

school-wide, than by student demographics (Ingersoll, Merrill, & Stuckey, 2014).  This pattern 

held true for twenty-three beginning elementary teachers in two school districts studied by 

Hallam, Chou, Hite, and Hite (2012).  Data from their mixed-methods study revealed 100% of 

stayers reported a higher autonomy level compared with only 22% of leavers. 

 Teacher autonomy was spotlighted in a Stats in Brief, published by the U.S. Department 

of Education (Sparks & Malkus, 2015).  This policy document presented three years of data from 

the SASS: 2003-2004, 2007-2008, and 2011-2012.  Teachers were asked to what extent they felt 

they had control over textbooks and materials, the content and skills they taught, instructional 

techniques, grading, discipline, and homework.  Twenty-six percent of teachers in high-poverty 

schools felt they had low autonomy during the 2003-2004 school year; by the 2007-2008 school 
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year, 33% did so (Sparks & Malkus, 2015).  Teachers working in schools with less than 35% free 

and reduced lunch, secondary schools, low-minority, and rural schools felt they had less 

autonomy in 2011-2012 than they did in 2003-2004 (Sparks & Malkus, 2015).   

Several studies were limited by their broad use of the term influence without delineating 

the programs, practices, or policies teachers could influence.  For example, Ingersoll, Merrill, & 

Stuckey (2014) analyzed data from the seven Schools and Staffing Surveys administered 

between 1988-2012.  They concluded that influence on decision-making was a key predictor of 

minority teacher attrition, writing, “What does impact their decisions, our analyses show, are 

school working conditions, in particular the degree of autonomy and discretion teachers are 

allowed over issues that arise in their classrooms, and the level of collective faculty influence 

over school-wide decisions that affect teachers’ jobs” (p. 24).  This is an important finding but 

may not be helpful to school policy makers who may not know what specific aspects teachers 

prefer to control in their classroom and what school-wide decisions teachers may influence.   

Additionally, some studies use the term teacher control or autonomy while others use the 

term teacher influence when referring to textbook selection, content selection, selecting teaching 

techniques, grading students, discipline, and homework.  The Schools and Staffing Survey 

identified these variables in a question pertaining to classroom control.  The Survey used the 

term influence to label the following variables: setting performance standards for students, 

establishing curriculum, determining the content of in-service professional development 

programs, evaluating teachings, hiring new full-time teachers, setting discipline policies, and 

deciding how the budget will be spent.   

Parent support.  The 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey asks two, four-point scale 

items: I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do and to what extent is lack 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  69 

 

 

 

of parental support a problem in this school?  Parent support is included in this study because 

engaging families and the community is an important aspect of a school leader’s work, as 

described in the 2015 Professional Standards for Educational Leaders: Standard 8.  Meaningful 

Engagement of Families and Community:  Effective educational leaders engage families and the 

community in meaningful, reciprocal, and mutually beneficial ways to promote each student’s 

academic success and well-being (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015). 

 Additionally, strong parent support may act like a magnet, influencing teachers to remain 

in their current positions; its absence may push teachers away to new buildings.  Skaalvik and 

Skaalvik (2011) explained that teachers are becoming dependent on a cooperative relationship 

with parents.  They further described that when relationships with parents are negative and 

cooperation is lacking, a push factor is created because teachers desire a sense of belonging.  A 

sense of belonging increases teachers’ job satisfaction which, in turn, increases their likelihood 

of remaining in their positions (Choy, et al., 1993; Perie & Baker, 1997; Ingersoll & May, 2010).  

Allensworth et al. (2009) created logistic regression models using survey data collected 

by the Consortium on Chicago School Research (CCSR) in the spring of 2001, 2003, and 2005.  

The purpose was to examine the influence of various working conditions on teacher mobility 

within the Chicago Public School System and on teachers exiting the profession after teaching in 

this school system.  They found that teachers working in elementary and high school who felt 

they were trusted by parents were four percentage points more likely to remain in their buildings 

when compared with teachers serving in similar schools who reported they experienced low 

levels of trust by parents.  The impetus for improving parent involvement in schools is on school 

leaders.  The Funkhouser and Gonzales (1997) asserted, “If families are to work with schools as 

partners in the education of their children, schools must provide them with the opportunities and 
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support they need to become involved. Too often schools expect families to do it all alone.”  

Including parent support in the regression models is an opportunity to learn whether a 

relationship existed between parent support and teachers’ retention decisions in Indiana schools 

and schools across the nation.  

Principal leadership.  Vocke and Foran (2017) described that effective principals are like 

“teacher magnets – they attract the best and brightest to be on their teams” (p. 84).  Hanushek 

and Rikin (2007) concluded that the quality of a school’s leadership exerts a greater effect on 

teacher mobility than does salary.  Darling-Hammond et al. (2016) asserted, “Teachers are clear 

that their decisions to stay in the profession rest substantially on the capacity of administrators to 

create a productive teaching and learning environment in which they can be effective and 

continue to develop their skills” (p. 27). Ladd (2011) uncovered in her often-cited study of 

factors predictive of turnover by North Carolina teachers that school leadership demonstrated a 

statistically significant relationship with teacher turnover.  Specifically, her analyses revealed 

that in elementary and middle school levels, weak leadership, a term she did not define, predicted 

teachers’ decisions to migrate to another school and predicted teachers’ desire to leave teaching 

altogether.  School leadership may be both a push or pull factor, influencing teachers’ decisions 

to remain or to depart a building (Allensworth et al., 2009; Balu, Béteille, & Loeb, 2010; Boyd, 

Grossman, Ing, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2009; Seymour, 2016; Vidyarthi & Carroll, 2012).  

Kraft et al. (2016) concluded from their analysis of data obtained from the New York 

City Department of Education, including student assessment, school administration, human 

resource data, and teachers’ responses to an annual DOE school survey, that leadership has a 

“moderate negative correlation with teacher turnover” (p. 15).  The stronger the leadership, the 

less likely a teacher will migrate or leave. Components of effective principal leadership derived 
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from their four sources of data included factors that principals control through their decision 

making: articulation of a clear vision, communication, effective management, support for 

teachers, time for collaboration, and feedback on instruction (Kraft & Marinell, 2016).  This 

study, like that of Boyd et al. (2010) and Boyd et al. (2011), was derived from data from New 

York City schools and teachers.  Though informative, New York City is not representative of 

most Indiana school districts; further research is needed to learn about leadership and working 

conditions in Indiana schools.  

 Grissom (2011) maintained strong building-level leadership may benefit HPHM students 

who attend hard-to-staff schools where teacher turnover is often high. Unfortunately, according 

to Grissom (2011), more effective principals may be serving in schools with fewer nonwhite and 

poor students.  Indiana schools serving HPHM students have something to teach about principal 

effectiveness and working conditions that may be informative to any school leader interested in 

reducing teacher turnover. 

 Principal support.  Kukla-Acevedo (2009) found in her analysis of teachers’ responses 

to the 1999-2000 SASS and 2000-2001 Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFU) that support by 

principals served as a “protective factor against teacher turnover” (p. 450).  In the language of 

the present study, principal support acts as a pull factor, keeping teachers in their buildings.  

Teachers who self-reported having supportive principals were more satisfied with their jobs 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2016).  Recall that Johnson et al. (2012) connected principal 

leadership, job satisfaction, and teacher retention.  Griffith (2004), through interviews with 

elementary teachers in one large suburban school district, found job satisfaction was increased 

under a transformational principal, resulting in a moderate, positive, significant relationship to  

growth in student achievement and in reduced employee turnover. 
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Boyd et al. (2011) examined six factors derived from previous studies: teacher influence 

over decision making and classroom practices, administrative support, collegiality and 

collaboration, student discipline, facilities, and school safety.  Of these, administrative support 

“significantly predicts teacher retention plans after controlling for other school and teacher 

characteristics” (p. 323).  In their study, over 40% of teachers selected dissatisfaction with their 

administrators as the most important factor in their decision to migrate to a new building or leave 

the teaching profession.  

Salary.  A survey of the literature reveals the influence of teacher salary on teacher 

retention decisions remains inconclusive.  Most researchers agree that salary increases alone 

cannot stop teacher attrition from hard-to-staff schools.  Berry, Rasberry, and Williams (2007) 

stated, “One pervasive myth that hobbles many recruitment and retention efforts is that financial 

incentives are the silver bullet solution for high-needs schools” (p. 2).  Ingersoll (2001) reported 

findings from his analysis of the 1987-1989, 1990-1992, and 1993–1995 Schools and Staffing 

Surveys and the Teacher Follow-Up Surveys given one year later.  Teachers responding to these 

surveys had the option to check up to three reasons for their dissatisfaction with their teaching 

positions the year before.  Poor salary was the most selected reasons for dissatisfaction that 

teachers in all schools chose for migrating from their buildings (47%) and for leaving teaching 

altogether (45%).  However, when data were disaggregated for teachers who worked in urban, 

high-poverty public schools, salary was only the fifth reason for dissatisfaction selected by 

movers and the second reason teachers left the profession.  Movers from urban, high-poverty 

schools selected four other factors as more influential than salary: Student discipline problems 

(29%), lack of student motivation (27%), lack of faculty influence (26%), and inadequate 

administrative support (25%).  Salary was selected by 24% of these teachers.  For those who left 
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the profession after teaching in an urban, high-poverty school, lack of student motivation was 

selected by half of leavers for their dissatisfaction, followed by salary (46%) and then student 

discipline problems (29%). 

Salary may have more effect on teacher migration than it does on those who choose to 

leave the profession, yet the effect is small for both groups of teachers.  The most recent 

companion to the Schools and Staffing Survey, the 2012-2013 Teacher Follow-Up survey, 

showed migrating teachers credited, as the most important reasons for migrating to a new school, 

school factors (22.6%) more than six times as much as they did salary and other job benefits 

(3.5%).  The majority, 30.3%, changed schools involuntarily.  Of those who left, 38.4% did so 

for personal reasons, followed by 13% who made career changes.  More leavers cited salary 

(6.8%) than school factors (6.3%), but by only .5% (Goldring, Taie, & Riddles, 2014).  

Imazeki’s (2005) study led her to conclude that novice, math, and science teachers 

compare salary scales in surrounding districts and migrate to those offering higher pay.  

Unfortunately, she concluded that to reduce migration from their schools, urban districts would 

need to increase salary by fifteen to twenty percent, and that “the political reality is that the 

funding for such increases is limited” (p. 448).  This is noteworthy because teacher migration 

accounts for a higher percentage of teacher turnover than does teacher attrition (see Table 5).  

Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004) arrived at a similar conclusion.  Their study examining 

teacher migration and attrition of Texas teachers revealed that salary was more likely to 

influence teacher migration to a new district than teacher exits from the profession: “Salaries 

relative to other districts rather than the absolute level of teacher salaries is the important 

determinant of teacher transitions.  As salaries appear to have a larger impact on the probability 

of switching districts rather than exiting teaching altogether” (p. 351).   
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In a study by Clotfelter, Glennie, Ladd, and Vigdor (2008), bonus pay in North Carolina 

schools serving the highest poverty or most low-achieving students was found to reduce attrition 

of both math teachers and more experienced teachers, but not science or special education 

teachers.  The more experienced teachers in their study had 10-19 years’ experience and were 

already less likely to depart from their hard-to-staff schools (.223) than novice teachers with one 

(.450), two (.399), and three (.378) years’ experience.   

Hanushek and Rivkin (2007) concluded from their study of teacher mobility as it relates 

to teacher quality was that working conditions, such as facilities, safety, and principal leadership, 

affect teacher mobility more than does salary.  The Schools and Staffing Questionnaire asks two 

questions about salary: I am satisfied with my teaching salary and If I could get a higher paying 

job I’d leave teaching as soon as possible.   

School safety and discipline.  School safety and student discipline are push factors that 

cause teachers to migrate to different buildings (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2007) or leave teaching 

altogether (Brill & McCartney, 2008).  Kukla-Acevedo (2009)’s analysis of the Teacher Follow-

up Survey led her to conclude that a school’s behavioral climate was a significant factor in first-

year teachers’ decisions to leave teacher altogether.  Allensworth et al. (2009) explained a safe 

climate and student discipline are strong push or pull factors influencing teachers’ retention 

decisions.  Their study of Chicago Public Schools led them to state, “Particularly in high schools, 

student behaviors and the safety of the school climate are highly predictive of teacher stability” 

(p. 27).  Hanushek and Rivkin (2007) found school safety affects teacher mobility more than 

teacher salary.  Weiss (1999) found in her analysis of data from the 1987-1988 and 1993-1994 

Schools and Staffing Surveys that unsafe schools and disruptive students influenced first-year 

teachers’ retention decisions.  Kraft et al.’s (2016) research of New York City teachers and 
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student test scores revealed a moderate negative correlation between safety and teacher turnover; 

that is, teachers are more likely to leave unsafe schools or schools with poor student discipline 

and are less likely to leave schools they deem safe and that have fewer discipline problems.  For 

example, the analysis by Boyd et al. (2011) of request to transfer data by New York City 

teachers uncovered higher requests to transfer between buildings by teachers in schools with 

higher suspension rates. 

 Ingersoll and May’s (2012) study revealed that for all teachers, lower incidents of student 

discipline issues (misbehavior, crime, abuse, conflict, disrespect, and theft) result in lower 

turnover rates. Schools with a 1-unit increase of reported discipline problems on a 5-unit scale 

experienced the chance a teacher will leave by 32% (Ingersoll & May, 2012).  Mee and 

Haverback (2014) studied first-year teachers who self-reported they felt their teacher preparation 

programs adequately prepared them for the demands of teaching and who were highly committed 

to teaching middle school students in an urban environment.  They learned that classroom 

management challenges made teachers consider leaving the profession after their first-year.  The 

study’s participants felt that no pre-service training in classroom management could adequately 

prepare them for managing disruptive student behavior.  Principals have the opportunity to help 

these novice teachers by providing professional support through coaching and mentors who 

provide job-embedded training and support.  Principals should also provide proactive support for 

students and teachers to minimize disruptive behavior in schools.  Positive Behavior 

Interventions and Supports, first described in the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Act, is one framework school leaders should consider to establish school-wide, 

proactive support to students and teachers (Sugai & Simonsen, 2012). School safety and student 

discipline contribute to a school’s climate and affect not only teachers’ retention decisions:  



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  76 

 

 

 

Safety and discipline affect student achievement as well (Cornell & Mayer, 2010; Lacoe, 2013).   

Teacher recognition.  Recognition and praise serve as a pull factor by contributing to 

teacher satisfaction.  Teachers want to be “valued as professionals [and] recognized for their 

efforts” (Cameron & Lovett, 2015, p. 154).  Coggshall, Behrstock-Sherratt, and Drill (2011) 

found in their study that “Generation Y” teachers, or those teachers born between 1977-1995, 

value recognition of teachers based on their students’ academic performance. Support, 

recognition, and encouragement from lead teachers served to boost teacher motivation as 

reported in Day and Gu’s 2008 study.  Gu (2014) revisited teacher recognition when he analyzed 

the data from a teacher survey given to teachers in 100 schools. Case studies were developed for 

three hundred teachers who responded to the survey.  The findings included that those teachers 

who self-reported they received recognition from school leaders were more motivated, 

committed to teaching, and resilient than those who did not receive recognition.  

Summary  

Hanushek and Rivkin (2007) concluded their study of teacher migration in Texas public 

schools by claiming further research is needed to uncover which specific working conditions are 

most important to teachers, asserting that this research will have policy implications.  Discussion 

of working conditions and demand-side approaches in specific building types and subject areas 

with teacher shortages needs to happen in Indiana, where policy makers have been focused on 

implementing supply-side responses to perceived statewide teacher shortages. 

The working conditions described in the literature review that influence teachers’ 

decision-making about migrating to new buildings or leaving the profession are understood or 

applied in varying degrees by school leaders.  These leaders must make decisions about a wide 

range of programming and policy elements that influence whether teachers leave their school or 
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remain.  School leaders have the power, authority, and responsibility to both create pull factors 

and to eliminate those push factors that drive teachers to other buildings or out of the teaching 

profession altogether.  The absence of a supportive working environment creates a push factor, 

causing teachers to migrate within or across districts, seeking supportive work environments 

(Brill & McCartney, 2008).  The outcomes of these efforts to retain teachers affect the wider 

school community.  Improving safety and discipline serves as an example.  Like other working 

conditions presented in this study, efforts to improve safety and discipline contribute to both 

increased teacher retention and increased student achievement.  Principals making decisions 

about how to spend their time and resources should consider the benefit from improving working 

conditions to the entire school community.  Improving working conditions may be the most cost-

efficient approach to teacher retention while simultaneously improving student achievement.  

This should garner the attention of Indiana educators and policy makers. 

 Ladd (2011) argued further studies of teachers’ perspectives on working conditions are 

needed to inform policy efforts at reducing teacher turnover.  The promising link between 

working conditions, teacher effectiveness and the resulting student achievement, and teacher 

retention increases the urgency to conduct research in Indiana to uncover what policies and 

practices leaders in schools with lower-than-expected attrition rates employ to retain their quality 

teachers.  The Indiana Department of Education (2015) stated it does not collect data on working 

conditions but is in the process of collaborating with the Great Teachers and Leaders Center to 

develop and disseminate climate surveys.   The two climate surveys referenced on the Indiana 

Department of Education’s website both focus on school safety and discipline, two aspects of 

school climate.  The National School Climate Council (2016) stated that a “comprehensive 

assessment of school climate includes major spheres of school life such as safety, relationships, 
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teaching and learning, and the environment as well as larger organizational patterns” (para. 1).  

The two surveys are not comprehensive enough to measure the impact of working conditions on 

teacher retention.  Data analyses, provided in the next chapter, are needed to understand the link 

between the working conditions demonstrated in the literature to be influential in retaining 

teachers and teacher retention decisions in Indiana.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODS 

 Chapter three details the quantitative research used to uncover relationships between 

specific working conditions and teacher retention decisions.  The chapter begins with a review of 

the problem statement and research questions followed by a description of the research design.  

The process for collecting and analyzing data concludes this chapter.  

Without data and analyses revealing what keeps teachers in hard-to-staff schools, 

solutions to the perceived teacher shortage problem are a shot in the dark.  Analyses from this 

research will provide educators and policy makers with numeric descriptions of working 

conditions present in high minority and/or high poverty schools, referred to in this paper as 

HPHM schools.  Schools that are not high minority and/or high poverty in Indiana and 

nationwide may also put these numeric descriptions to good use.  Analyses of these data can help 

educators and policy makers make strategic decisions about how to craft effective policy to keep 

more teachers in their current schools.  Policy is needed to slow down the revolving door that 

leads to excess demand for teachers where it exists in specific content areas in specific schools.  

Effective policy will not only reduce teacher turnover but also reduce the deleterious effects on 

student achievement that accompany teacher turnover (Johnson et al., 2012; New Teacher 

Center, 2014). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the differences in how teachers in 

high poverty or high minority (HPHM) and non-high poverty or high minority (non-HPHM) 

schools in Indiana and across the nation perceived the working conditions in their schools and to 

uncover whether a relationship existed between these working conditions and teachers’ plans to 
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remain in teaching or leave their positions.  The independent variables included 67 variables 

organized under the headings education and training, professional development, working 

condition, and school climate and teacher attitudes.  The dependent variable was remain in 

teaching.   

Research Questions 

Three Research Questions guided this study: 

1. How do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level Indiana 

teachers working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM 

public schools across the state?  

2. How do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level teachers 

working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public 

schools across the nation?  

3. Which working conditions predict retention decisions of full-time, secondary-level public 

school teachers?  

Instrumentation 

This study utilized restricted data from the National Center for Education Statistics’ 

(NCES) 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) to answer the research questions.  The 

SASS questionnaire organized the supports for effective teaching that the literature refers to as 

working conditions under four headings: education and training, professional development, 

working condition, and school climate and teacher attitudes (see Table 2).   

The working conditions analyzed in this study include induction programs, reduced 

teaching schedule, seminars for beginning teachers, extra classroom assistance, regular 

supportive communication with school leaders, professional development, access to resources, 
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mentorship, support for new teachers, teacher workload, collaboration, collegiality, influence on 

decision-making, parent support, principal leadership, principal support, salary, school safety and 

discipline, and teacher recognition.  Each working condition is measured by a different number 

of questions on the SASS questionnaire.  For example, the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing 

Survey asks one question specifically using the term induction program: Question 34. In your 

FIRST year of teaching, did you participate in a teacher induction program? (A teacher 

induction program is a program for beginning teachers that may include teacher 

orientation, mentoring, coaching, demonstrations, and/or assessments aimed at 

enhancing teachers’ effectiveness).  In contrast, the 2011-2012 SASS questionnaire contains 

10 multi-part questions related to professional development.  

The dependent variable, labeled Remain in Teaching (T0473), is measured by one 

question on the SASS questionnaire, how long do you plan to remain in teaching? The eight-

point scale is:  

1. As long as I am able 

2. Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from this job 

3. Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from a previous job 

4. Until I am eligible for Social Security benefits 

5. Until a specific life event occurs (e.g., parenthood, marriage) 

6. Until a more desirable job opportunity comes along 

7. Definitely plan to leave as soon as I can 

8. Undecided at this time. 

The Schools and Staffing Survey has been administered seven times, beginning in 1987, 

by the United States Department of Education’s National Center for Educational Statistics 
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(NCES), as authorized by the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 (ESRA; 20 U.S. Code 

§9543) (Holton, 2014).  As per the NCES Handbook of Survey Methods (2014), data from this 

survey are available for the state, district, and school levels.  This allows researchers to compare 

responses provided by teachers working in different school settings.   

The purpose of the survey is to broadly depict characteristics of American educators in 

public, private, and charter schools by measuring policy issues that include “teacher shortage and 

demand; characteristics of elementary and secondary teachers; teacher workplace conditions; 

characteristics of school principals; and school programs and policies” (NCES, 2016).  The 

Teacher Survey covers a broad range of topics, from school programs to teacher workplace 

conditions (Burns, Wang, & Henning, 2011).    

 Validity and Reliability.  Like validity, reliability is an aspect that contributes to the 

quality of a statistical measurement instrument (Muijs, 2004).  Goldring et al., (2013) explain 

why the Schools and Staffing Survey is a reliable instrument: 

SASS estimates are based on samples. The sample estimates may differ somewhat from 

the values that would be obtained from the universe of respondents using the same 

questionnaire, instructions, and field representatives. The difference occurs because a 

sample survey estimate is subject to two types of errors: nonsampling and sampling. 

Estimates of the magnitude of sampling error for SASS data can be derived or calculated. 

Nonsampling errors are attributed to many sources, including definitional difficulties, the 

inability or unwillingness of respondents to provide correct information, differences in 

the interpretation of questions, an inability to recall information, errors made in collection 

(e.g., in recording or coding the data), errors made in processing the data, and errors 

made in estimating values for missing data. Quality control and edit procedures were 
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used to reduce errors made by respondents, coders, and interviewers. (B-10) 

Validity is also important for quantitative research.  Research validity is increased when 

“careful sampling, appropriate instrumentation and appropriate statistical treatment of data” 

(Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2005, p. 105) are applied.  The Schools and Staffing Survey has 

been administered seven times since the 1987-1988 school year and meets the criteria of 

replicability as outlined by Cohen et al. (2005).  The randomization of school and teacher 

selection further increases the validity of the survey instrument.  Additionally, as explained by 

Wu (2012), the survey is valid because the National Center for Education Statistics revised the 

survey’s contents after each administration to improve the quality of the survey instrument.  The 

2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey was reviewed by Kerry Gruber and Kathy Chandler of 

the NCES; Aref Dajani and Randall Parmer of the Census Bureau; Greg Strizek, contractor to the 

Census Bureau; Deanna Lyter, Saida Mamedova, Yan Wang, and Jason Hill of Education 

Statistics Services Institute; and Jill Dever of Research Triangle Institute (Holton, 2010).  

Sample Design 

           The survey has been administered in schools and districts in all fifty states.  Data were 

collected between October 2011 through June 2012 by mailed questionnaires, telephone, and in-

person follow up by the United States Census Bureau.  The 2011-2012 questionnaire has been 

updated because of the methodological field test conducted in 2009-2010 (Holton, 2010).   

The Schools and Staffing Survey used a stratified probability sample proportionate to size 

design (Goldring et al., 2013).  First, schools were selected by school type, such as public, 

private, public charter school.  This survey analyzed data about the teachers working in 10,250 

traditional public schools selected for the 2011-2012 survey.  Schools sent a list of teachers to 

the Census Bureau that included teacher characteristics such as teaching experience.  Teaching 
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experiences were further stratified into four groups:  beginning, early career, mid-year, and 

experienced.  Beginning and early career teachers were oversampled to improve survey 

estimates.  Finally, within each of the four teaching stratums within each school, teachers were 

selected systematically with equal probability (Schools and Staffing Survey Overview, 2014) to 

receive a questionnaire.  Each teacher was assigned a line number code to ensure confidentiality.  

Individual teacher data confidentiality is protected by Public Law 107-279, the Education 

Sciences Reform Act of 2002, Title I, Part E, Section 183 (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2014).  Selected teachers were mailed an invitation to complete an online 

questionnaire or to receive a paper questionnaire.  The majority, 67%, chose to complete a web-

based questionnaire.   

Participants 

To answer the research questions, the responses from full-time, secondary-level public 

school teachers working in HPHM and non-HPHM schools were compared for both Indiana and 

the nation.  The public school teacher Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) codebook defined 

secondary-level schools (SCHLEVEL = 2) as those serving students in grades 7-12 with no 

students in grades k-6; high minority schools (MINENR = > 36%) are those where more than 

36% of students are from a -racial or ethnic minority; and high poverty schools (NSLAPP_S = > 

66%) as those with more than 66% of students approved for the National School Lunch Program 

(Goldring et al.,2013).  

 Participating teachers have been categorized by the four types of schools they serve.   

1. All teachers in the national sample who were: 

• Regular, full-time teachers (Main assignment (T0025) Value = 1) 

• Working in secondary-level buildings (SCHLEVEL = 2) 

• Not teaching in high poverty or high minority schools 

 

2. All teachers in the national sample who were: 
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• Regular, full-time teachers: (Main assignment (T0025) Value = 1) 

• Working in secondary-level buildings (SCHLEVEL = 2) 

• Employed in high-poverty schools (NSLAPP_S = > 66%) Or Teaching in 

high-minority schools (MINENR = > 36%).   

 

3. Indiana teachers (NUMSTATE = 15) who were: 

• Regular, full-time teachers (Main assignment (T0025) Value = 1)  

• Working in secondary-level buildings (SCHLEVEL = 2) 

• Not teaching in high poverty or high minority schools 

 

4. Indiana teachers (NUMSTATE = 15) who were: 

• Regular, full-time teachers: (Main assignment (T0025) Value = 1)  

• Working in secondary-level buildings: SCHLEVEL = 2 

• Teaching in high-poverty schools (NSLAPP_S = > 66%) Or Working in high-

minority schools (MINENR = > 36%) 

 

General elementary teachers were not included in this study because, according to the 

United States Department of Education (2016), which has compiled teacher shortage area data 

each year since the 1990-1991 school year, elementary, primary, and intermediate teachers 

experienced shortages in Indiana only once, during the 2010-2011 school year (see Table 1).  

A frequencies analysis using IBM’s SPSS Statistics 24 revealed 15,760 survey returns 

from full-time, secondary-level teachers nationwide. Those teaching in high-poverty or high-

poverty schools constituted 44.1% (n =650) of the nationwide sample.  Indiana, the 36th largest 

state in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017), accounted for 420, or 2.7% of the total 

returned survey.  Of these teachers, 110, or 26.1% of the sample, were employed in high-

minority or high-poverty schools.    

Data Collection 

For this quantitative study, archival data were collected from the Schools and Staffing 

public school teachers survey (PUBTEA11).  The National Center for Education Statistics 

claimed, “The SASS is the largest, most extensive survey of K-12 school districts, schools, 

teachers, and administrators in the United States today” (2014, p. 1).  Selected teachers received 
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the SASS questionnaire by mail between November 7, 2011 and April 9, 2012.  Reminder letters 

and questionnaires were sent between January 17, 2012-May 7, 2012.  Follow-up calls were 

placed between February 13, 2012-Marcy 16, 2012.  Personal follow-up visits took place 

between March 26, 2012-June 1, 2012 (see Appendix A).   

The procedures for collecting data included the following steps: 

1. Questionnaires mailed to school districts and teacher lists requested 

2. Email sent to subset of principals whose email addresses were identified 

3. Advance letters and questionnaires mailed to schools (includes Teacher Listing Form 

(TLF), School, Library and Principal Questionnaires) 

4. Telephone follow-up with School (Screener) 

5. District reminder letter mailed 

6. Screen schools and establish school coordinators 

7. Conduct telephone follow-up of TLFs 

8. Switch collection of teacher lists to schools for nonparticipating districts 

9. Second mail-out of School, LMC and Principal Questionnaires 

10. Second mail-out of District Questionnaires 

11. Mail Teacher Questionnaires as teachers are Sampled 

12. Mail second District reminder letter 

13. Telephone reminders to mail in questionnaires 

14. Telephone non-response follow-up 

15. Conduct field follow-up of remaining Teacher and School District Questionnaires  

16. Data capture of all questionnaires 

17. Data processing 
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18. Completion of files, tabulations, and codebooks 

19. Release of five publications: School First Look, District First Look, Principal First 

Look, Teacher First Look, School Library Media Center First Look 

20. Statistical Analysis Report on Teachers.  (Holton, 2010).  

The average expected number of teachers selected per middle and high school to 

receive a survey was 6.25 (Cox, Parmer, Strizek, & Thomas, 2017).  The public school teacher 

weighted response rate was 77.7%. The weighted response rate of schools that provided a 

teacher list for sampling to the U.S. Census Bureau was 79.6%.  The overall weighted 

response rate was 61.8%, which was calculated from the weighted questionnaire response rate 

times the weighted response rate for the Teacher Listing Form (Cox, Parmer, Strizek, & 

Thomas, 2016).  The overall response rate for Indiana teachers was 72.8%, representing 150 

districts across Indiana.  The purpose of weighting, according to Cox, et al. (2016), is to “scale 

up the sample estimates to represent the target survey population” (p. 153) in order to reduce 

sampling variability.  The comprehensive study of newly hired teachers using the SASS data 

by Warner-Griffin, Noel, and Taller (2016) used the final weight variable, TFNLWGT.  

Sparks and Malkus (2015) used the TFNLWGT “so that sample estimates reflect the target 

teacher population” (p. 16).  Ernst and Williams (2015) also applied this weight in their 

research, having explained that TFNLWGT is the appropriate weight used for descriptive 

statistics.  Finally, descriptive data produced by the National Center for Education Statistics 

about the Schools and Staffing Survey used the TFNLWGT weight.  In the present study, the 

TFNLWGT weight was applied to descriptive and inferential statistics but regressions were 

analyzed using unweighted data.  When the data were weighted, a large number of empty cells 

were produced.  Because of the large sample size, results may be generalized to the teaching 
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population.   

Access to restricted data.  To gain access to the restricted data that allowed me to 

analyze data collected at the national and state levels for HPHM and non-HPHM schools, a 

license for access to the restricted data set was obtained.  The required formal request to gain 

access to these data was approval by the Institute of Education Science (see Appendix B).  To 

meet approval, documents were mailed to the Institute of Education Sciences and reviewed by 

that agency.  Four Ball State faculty completed the required forms to complete my application.  

Tobey Coffman, Director of Information Security Services at Ball State University, acting as the 

Security Officer (SO), signed the Security Plan Form.  Justin Miller, Director, Sponsored 

Programs Administration, served as the Senior Official (SO).  Marilyn Quick, Assistant 

Professor of Educational Leadership, was designated as the Project Officer (PO).  Both Miller 

and Quick completed and signed the License Document. All three also signed an Affidavit of 

Nondisclosure.  Kianre Eouanzoui, Statistician, Research and Academic Effectiveness at Ball 

State University, and I as the doctoral student, signed an Affidavit of Nondisclosure.  Once the 

application was complete, it was reviewed by the IES.  After approval, the data and its user 

manual were sent to the Security Officer (U.S. Department of Education, 2011).  The completed 

dissertation was sent to the IES Data Security Office for a disclosure review.  No risks of 

disclosure of restricted data were identified and the approval for dissemination of the work was 

approved by IES Security (see Appendix D).   

Data Analysis  

 Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data. Descriptive data 

were analyzed using frequencies and distribution to answer the first two research questions: How 

do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level Indiana teachers working 
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in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public schools across the 

state, and how do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level teachers 

working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public schools 

across the nation?  Analysis for both research questions was limited to the subjects to this study: 

regular full-time teachers (T0025) who taught secondary-level students (TLEV2_03 value = 2) 

who either did or did not work in high poverty (NSLAPP_S = > 66%) or minority schools 

(MINENR = > 36%).  

  Using SPSS statistical software, data were analyzed to learn which independent variables, 

or combinations of independent variables, were correlated with teacher’s plans to remain in 

teaching, the dependent variable.  These data were used to make predictions about the likelihood 

of teacher retention or to predict whether teachers are likely to leave teaching or migrate to a new 

school.  Cross tabulation was used to provide simple numerical data to compare teachers’ 

perceptions of the presence of working conditions in Indiana schools designated high minority or 

high poverty, in non-HPHM public schools in Indiana, in schools nationwide designated high 

minority or high poverty, and, finally, in non-HPHM schools across the nation.  Muijs (200) 

explained that “cross tabulation is a table that shows the number of cases falling into each 

combination of the categories of two or more variables” (p. 114).  After crosstabulation was 

analyzed, both Chi-Square Tests and T-Tests were conducted.   

  To answer the third research question, which working conditions predict retention 

decisions of full-time, secondary-level public school teachers, the data were tested using binary 

logistic regression.  Binary logistic regression is “used to predict categorical placement in or the 

probability of category membership on a dependent variable based on multiple independent 

variables” (Starkweather & Moske, 2011, p. 1).  It allows researchers to assess the effects on the 
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dependent variable of single independent variables.  Binary logistic regression is a predictive 

analysis used to explain relationships between a dependent variable with more than two 

categories and continuous independent variables.  It is similar to Ordinary Least Squares (OLS), 

or Multiple, Regression.  The difference is that in OLS regression, the dependent variables are 

continuous while in logistic regression, the questions asked for the dependent variable are 

dichotomous, or categorical (Osborne, 2015).  Binary logistic regression was used because the 

dependent variable in this study, teacher retention decision, is a categorical variable with eight 

possible options for teachers to select.  The eight options were collapsed into three categories:  

Plan to remain: 

1 – As long as I am able 

2 – Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from this job 

3 – Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from a previous job 

4 - Until I am eligible for Social Security benefits 

 Plan to leave 

5 – Until a specific life event occurs (e.g., parenthood, marriage) 

6 – Until a more desirable job opportunity comes along 

7 – Definitely plan to leave as soon as I can 

Undecided 

8 – Undecided at this time 

  Analysis was limited to variables that were shown to be statistically significant predictors 

of teachers’ plans to remain or leave.  In the binary regression model, plan to leave was the 

referent category and undecided was omitted from analysis to maintain focus on those working 

conditions that serve as push and pull factors.   
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Limitations of the Study 

 The SASS question about teachers’ retention decisions, how long do you plan to remain 

in teaching is too narrow; opportunities have been missed to learn about teachers’ plans to stay in 

the current buildings or to migrate to new buildings within the same or different corporation.  It 

would be beneficial to know whether teachers’ plan to leave until a more desirable position 

comes along were limited to positions within or outside of education.   

 The present study would have benefited by expanding the dependent variables to include 

the variable, T0469, I think about transferring to another school.  The literature demonstrated 

that although teacher migration did not reduce a state’s supply of teachers, the impact on the 

school was the same as when teachers leave the profession altogether (Arab, 2005; Ingersoll & 

May, 2012; Ronfelt, Loeb, & Wykcoff, 2012).  Fifty percent of Indiana teachers working in 

HPHM schools thought about transferring to a new school compared with 26.3% of teachers in 

Indiana’s non-HPHM schools, while 31.9% working in HPHM schools and 24.5% working in 

non-HPHM public schools nationwide thought about transferring.  Knowing which working 

conditions influenced these teachers to consider migrating to a new school would have made the 

current study more robust.  This is especially true for teaching salary, which has been found to 

influence teacher migration more than teacher attrition (Imazeki, 2005; Ingersoll, 2001; 

Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002).   

Summary 

 Cross tabulation was used to reveal teachers’ perceptions of the presence of working 

conditions in Indiana’s and the nation’s highest minority and highest poverty schools and those 

not designated as such.  Data produced from binary logistic regression were analyzed to uncover 

which working conditions best serve to influence teachers to remain in teaching.  This 
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information will benefit principals and superintendents interested in implementing or enhancing 

working conditions to improve teacher retention in buildings that may be experiencing 

undesirable pre-retirement teacher attrition.  The next chapter presents the results of statistical 

analysis.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

RESULTS 

 

  Chapter Four presents the results of this study.  The chapter begins with a review of my 

purpose statement and research questions followed by a presentation of descriptive statistics.  

The results of the inferential statistics are presented in two parts.  First, inferential statistics for 

full-time, secondary-level Indiana public school teachers are presented.  Next, inferential 

statistics for full-time, secondary-level public school teachers nationwide are presented.  The 

inferential statistics findings have descriptive statistics integrated to aid in readability and to 

lessen repetition.  The chapter concludes with the results of the binary logistic regression 

analysis.  

Purpose of Study 

 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the differences in how teachers in 

HPHM and non-HPHM schools in Indiana and across the nation perceived the working 

conditions in their schools and to uncover whether a relationship existed between these working 

conditions and teachers’ plans to remain in teaching or plan to leave teaching.  The independent 

variables included 67 variables organized under the headings education and training, 

professional development, working condition, and school climate and teacher attitudes.  The 

dependent variable was remain in teaching.   

Research Questions 

 This study was designed to answer three research questions:  

1. How do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level Indiana 

teachers working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM 

public schools across the state?  
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2. How do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level teachers 

working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public 

schools across the nation?  

3. Which working conditions predict retention decisions of full-time, secondary-level public 

school teachers?  

Presentation of Descriptive Characteristics of Respondents 

Nationally, 15,760 full-time, secondary-level public school teachers returned 2011-2012 

Schools and Staffing Surveys to the United States Census Bureau.  When the teacher final 

weight, TFNLWGT, was applied to the statistical analyses, the weighted totals represented 

947,430 full-time, secondary-level teachers across the nation.  The purpose of weighting, 

according to Cox, et al. (2016), is to scale up the data to represent the population the sample 

represents.  Of that total, 464,420 were employed in non-HPHM schools, and 483,000 (50.9%) 

worked in schools labeled HPHM.  To be labeled HPHM, more than 66% of the study body 

received free or reduced lunch or more than 36% of the study body were minority students 

(Goldring et al., 2013; Indiana Department of Education, 2015).  The term non-HPHM schools 

will be used in this study for schools that do not meet the criteria for HPHM schools.  In Indiana, 

420 full-time, secondary-level teachers returned their surveys.  Of these, 110 worked in HPHM 

schools.  When the Teacher Final Weight, TFNLWGT, was applied to the statistical analyses, the 

weighted totals represented 21,420 Indiana teachers.  Of these, 5,950 were full-time, secondary-

level teachers working in HPHM schools (27.7%) compared with 15,470 statewide who worked 

in non-HPHM schools. 

Teacher retention decisions.  Table 8 presents descriptive data for teachers’ plans to 

remain in teaching.  Although half of Indiana teachers working in HPHM schools indicated they  
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Table 8  

 

Remain in Teaching 

   
 USA Indiana 

Not working 

in HPHM 

schools 

Working in 

HPHM 

schools 

Not working 

in HPHM 

schools 

Working in 

HPHM 

schools 

     
As long as I am able 44.4 46.4 45.9 48.9 

Until I am eligible for 

retirement benefits from this 

job 

30.4 24.9 21.1 15.3 

Until I am eligible for 

retirement benefits from a 

previous job 

.1 .1 0.0 0.0 

Until I am eligible for Social 

Security benefits 

 

2.7 1.9 3.8 7.1 

Until a specific life event 

occurs (e.g., parenthood, 

marriage) 

2.4 2.9 2.6 3.4 

Until a more desirable job 

opportunity comes along 

4.9 6.6 4.2 11.6 

Definitely plan to leave as 

soon as I can 

1.1 2.1 1.7 1.3 

Undecided at this time 13.9 15.1 20.7 12.5 

 

thought about transferring to another school, this same group indicated they were likely to 

remain in teaching for as long as they were able.  Four options were grouped together under the 

heading plan to remain: as long as I am able, until I am eligible for retirement benefits from this 

job, until I am eligible for retirement benefits from a previous job, and until I am eligible for 

social security benefits.  Three options were grouped under the heading plan to leave:   

plan to remain until a specific life event occurs (e.g., parenthood, marriage), until a more 

desirable job opportunity comes along, and definitely plan to leave as soon as I can.  
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Unfortunately, the survey did not ask respondents if they would leave for a more desirable 

teaching job or more desirable non-teaching job, so this variable cannot help us understand 

whether those selecting it would migrate to a new building only or consider leaving the 

profession altogether.   

Nationally, 78% of those in non-HPHM schools and 73% in HPHM schools selected one 

of the four options in the category plan to remain.  In Indiana, 71% of all teachers indicated they 

planned to stay.  Indiana’s HPHM school teachers were most likely to indicate that they plan to 

leave, with 15% selecting one of the three options under the heading plan to leave, compared 

with 7% in non-HPHM schools in Indiana and nationwide and 10% in HPHM schools 

nationwide.  Few teachers definitely planned to leave as soon as they can.  Teachers in Indiana’s 

non-HPHM schools had the highest number selecting they were undecided (20.79%) while 

Indiana’s teachers in HPHM schools had the lowest percentage selecting undecided (12.5%).   

This study of teachers who participated in the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey 

focused on their perceptions of working conditions in their schools.  Appendix C presents 

descriptive statistics of the perceptions of factors that may influence teacher retention by teachers 

working in the four different school types.  Teachers responded to dichotomous yes/no questions; 

four-point Likert-type questions; and open-response, continuous questions.  The descriptive 

statistics for several variables suggested there was some variability between teachers nationwide 

and in Indiana working in non-HPHM and HPHM schools.  For example, the 2011-2012 Schools 

and Staffing Survey asked teachers who started their careers beginning in the 2007-2008 school 

year or later to complete a section about their first year of teaching.  Novice teachers were asked 

if they participated in an induction program (1 = yes, 2 = no).  Indiana teachers serving non-

HPHM schools were the least likely to participate in an induction program when compared with 
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Indiana teachers serving HPHM schools and with teachers nationwide working in non-HPHM 

and HPHM schools.  Further, they were the least likely to attend seminars or other classes for 

novice teachers and were 20% less likely to be assigned a mentor than novice teachers 

nationwide working in non-HPHM schools.     

Even without knowing how each factor was measured, this table details sufficient 

descriptive data about the different perceptions by teachers in the four school types to warrant 

further analysis using inferential statistics.  How teachers in non-HPHM and HPHM schools 

perceived the working conditions in their schools is discussed in the next two sections, the first 

describing Indiana teachers’ perceptions and the second describing the perceptions of teachers 

nationwide.   

Results 

 

To answer the two research questions about teachers’ perceptions of working conditions 

in their schools, this section first presents descriptive data from the 2011-2012 Schools and 

Staffing Survey teacher questionnaire results, with the teacher weight, TFNLWGT, applied, for 

those variables that may be linked to teacher retention decision.  Pearson Chi Square was used to 

analyze categorical variables.  The independent samples t-test was used to analyze Likert-type 

items and continuous variables.  The t-test is a robust, accurate parametric procedure with large 

sample sizes, such as the SASS sample size.  To fully answer the third research question, binary 

logistic regression was used to uncover predictors of teacher retention and attrition.   

Perceptions of Working Conditions by Indiana Full-Time, Secondary-Level Teachers  

 

To answer the first and second research questions, how do the perceptions of working 

conditions by full-time, secondary level Indiana teachers working in HPHM public schools differ 

from their counterparts working in non-HPHM public schools across the state and how do the 
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perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level teachers working in HPHM 

public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public schools across the nation, 

inferential statistics were analyzed.  The results are presented under the four headings that 

organized the literature review.  These four headings follow those used in the Schools and 

Staffing Survey: education and training, professional development, working condition, and 

school climate and teacher attitudes. 

Table 9 

Indiana Comparison of Induction Programs at Non-HPHM and HPHM Schools 

Survey Item x² df p 

34. In your FIRST year of teaching, did you participate in a teacher 

      induction program 

 

26.36 1 <.001 

35. Did you receive the following kinds of support during your  

      FIRST year of teaching? 

  a. Reduced teaching schedule or number of preparations 

 

 

135.87 

 

 

1 

 

 

<.001 

 

  b. Common planning time with teachers in your subject 

 

16.48 1 <.001 

 

  c. Seminars or classes for beginning teachers 

 

93.60 1 <.001 

 

  d. Extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aides) 

 

7.26 1 .007 

 

  e. Non-HPHM supportive communication with your principal, 

other  

      administrators, or department chair 

 

4.28 1 .039 

 

36a. In your FIRST year of teaching, did you work closely with a  

       master or mentor teacher who was assigned by your school or  

       district? 

31.74 1 <.001 

 

  b. How frequently did you work with your master or mentor  

      teacher during your first year of teaching? 

 

21.17 2 <.001 

 

  d. Overall, to what extent did your assigned master or mentor 

      teacher improve your teaching in your first year of teaching? 

8.78 3 .032 

Note: Statistics used were Pearson Chi-Square and p-Values per Significant Item at p < .05 
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Education and training.  Novice teachers comprised 19.6% of the 2011-2012 SASS 

respondents from Indiana, with 65.1% working in non-HPHM public schools and 34.8% 

working in HPHM schools.  Analysis using the Pearson chi-square test of association revealed 

statistical significances at α = .05 between novice Indiana full-time, secondary-level teachers 

either working in a HPHM school or in non-HPHM school and nine individual survey items 

related to a teacher induction program.  The Pearson chi-square test of association is appropriate 

to use because the variables involved were categorical, with none of the variables tested having 

expected counts less than five (Muijs, 2004).  Because the p value for each of these nine 

variables is less than .05, it can reasonably be concluded that there is a statistical relationship 

between the categorical variables presented in table 9 and whether a teacher worked in a  

HPHM or non-HPHM school.  There was no statistically significant relationship between having 

a mentor who taught in the same subject area and full-time, secondary-level Indiana teachers 

either working in HPHM schools or not (X² (1) = .979, p = .322).  

Compared to teachers who worked in a non-HPHM school, novice teachers in HPHM 

schools had higher first year induction program participation (78.3% and 85% respectively).  

They also received more support through common planning time (50.2% v. 56.8%), seminars  

(48.7% vs. 64.3%), extra help in the classroom (27.8% vs. 31.7%), supportive communication 

with school leaders (78.7% vs. 81.4%), and being assigned a mentor (55.1% vs. 64.1%).  The 

majority of teachers indicated their work with a mentor led to small and moderate improvement 

in their teaching (75.4% of teachers in HPHM schools vs. 78.3% in non-HPHM schools).  No 

Indiana teaches working in HPHM schools and just 8.8% of those working in non-HPHM public 

schools received a reduced schedule of classes. 
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Table 10 

 

Professional Development 

 

Survey Item x² df p 

43. In the past 12 months, did you participate in any of the  

following professional development activities? 

   

c. Workshops, conferences, or training sessions in which you 

were a presenter?  

 

33.15 1 <.001 

d. Other workshops, conferences, or training sessions in which 

you were NOT a presenter?  

 

100.47 1 <.001 

44a. In the past 12 months, have you participated in any 

professional development activities specific to and concentrating 

on the content of the subject(s) you teach? 

 

93.10 1 <.001 

b. In the past 12 months, how many hours did you spend on 

these activities? 

 

150.53 3 <.001 

47a. In the past 12 months, have you participated in any 

professional development activities that focused on student 

discipline and management in the classroom? 

 

511.29 1 <.001 

52a. For the professional development in which you participated 

in the past 12 months, did you receive release time from 

teaching (i.e., your non-HPHM teaching responsibilities were 

temporarily assigned to someone else) 

 

60.272 1 <.001 

52b. Did you receive scheduled time in the contract year for 

professional development? 

 

523.22 1 <.001 

53. In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following?    

b. Participate in regularly scheduled collaboration with other 

teachers on issues of instruction 

 

139.92 1 <.001 

c. Observe, or be observed by, other teachers in your classroom 

(for at least 10 minutes) 
490.88 1 <.001 

 

Professional development.  Analysis using Pearson chi-square tests revealed statistical  

significances at α = .05 between Indiana full-time, secondary-level teachers either working in 

HPHM schools or working in non-HPHM public schools and ten individual survey items related 

to teachers’ professional development.  Because the p value for nine of those variables was less 
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than .05, it can reasonably be concluded that there is a statistical relationship between the 

categorical variables presented in Table 10 and whether a teacher did or did not work in a HPHM 

school.  It is reasonable to conclude there is a relationship between the perceptions of teachers 

working in non-HPHM and in HPHM schools and the following components of professional 

development: amount and type of professional development teachers received; attendance at 

professional development sessions as a presenter; reception of professional development related 

to specific content area; reception of professional development related to classroom management 

and student discipline; number of hours of professional development received about content area 

and classroom management/student discipline; release time to attend professional development 

sessions; and scheduled time in the contract year for professional development.  There was no 

statistical significance between Indiana teachers who observed other schools and those who did 

not (X² (1) = .211, p = .646).   

Two survey questions under the heading professional development were continuous 

variables and were analyzed using an independent samples t-test.  Teachers in  

HPHM secondary-level schools perceived content specific professional development as being 

less useful (M = 2.91, SD = .79) than teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 2.97, SD = .79; 

t(14783) = 3.88, p = <.001).  There was also significant difference in the relationship between 

the two types of buildings and how teachers perceived the usefulness of professional 

development that addressed classroom management and student discipline.  Indiana teachers 

working in HPHM buildings were more likely to receive more than eight hours per year of 

professional development related to student discipline and classroom management (X² (3) = 

668.20, p = .001).  These same teachers perceived this type of professional development as being 

less useful (M = 2.56, SD = .70) than teachers working in non-HPHM public schools (M = 2.70, 
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SD = .76; t(7105) = 7.913, p = <.001).   We can conclude that while Indiana teachers serving 

HPHM schools received the most hours of professional development about student discipline and 

classroom management, they found it the least useful of all teachers in the sample.   

Working conditions.  The SASS heading working conditions included three working 

conditions included in the present study: access to resources, mentorship, and teacher workload.  

Access to resources.  Two variables related to teachers’ access to resources were 

analyzed using the t-test for independent samples.  A significant difference was found between 

how much of their own money teachers spent on classroom supplies without reimbursement.  

Teachers working in non-HPHM public schools spent less of their own money (M = 306.77, SD 

= 370.06) than teachers in HPHM schools (M = 342.97, SD = 340.65; t = - 6.799, df = 11660.59, 

p < .001).  Statistical significance was not found between the two groups for the statement, 

necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines are available as needed by 

the staff (t(21417) = 1.52, p = .128).    

Mentorship.  Teachers were asked, during this school year, do you or will you serve as a 

formal mentor in your school or district?  The difference between the two groups was found to  

be significant (X² (1) = 119.06, df = 1, p < .001).  More teachers in Indiana’s HPHM schools 

(19.1%) indicated they were or would serve as a formal mentor than teachers in non-HPHM 

schools (13.2%).   

 Teacher workload.  An independent samples t-test was used to analyze the relationship 

between whether a teacher works in a HPHM school and six variables related to teacher 

workload derived from the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey: average class size for 

departmentalized classes, weekly hours spent on instruction, weekly hours required for base pay, 

weekly hours on all school activities, paperwork interfering with the job of teaching, and worry 
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about job security based on student performance.   

As depicted in Table 11, results between the dependent variable school-type and the six 

independent variables were found to be statistically significant.  Therefore, we can reasonably 

make conclusions about the relationship between the perceptions of teachers working  

in non-HPHM and HPHM schools and these six working conditions.  Indiana full-time, 

secondary-level teachers working in HPHM schools spent more time delivering instruction each 

week than teachers in non-HPHM schools yet were required to work less time for their base pay 

than teachers working in HPHM schools.  Teachers working in non-HPHM public schools also 

spent more time outside the classroom on school-related activities than teachers working in 

HPHM schools.  Results further demonstrated teachers working in non-HPHM public schools 

were more likely to agree that paperwork interfered with their job of teaching than teachers in 

HPHM schools.   

Teachers in non-HPHM and HPHM schools perceived the security of their jobs due to the 

performance of their students on state and/or local tests differently.  Teachers who selected yes to 

the question, were you, or are you going to be, rated in a FORMAL evaluation this school year 

(75.2% nationwide, non-HPHM; 81% nationwide, HPHM; 77.3% Indiana, non-HPHM; and 

75.3% Indiana HPHM) were asked to respond to the statement, I worry about the security of my 

job because of the performance of my students or my school on state and/or local tests.  The 

mean differences may indicate the teachers who served each of the four types of schools in this 

study had different perceptions about their job security due to the performance of their students 

on various assessments (see Table 11).  It appeared that Indiana teachers worried about their jobs 

because of the performance of their students or schools on state and/or local tests:  74.4% of 

teachers in HPHM schools and 62.1% in non-HPHM schools selected either strongly  
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or somewhat agree they worry about their jobs due to student performance on assessments.   

Table 11 

Independent Samples T-Test Results Comparing Full-Time, Secondary-Level Indiana Teachers 

Working in HPHM or Non-HPHM Schools on Variables That Measured Teacher Workload 

 

 HPHM school    

 
Not employed in 

(n = 15,470) 

Employed in 

(n = 5,950) 

95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 M Sd  M Sd   t df 

Average class size for 

teachers of 

departmentalized 

classes 

22.44 17.43  23.61 22.89  -1.736 -.594 8738.16 

Total weekly hours 

spent delivering 

instruction 

30.53 4.44  29.88 4.86  .507, .791 8.97* 9992.17 

Total weekly hours 

required for base pay 

37.91 4.61  38.65 5.80  -.908, -.579 -8.86* 8983.26 

Total weekly hours 

spent on all teaching 

and school-related 

activities 

53.81 8.39  53.33 8.63  .228, .740 3.70* 10528.44 

Agree – paperwork 

interferes with job of 

teaching 

2.11 .89  2.22 .96 

 

 -.137, -.081 -7.59* 10059.52 

Agree – worry about 

job security based on 

student performance 

2.30 .98  1.87 .90  .394, .449 29.88* 11683.73 

* p < .001. 

 

Indiana teachers working in HPHM schools were more likely to agree they worry than 

teachers nationwide working in HPHM schools (74.4% and 45.9% respectively).  Indiana 

teachers serving non-HPHM schools worried more than teachers nationwide working in non-

HPHM public schools (62.1% and 37.1% respectively).   
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School climate and teacher attitudes.  The 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey 

addressed nine working conditions in the section titled school climate and teacher attitudes: 

collaboration, collegiality, teachers’ influence on decision-making, parent support, principal 

leadership, principal support, salary, school safety and discipline, and teacher recognition.  The 

variable addressing teachers’ thoughts about transferring schools concludes this section. 

 Collaboration.  Both questions on the SASS survey addressing collaboration had four 

options for participants to select, with 1 equal to strongly agree and 4 equal to strongly disagree.  

Teachers working in non-HPHM public schools agreed at a lower rate (M = 1.83, SD = .808) to 

the statement, I make a conscious effort to coordinate the content of my courses with that of 

other teachers than did teachers in HPHM schools (M = 1.62, SD= .680) and the results were 

found to be statistically significant at p < .001.  Statistical significance at p < .001 was also found 

for the variable addressing cooperation between teachers.  More teachers working in non-HPHM 

public schools (M = 1.88, SD = .779) agreed with the statement, there is a great deal of 

cooperative effort among the staff members, than did those working in HPHM schools (M = 

2.03, SD = .772).  

 Collegiality.  The SASS questionnaire contained one question addressing collegiality - 

shared beliefs among colleagues - and one question that may give a sense to the collegiality 

among teachers in a school - satisfied teachers.  The two groups of teachers responded to the 

yes/no statement, most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central 

mission of the school should be.  The means were 1.82 for teachers working in non-HPHM 

public schools and 1.88 for those working in HPHM schools, and the results were statistically 

significant at p < .001).  Statistical significance was also found between the responses by the two  

groups to the statement, the teachers at this school like being here; I would describe us as a  
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satisfied group.  Teachers working in non-HPHM public schools were more likely to agree (M = 

1.96, SD = .781) while teachers working in HPHM schools more likely to disagree (M = 2.32, 

SD = .851; t = 28.65, df = 10026.50, p < .001).    

Table 12 

 

Independent Samples T-Test Results Comparing Full-Time, Secondary-Level Indiana Teachers 

Working in or Working in non-HPHM public schools on Variables That Measured Teachers’ 

Influence on Decision-Making 

 

 HPHM School    

 
Not Employed In 

(n = 15,470) 

Employed In 

(n = 5,950) 

95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 M SD  M SD   t df 

Teachers’ Influence Over -  

Standards 2.64 .94  2.51 .83  .10 .15 9.23* 12125.10 

Curriculum 3.02 .91  2.75 .92  .25 .30 19.64* 10645.86 

Professional 

development 
2.32 .93  2.27 .88   .0

2 

 .07 3.57* 11309.51 

Evaluations 1.75 .81  1.57 .81  .15 .20 14.16* 21417.00 

Hiring 1.76 .77  1.59 .80  .14 .19 13.70* 10430.34 

Discipline 2.23 .89  2.05 .88  .15 .20 12.96* 10818.02 

Budget 1.54 .68  1.44 .70  .08 .12 9.73* 10538.91 

Teachers’ Control Over - 

Textbook selection 3.25 .88  2.65 .98  .57 .63 41.51* 9824.24 

Content selection 3.18 .90  2.79 1.0  .36 .42 26.37* 9869.28 

Teaching 

techniques 
3.71 .50  3.61 .57  .09 .13 12.85* 9597.34 

Grading students 3.74 .52  3.66 .56  .06 .09 9.287* 10188.33 

Discipline in the 

classroom 
3.37 .74  3.17 .76  .19 .23 17.94* 10522.47 

Homework  3.76 .51  3.65 .69  .10 .13 11.12* 8589.02 

* p < .001. 
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Influence on Decision-Making.  Two types of questions addressing teachers’ influence  

on decision-making were asked in the SASS.  Seven questions asked teachers how much 

influence they think teachers have over school policy and six questions asked how much actual 

control did responding teachers have in their classroom over areas of planning and teaching.  

Analysis was conducted using an independent samples t-test.  Based upon the results displayed 

in Table 12, there was a significant difference between the perceptions of the two groups about 

their influence over school policies.  Teachers ranked their perceptions using a four-point scale 

from No influence to A great deal of influence.  The higher the mean score, the more influence 

over school policy teachers perceived that had.  Results for each influence were found to be 

statistically significant.  As depicted in the table, teachers working in non-HPHM, secondary-

level Indiana public schools perceived they had more influence over setting performance 

standards, establishing curriculum, determining the content of in-service professional 

development programs, teacher evaluation, hiring new full-time teachers, setting discipline, and 

deciding how the budget will be spent than teachers in HPHM public schools.  The largest mean 

differences in perceptions of influence between the school-types were teachers’ influence over 

curriculum (.27 difference), evaluation policy (.18 difference), discipline (.18 difference), and 

hiring new teachers (.17 difference).  The questions that yielded similar means between the two 

groups were their influence over deciding how the budget would be spent (.1 difference), setting 

performance standards at their school (.13 difference), and professional development (.05 

difference).    

For the six questions that measured teacher control over aspects of planning and teaching 

in their classrooms, a four-point scale was used from no control to a great deal of control.  The 

higher the mean score, the more control teachers perceived that had over planning and teaching 
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in their classrooms.  It is therefore reasonable to conclude that secondary-level, full-time Indiana 

teachers working in non-HPHM public schools perceived they had more control over planning 

and teaching in their classrooms.  They perceived they had more control than teachers in HPHM 

schools over selecting textbooks and other instructional materials; selecting content, topics, and 

skills to be taught; selecting teaching techniques, evaluating and grading their students, 

disciplining students, and determining the amount of homework to be assigned.  

The key differences between the two groups were their perceptions of their control over 

textbook selection (.40 difference) and their control over and content selection (.39 difference).   

Conversely, teachers in both school types shared similar perceptions about their control over 

grading students (.08), selecting teaching techniques (.1 difference), and determining the amount 

of homework to assign (.11 difference).  For these three aspects of planning and teaching, 

Indiana teachers perceived they had control. 

 Parent support.  Two questions on the SASS survey address parent support and 

involvement. The first asked survey participants, to what extent do you agree or disagree with 

the statement, I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do, and offered four 

options, with one being strongly agree and four being strongly disagree.  Teachers working in 

non-HPHM classrooms (M = 2.43, SD = .835) received more support from parents than did 

teachers working in HPHM schools (M = 2.71, SD = .913; t(10008.97) = 20.67, p < .001).   

 The second question asked participants, to what extent is lack of parent involvement a 

problem in this school, with one indicating a serious problem and four indicating not a problem.  

Teachers working in HPHM schools perceived lack of parent involvement was a bigger problem 

(M = 1.66, SD = .740) than teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 2.26, SD = .889; t(12872.29) = 

50.27,  p < .001).  It can reasonably be concluded that teachers working in Indiana’s secondary-
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level HPHM schools perceived their schools have a serious to moderate problem due to lack of 

parent involvement while teachers working in non-HPHM public schools perceived there was a 

moderate problem of lack of parent involvement.   

 Principal leadership.  An independent samples t-test was run to uncover if differences 

existed between full-time, secondary-level teachers either working in HPHM schools or working 

in non-HPHM public schools on the three questions related to principal leadership.  The mean 

averages show Indiana teachers felt their principals enforced school rules and backed up 

teachers, with those in non-HPHM schools (M = 1.69, SD = .805) perceiving more support than 

their peers working in HPHM schools (M = 1.90, SD = .906; t(21417) = -16.28,  p < .001).   The 

frequencies provide deeper insight into teachers’ perceptions.  Sixty-two percent of teachers in 

non-HPHM schools either strongly agreed or somewhat agreed their principal enforces school 

rules for student conduct and backed me up with I need it.   

 Indiana teachers working in non-HPHM public schools also had higher rates of 

agreement (M = 1.74, SD = .862) compared with their peers in HPHM schools and (M = 1.83, SD 

= .815) that their principal communicated what kind of school he or she wanted.  The results 

were found to be statistically significant (p < .001).  Likewise, results were found to be 

statistically significant between the two groups when asked to what extent they agreed they liked 

the way things were run at their school, with teachers working in non-HPHM public schools 

more likely to somewhat agree (M = 2.05, SD = .823) than teachers working in HPHM schools 

(M = 2.30, SD = .784; t(11295.85) = -20.217,  p < .001).    

 Principal support.  The SASS contained two questions addressing principal support, to 

what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: The school 

administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging and I am given the 
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support I need to teach students with special needs.  A four-point scale was used (1 = strongly 

agree, 2 = somewhat agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = Strongly disagree) for both questions.  

Teachers in non-HPHM schools had a lower mean average (M = 1.80, SD = .882) than teachers 

in HPHM schools (M = 1.91, SD = .859; t(11054.48) = -8.364,  p < .001) when asked if their 

administration is supportive and encouraging.  When asked if they were given the support 

needed to teach students with special needs, teachers working non-HPHM schools yielded a 

lower mean average (M = 2.22, SD = .882) than teachers working in HPHM schools (M = 2.36, 

SD = .885; t(10138.56) = -10.855, p < .001).  It is reasonable to conclude from these results that 

teachers in both types of schools strongly to somewhat agreed that their administrators’ behavior 

toward their staff is supportive and encouraging and that teachers in both schools somewhat 

agreed they were given the support they need to teach students with special needs.   

 Salary.  To uncover the mean salary for teachers, the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing 

Survey asked teachers to report whether they worked during the previous summer. The percent 

of teachers who answered yes to question, DURING THE SUMMER OF 2011, did you have any 

earnings from – Working in any NONSCHOOL job was 

• 23.3% of non-HPHM school teachers in Indiana worked in a non-school job during the 

summer, 2011. 

 

• 18.5% of HPHM school teachers in Indiana worked in a non-school job during the 

summer, 2011. 

 

The data demonstrated that, in the summer before the survey was taken, a higher percentage of 

teachers working in non-HPHM public schools were employed in non-teaching jobs than 

teachers working in HPHM schools.  The data also revealed that a higher percentage of teachers 

across Indiana were working summer jobs in 2011 than were teachers nationwide.   

Only teachers who indicated they did not work during the summer of 2011 were directed 
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to answer the question addressing base teaching salary for the 2011-2012 school year.  Figure 4 

  

presents a visual comparison of salaries for each of the four types of teachers in this study.  An 

independent samples t-test revealed that in Indiana, teachers in HPHM schools earned on average 

$847.24 more than their peers in non-HPHM schools, and the results were statistically significant 

(t(8983.26) = -8.86, p < .001).  Non-HPHM school teachers earned on average $48,342.28 

compared to $49,189.52 by teachers in HPHM schools.   

 

Teachers in non-HPHM schools were more satisfied with their teaching salary (M = 2.53, 

SD = .924) than teachers in HPHM schools (M = 2.61, SD = .989; t(10181.72) = -4.999, p < 

.001). 

Indiana teachers were not likely to leave for a higher paying job.  Teachers in non-HPHM 

schools (M = 2.86, SD = .998) and HPHM schools (M = 2.83, SD = 1.105; t(9902.41) = 1.64, p < 

.001) somewhat disagreed to the statement, if I could get a higher paying job, I’d leave teaching 

as soon as possible using a four-point response scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree, 

Figure 4: Mean salaries for full-time, secondary level teachers nationwide and in Indiana 
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and the results were statistically significant.  

 School Safety and Discipline.  To uncover teacher’s perceptions of school safety and 

student discipline in their schools, participants were asked to what extent they agreed with three 

statements, using a four-point scale with 1 = Serious problem, 2 = Moderate problem, 3 = Minor 

problem, and 4 = Not a problem:  The level of student misbehavior in this school (such as noise, 

horseplay or fighting in the halls, cafeteria, or student lounge) interferes with my teaching; Rules 

for student behavior are consistently enforced by teachers in this school, even for students  

who are not in their classes; and the amount of student tardiness and class cutting in this school 

interferes with my teaching.  An independent samples t-test was used to analyze results.  As 

displayed in Table 13, the results were statistically significant for both school types when 

comparing their response to the eight questions addressing safety and discipline.   

  Indiana teachers serving HPHM schools perceived student misbehavior as a bigger 

problem than did teachers in non-HPHM schools.  These same teachers perceived teachers’ 

enforcement of rules as less of a problem than did teachers in non-HPHM schools.  Tardiness 

was perceived as a moderate to minor problem in both types of schools, with teachers in HPHM 

schools perceiving that tardiness interfered with their teaching more so than did teachers in non-

HPHM buildings.   

 To uncover teacher’s perceptions of school safety and student discipline in their schools, 

participants were also asked to indicate to what extent is each of the following a problem in this  

school: student tardiness, absenteeism, and class cutting; and teacher absenteeism.  A four-point 

scale (1 = serious problem, 2 = moderate problem, 3 = minor problem, and 4 = not a problem) 

was used to measure teacher’s perceptions of these concerns.  Table 13 contains these 

statistically significant results.  Teachers working in HPHM schools perceived student  
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tardiness and absenteeism, student class-cutting, and teacher absenteeism were bigger problems 

than did teachers in non-HPHM schools.  The variable perceived as the least problematic in both 

schools was teacher absenteeism, which was perceived as almost not a problem in non-HPHM 

schools and a minor problem in HPHM schools.   

Table 13 

 

Independent Samples T-Test Results Comparing Full-Time, Secondary-Level Indiana Teachers 

Working in or Working in non-HPHM public schools on Variables That Measured School Safety 

and Discipline 

 

 HPHM School    

 
Not Employed In 

(n = 15,470) 

Employed In 

(n = 5,950) 

95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 M SD  M SD   t df 

Agree -   

Student 

misbehavior 

interferes 

2.94 .93  2.25 .99  .66 .72 46.57* 10309.50 

Teachers enforce 

rules 

2.33 .87  2.74 .86  -.44 -.39 -31.42* 21417 

Tardiness 

interferes          

with teaching 

2.73 1.00  2.51 .97   .1

9 

.25 14.80* 11137.45 

Problem - 

Student tardiness 2.64 .82  2.29 .81  .32 .37 27.89* 21417 

Students absent 2.35 .83  1.92 .80  .41 .46 35.27* 11179.45 

Class cutting 3.23 .807  2.76 .90  .45 .50 35.59* 9883.54 

Teacher 

absenteeism 

3.54 .63  3.15 .77  .36 .40 34.30* 9215.37 

* p < .001. 

 

Teacher recognition.  The 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey addressed teacher 

recognition with one statement, in this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.  

Teachers responded using a four-point scale, with 1 = strongly agree and 4 = strongly disagree.  
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Indiana teachers working in non-HPHM public schools (M = 2.12, SD = .869) and in HPHM 

schools (M = 2.22, SD = .845; t(21417) = -7.31, p < .001) somewhat agreed with the statement.  

We can conclude that Indiana teachers perceived they were somewhat recognized for their job 

performance.   

Teacher transfer.  Indiana teachers in HPHM schools thought about transferring (M = 

2.70, SD = 1.147) more than those in non-HPHM schools (M = 3.21, SD = .987; t(21417) = 

32.13, p < .001).  The results of the independent samples t-test were statistically significant; 

therefore, we can state with reasonable certainty that half of Indiana teachers working in HPHM 

schools and a quarter of Indiana teachers working in non-HPHM public schools thought about 

transferring to a different school during the 2011-2012 school year.   

Summary of results of Indiana Data.   

Several variables produced notably different results when comparing responses by 

teachers in non-HPHM and in HPHM schools across Indiana.  Because the results were found  

to be statistically significant, several conclusions may be reasonable drawn about these 

difference in Indiana schools.  With three-quarters of teachers selecting either strongly agree or 

somewhat agree, the number of teachers in Indiana’s HPHM schools who worried about their job 

security was notably high (see Table 14).  Eighteen percent more Indiana teachers in 

HPHM schools worried about their job security due to their students’ performance on 

assessments than teachers in Indiana’s non-HPHM schools.   

Student misbehavior interfered with teaching in HPHM schools more than in non-HPHM 

schools.  Teachers in non-HPHM schools believed their fellow teachers enforced school rules 

more so than HPHM teachers; had more control over the content, topics, and skills they 

taught; and had more control over selecting textbooks and materials.   
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Table 14  

 

Worry About Job Security Based on Student Performance on Assessments    

   
 USA Indiana 

 
Working in 

non-HPHM 

schools 

Working in 

HPHM 

schools 

Working in 

non-HPHM 

schools 

Working in 

HPHM 

schools 

     Strongly agree 9.8 13.9 23.4 43.5 

Somewhat agree 27.3 32.0 38.7 30.9 

Somewhat disagree 31.0 28.1 23.4 21.0 

Strongly disagree 32.0 26.0 14.4 4.6 

 

Indiana teachers working in secondary-level HPHM schools perceived several factors 

were more problematic than were viewed by non-HPHM school teachers.  Class-cutting, lack of 

parent involvement, and student tardiness and absenteeism were each viewed as more serious 

problems by teachers in HPHM schools than by those in non-HPHM schools.  Teachers in 

HPHM schools received more hours of professional development about student discipline and 

classroom management, but they found this type of professional development less useful than did 

teachers in non-HPHM schools. 

There was a 14.8% difference in perceptions by teachers in non-HPHM (76.9%) and 

HPHM (66.3%) schools that they liked the way things were run at their schools.  Teachers in 

non-HPHM schools were more satisfied in their schools than teachers in HPHM schools.    

Statistical significance was not found between three variables and Indiana teachers 

working in each school-type: having a mentor in the same subject area, observation visits to 

other schools, and necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines were 

available as needed by the staff.  

When compared with teachers nationwide, several differences stood out.  Indiana 

teachers worried more about their jobs than did teachers nationwide.  In Indiana, 74.4% of 
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teachers working in HPHM schools and 62.1% in non-HPHM schools selected either strongly or 

somewhat agree they worry compared to 37.1% of teachers nationwide in non-HPHM schools 

and 45.9% in HPHM schools (see Table 14).   

 Another important difference was that Indiana teachers spent less of their own money on 

classroom supplies, without reimbursement, than teachers nationwide. In HPHM schools, 

teachers nationwide outspent Indiana teachers by $65.08.  

One notable similarity between Indiana teachers and their peers across the nation was that 

teachers’ satisfaction with their salary was almost evenly split between those who were and those 

who were not satisfied with their teaching salary.  As depicted in Table 15, over half of Indiana 

teachers working in HPHM and in non-HPHM schools selected either somewhat or strongly 

agree that I am satisfied with my teaching salary, compared to 47.8% of teachers nationally in  

HPHM schools and 52.9% of teachers nationally in non-HPHM schools.   However, nearly  

one-quarter of teachers working in HPHM schools nationally and in Indiana indicated  

they strongly disagreed to the statement, I am satisfied with my teaching salary than their peers 

employed in non-HPHM schools.  This finding will be discussed further in Chapter five.   

Perceptions of Working Conditions by Full-Time, Secondary-Level Teachers Nationwide 

 Data derived from the Schools and Staffing Survey responses from teachers working full- 

time in secondary schools in the combined 50 states were analyzed using inferential statistics.  

This section presents these results in order to answer the second research question guiding this  

study, how do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level teachers 

working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public schools 

across the nation?  
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Table 15 

 

Teachers’ Satisfaction with Salary 

   
 

USA Indiana 

% Working in 

non- public 

schools  

% Working in 

HPHM 

Schools  

% Not 

Working 

HPHM 

Schools  

% Working in 

HPHM 

Schools 

     
Strongly agree 14.0 12.1 11.2 12.1 

Somewhat agree 38.9 35.7 43.2 39.9 

Somewhat disagree 25.6 26.0 26.5 23.1 

Strongly disagree 21.6 26.2 19.1 24.9 

 

 Education and training.  Novice teachers comprised 19.2% of the 2011-2012 SASS 

respondents, with 45.1% working in non-HPHM public schools and 54.8% working in HPHM 

schools.  The Pearson chi-square test of association was analyzed to uncover whether statistical 

significance existed between nine individual survey items related to a new teacher induction  

program and full-time, secondary level teachers working in non-HPHM and in HPHM schools.  

The p value for each variable was < .05 (see Table 16).  Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude 

that a relationship exists between each of the induction program components and school-type.  

We can conclude from the findings that of the 89.5% of novice teachers in non-HPHM schools 

and 85% in HPHM schools nationwide who had participated in an induction program, few were 

likely to receive a reduced schedule (10.8% and 13.2% respectively) or extra help in the 

classroom (19.5% and 20.3% respectively).  Teachers in HPHM schools were more likely to 

have common planning time with teachers in their subject area (50.4%) than teachers in non-

HPHM schools (40.9%) and more likely to participate in seminars or classes for beginning 

teachers (67.8% compared to 64% in HPHM schools).  Teachers in both school types responded 

that they received supportive communication from their principal, other administrator, or 
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department chair (78.8% in non-HPHM schools compared with 77% of teachers in HPHM 

schools).   

Table 16 

 

Nationwide Comparison of Induction Programs at Non-HPHM and HPHM Schools 

 

Survey Item X² DF p 

34. In your FIRST year of teaching, did you participate in a teacher  

      induction program 

 

790.810 1 < .001 

35. Did you receive the following kinds of support during your  

      FIRST year of teaching? 

  a. Reduced teaching schedule or number of preparations 

 

 

250.614 

 

 

1 

 

 

< .001 

 

  b. Common planning time with teachers in your subject 

 

1628.701 1 < .001 

  c. Seminars or classes for beginning teachers 

 
287.106 1 < .001 

  d. Extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aides) 

 

15.809 1 < .001 

  e. Non-HPHM supportive communication with your principal,   

      other administrators, or department chair 

 

76.345 1 < .001 

36a. In your FIRST year of teaching, did you work closely with a 

       master or mentor teacher who was assigned by your school or 

       district? 

 

458.780 1 < .001 

  b. How frequently did you work with your master or mentor  

      teacher during your first year of teaching? 

    

585.661 3 < .001 

 

 

  c. Has your master or mentor teacher ever instructed students in  

      the same subject as you? 

 

416.93 1 < .001 

 

 

  d. Overall, to what extent did your assigned master or mentor 

      teacher improve your teaching in your first year of teaching? 

416.926 1 < .001 

Note: Statistics used were Pearson Chi-Square and p-Values per Significant Item at p < .05  

 

As was true for Indiana teachers, supportive communication was the most common 

component of an induction program nationwide: 81.4% non-HPHM and 78.7% nationwide 

indicated they received non-HPHM supportive communication with your principal, other 
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administrators, or department chair.  Teachers in non-HPHM schools were more frequently 

assigned to work with a mentor or master teacher (77.1% and 72.7% respectively) and be 

assigned a mentor who teaches the same subject area (74.1% and 69% respectively).  HPHM 

school teachers were more likely to meet at least once per week with their mentor (55.7%) than 

teachers in non-HPHM schools (51.7%).  As to teachers’ perceptions of their improvement due 

to working with a mentor, 67.8% of non-HPHM school teachers found moderate to a great 

extent of improvement compared with 67% of HPHM school teachers.    

 Professional development.  A Pearson chi-square test of association revealed statistical 

significance between nine variables that measured professional development and full-time, 

secondary-level teachers nationwide who worked in either HPHM or non-HPHM schools.  Table 

17 presents the findings.  We can conclude that less than 20% of teachers in either school-  

type made observational visits to other schools.  In both school types, 89% attended professional 

development sessions, but less than a quarter attended as a presenter.  More than three-fourths of 

teachers across the nation received professional development specific to their content area. 

Teachers in HPHM schools were more likely to receive professional development  

related to student discipline and classroom management (42.4%) than teachers in non-HPHM 

schools (34.3%) but the percentages receiving this type of professional development was low for 

both school types.  Less than half (49%) of teachers nationwide receive release time to attend 

professional development while nearly 75% in both school types did have scheduled time.  

Teachers in both school types nationwide found professional development related to student 

discipline and classroom management to be useful.  With 1 = not useful and 4 = very useful, the 

higher the mean, the more useful teachers found the professional development.  Teachers in 

HPHM schools (M = 2.71, SD = .831) found this professional development more useful than did 
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teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 2.68, SD = .776; t(363798) = -11.16, p < .001).   

Table 17 

Nationwide Comparison of Professional Development at Non-HPHM and HPHM Schools 

Survey Item x² df p 

43. In the past 12 months, did you participate in any of the 

following professional development activities? 

 

b. Observation visits 

 

 

7.254 

 

1 

 

.007 

c. Workshops, conferences, or training sessions in which you 

were a presenter?  

 

341.904 1 .000 

d. Other workshops, conferences, or training sessions in which 

you were NOT a presenter?  

 

11.340 1 .001 

44a. In the past 12 months, have you participated in any 

professional development activities specific to and 

concentrating on the content of the subject(s) you teach? 

 

1019.223 1 .000 

b. In the past 12 months, how many hours did you spend on 

these activities? 

 

1421.161 3 .000 

47a. In the past 12 months, have you participated in any 

professional development activities that focused on student 

discipline and management in the classroom? 

 

6533.302 1 .000 

52b. For the professional development in which you 

participated in the past 12 months, did you receive scheduled 

time in the contract year for professional development? 

 

1163.959a 1 .000 

53. In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following?  

 

  

b. Participate in regularly scheduled collaboration with other 

teachers on issues of instruction 

 

1791.507a 1 .000 

c. Observe, or be observed by, other teachers in your classroom 

(for at least 10 minutes) 

5380.550 1 .000 

Note: Statistics used were Pearson Chi-Square and p-Values per Significant Item at p < .05  

Teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 2.90, SD = .814) and HPHM schools (M = 2.92, 

SD = .817; t(740049) = -10.422, p < .001) found the professional development related to the 
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content they taught to be helpful, with 57.4% in non-HPHM and 60% of HPHM teachers finding 

this type of professional development either useful or very useful.   

Working conditions.  Three working conditions included in the present study were 

included underneath this SASS heading: access to resources, mentors, and teacher workload. 

Access to resources.  Two variables related to teachers’ access to resources were 

analyzed using the t-test for independent samples and statistical significance was found for each.  

As a result, we can conclude that teachers nationwide working in secondary-level HPHM schools 

spent on average $81.28 more on classroom supplies (M = 408.05, SD = 568.39) than their 

counterparts working in non-HPHM public schools (M = 326.77, SD = 456.51; t(947425) = -

76.56, p < .001).  We can also conclude that teachers nationwide somewhat agreed they have 

necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines (1 = strongly agree, 2 = 

somewhat agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = strongly disagree).  Teachers in non-HPHM 

schools agreed they had necessary materials more (M = .180, SD = .827) than those in HPHM 

schools (M = 1.96, SD = .906; t(947425) = -89.67, p < .001).   

Mentorship.  Fewer than 18% of teachers nationwide in either non-HPHM or HPHM 

schools served as a formal mentor during the 2011-2012 school year.  This finding, using 

Pearson’s chi-square test, was statistically significant (X² (1) = 16.67, p < .001).   

Teacher workload.  Two factors measuring teacher workload were analyzed using 

Pearson’s chi-square test, and both were found to be statistically significant.  Teachers in schools 

across the nation somewhat agreed that paperwork interfered with their job of teaching.  

Teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 2.15, SD = .891) and in HPHM schools (M = 2.18, SD = 

.896; t (947425) = -14.332, p < .001) shared similar perspectives on this working condition.   

Teachers working in HPHM schools worried more (M = 2.66, SD = 1.010) about their 
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job security due to student performance on assessments than teachers in non-HPHM schools (M 

= 2.85, SD = .980; t(947425) = 92.30, p < .001).    

Four variables that measured teacher workload were analyzed using the independent 

samples t-test.  Three of these variables related to hours teaching.  The workload for teachers in 

both types of schools was similar as indicated by the number of hours a week teachers in non-

HPHM schools were paid to deliver instruction teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 29.48, SD = 

5.57) compared to teachers in HPHM schools (M = 30.15, SD = 5.61; t(947425) = -58.10, p < 

.001); between the number of hours teachers in non-HPHM schools were required to work for 

their base pay (M = 38.02, SD = 4.74) compared to teachers in HPHM schools (M = 37.73, SD = 

50.08; t(947425) = 29.22, p < .001); or between the number of hours teachers in non-HPHM 

schools spent on all teaching and all school related activities per week (M = 53.01, SD = 9.09) 

compared to teachers in HPHM schools (M = 52.60, SD = 9.22; t(947425) = 21.77, p < .001).   

School climate and teacher attitudes.  The 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey 

addressed the following working conditions under the heading school climate and teacher 

attitudes: collaboration, collegiality, teachers’ influence on decision-making, parent support, 

principal leadership, principal support, salary, school safety and discipline, and teacher 

recognition.  This section concludes with the variable think about transferring. 

Collaboration.  More than three-fourths of teachers across the nation participated in 

regularly scheduled collaboration with other teachers that was centered on instruction: 75% in 

non-HPHM schools and 79% in HPHM schools (X² (1) = 1791.507, p < .001). 

Two further questions on the SASS survey addressing collaboration had 4 options for 

participants to select, with 1 equal to strongly agree and 4 equal to strongly disagree.  Teachers 

in both school types shared similar perspectives that they somewhat agreed there is a great deal 
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of cooperative effort among the staff members in non-HPHM schools (M = 1.92, SD = .790) and 

in HPHM schools (M = 1.96, SD = .819; t(947425) = -25.014, p < .001). Likewise, teachers 

responded similarly that the teachers made a conscious effort to coordinate the content of their 

courses with that of other teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 1.75, SD = .76) and in HPHM 

schools (M = 1.77, SD = .78; t(947425) = -10.35, p < .001) and their agreement that teachers. 

Table 18 

 

Independent Samples T-Test Results Comparing Full-Time, Secondary-Level Teachers 

Nationwide Working in or Working in non-HPHM public schools on Variables That Measured 

Teachers’ Influence on Decision-Making 

 HPHM School    

 
Not Employed In 

(n = 15,470) 

Employed In 

(n = 5,950) 

95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 M SD  M SD   t df 

Teachers’ Influence Over -  

Standards 2.57 .96  2.50 1.01  .07 .08 34.99* 947318.75 

Curriculum 2.93 .92  2.72 .99  .20 .21 105.0* 945809.29 

Professional 

development 
2.35 .91  2.35 .91   .0

0 

 .01 4.14*   945798.48 

Evaluations 1.67 .78  1.65 .80  .02 .03 13.16* 947353.30 

Hiring 1.89 .85  1.71 .848  .18 .19 107.05

* 

946247.60 

Discipline 2.14 .87  2.11 .96  .03 .04 17.20* 947278.58 

Budget 1.67 .77  1.64 .79  .02 .03 15.04* 947278.5 

Teachers’ Control Over - 

Textbook selection 3.03 .98  2.63 1.07  .40 .41 123.32* 944872.07 

Content selection 3.06 .950  2.81 1.03  .25 .26 123.33* 945853.28 

Teaching 

techniques 
3.70 .57  3.56 .68  .14 .14 109.99

* 

929319.04 

Grading students 3.72 .55  3.66 .58  .06 .06 52.05* 946877.67 

Discipline in the 

classroom 
3.36 .71  3.26 .76  .10 .11 65.29* 947046.48 

Homework  3.75 .52  3.69 .60  .06 .06 54.05* 938647.72 

* p < .001. 
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Collegiality.  Two questions on the Schools and Staffing Survey indirectly measure 

collegiality.  Eighty-three percent of teachers in both school types believed most of my 

colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central mission of the school should be.  

There was some disagreement that teachers in their schools were a satisfied group.  More 

teachers in non-HPHM schools perceived teachers in their schools were satisfied (M = 1.96, SD 

= .797) than those in HPHM schools (M = 2.09, SD = .833; t(947425) = -76.22, p < .001) when 1 

= strongly agree and 4 = strongly disagree.   

 Influence on decision-making.  To measure teachers’ perceptions of their influence on 

decision-making, the SASS questionnaire contained seven questions about influence over school 

policy and six about control over planning and teaching.  Each question used a Likert-type scale, 

with 1 = no influence or control and 4 = a great deal of influence or control.  Analysis was 

conducted using an independent samples t-test.  Results for each variable were found to have 

significance levels at p < .001 (see Table 18).   

As shown in the table, few teachers nationwide, in either non-HPHM or HPHM schools, 

perceived they have much influence over teacher evaluation policies or hiring new teachers.  

Teachers in HPHM schools and in non-HPHM schools perceived they had nearly the same 

amount of influence over setting school discipline.  Half of teachers in each building type 

perceived they had moderate to a great deal of influence over setting performance standards for 

their students.  Forty-four percent in each school type perceived they had those same levels of 

influence over professional development within their schools.  Curriculum was the aspect 

teachers nationwide felt they had the most influence over, and we can conclude that more non-

HPHM school teachers felt they had control over curriculum policies within their schools than 

did teachers in HPHM schools.   
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 American teachers perceived they had more control over what happens in their 

classrooms than they perceived their level of influence over school policies.  Teacher control 

over grading students was an aspect of decision-making teaches felt they had moderate to a great 

deal of control over, with at more than 95% of teachers in each school type selecting these  

higher levels of control.  Selecting teaching techniques was another area over which teachers felt 

that had moderate to a great deal of control.  Teachers in both school types felt they had 

moderate to a great deal of control over discipline within their classrooms, but teachers in non-

HPHM schools felt they had more control than did those serving HPHM schools.   

Differences existed in the perception of control over selecting content, topics, and skills 

to be taught in the classrooms; non-HPHM school teachers perceived they had more control than 

did HPHM school teachers.  The least amount of control was perceived by HPHM school 

teachers over selecting textbooks and other classroom materials.  Textbook and materials 

selection was also the area of greatest difference between the school types, with teachers in  

non-HPHM schools perceiving they had more control than did teachers in HPHM schools. 

To summarize, teachers across the nation felt they had influence over curriculum and 

performance standards, but little influence over professional development,  evaluations, hiring 

new teachers, and school discipline policies.  Teachers nationwide felt they had a great deal of 

control over the teaching techniques they employ in their classrooms, grading their students, 

establishing classroom discipline policies, and the amount and type of homework they assigned 

their students.  While the majority of teachers perceived they had control over textbook and 

content selection, differences were noteworthy in the greater amount of control perceived by 

teachers in non-HPHM schools.   
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Parent support.  An independent samples t-test revealed differences between the 

perceptions of teachers in each type of school about the amount of support they receive from 

parents for the work they do. Teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 2.37, SD = .833) perceived 

they were supported more by parents than teachers in HPHM schools and the results were 

statistically significant (M = 2.71, SD = .921; t(943944.16) =  -190.38, p < .001).   

 While over half of secondary-level teachers nationwide perceived lack of parent 

involvement was a problem in their schools, more teachers in HPHM schools (M = 1.94,  

SD = .908) agreed it was a more serious problem than did teachers in in non-HPHM schools and 

the results were statistically significant (M = 2.40, SD = .934; t(943137.97) =  245.825, p < .001).   

Principal leadership.  An independent samples t-test uncovered differences between the 

perceptions of principal leadership in the two types of schools in this study, and the results were 

statistically significant for each factor.  Table 19 presents results for five items on the SASS that  

used a four-point scaled response with 1 = strongly agree, 2 = somewhat agree, 3 = somewhat 

disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree.  In both non-HPHM and HPHM schools, just over 80% 

agreed that their principal enforces school rules and communicates his or her vision for the 

school to the staff.   More teachers in non-HPHM schools liked the way things were run at their 

schools than did teachers in HPHM schools, but only by a few percentage points.   

Principal support.  The independent samples t-test reported results that were statistically  

significance for two factors measuring principal support (see Table 19).  The means were similar 

between the two school types and their agreement that their school administration’s behavior 

toward the staff was supportive and encouraging.  Non-HPHM school teachers perceived they 

received more support to teach their students with special needs.  The means revealed that 

teachers felt they received more broad support and encouragement than support for teaching their 
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students with special needs.   

Table 19 

 

Perceptions of Principal Leadership and Support 

 HPHM School    

 
Not Employed In 

(n = 464,420) 
Employed In 

(n =483,000) 

95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 
M SD  M SD   t df 

Principal Leadership -  

Enforces rules 1.76 .85  1.74 .86  -.06 -.05 -31.22* 946990.82 

Communication 1.76 .85  1.74 .86  .02 .026 12.57* 946404.78 

Well run school 2.07 .85  2.17 .88  -.10 -.10 -56.69* 947417.73 

Principal Support - 

Supportive 

administration 

1.75 .86  1.82 .90  -.12 -.11 -57.61* 947253.44 

Support for special 

needs 

2.18 .85  2.24 .88  -.07 -.06 -35.95* 947391.69 

* p < .001. 

Salary.  Only teachers who indicated they did not work during the summer of 2011 were 

directed to answer the question addressing base teaching salary for the 2011-2012 school year.  

The percent of teachers nationwide who indicated they worked in a non-school job during the 

summer of 2011 was 19.6% for non-HPHM school teachers and 15.7% for HPHM school 

teachers.   

 An independent samples t-test revealed that nationwide, teachers working in HPHM 

schools earned on average $1,104.35 more than teachers in non-HPHM schools, who earned an 

average $53,757.68.  The results were statistically significant (t(945298.19) = -32.900, p < .001), 

which allows us to reasonably state teachers working in HPHM schools earned a higher salary 

during the 2011-2012 school year than teachers in non-HPHM schools.  

During the time-period October 2011 through June 2012, when data were being collected 
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from completed questionnaires, follow-up phone calls, and field follow-up visits by the U.S. 

Census Bureau, teachers nationwide seemed nearly evenly divided over whether they were  

satisfied with their teaching salary.  Nearly half agreed they were satisfied while nearly half 

disagreed (see Table 20).  Teachers in non-HPHM schools were more satisfied with their salary 

(M = 2.55, SD =.979) than teachers in HPHM schools and the results were significant (M = 2.66, 

SD = .994; t(946894.74) = -57.623, p < .001).  American teachers did not seem eager to leave 

teaching to get a higher paying job.  Using a four-point scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = somewhat 

agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = strongly disagree) to respond to the statement, if I could get a 

higher paying job, I’d leave teaching as soon as possible, teachers in both schools responded that 

they somewhat disagree, with teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 3.03, SD = .954) more likely 

to disagree they would leave than teachers HPHM schools (M = 2.91, SD =1.108; t(946809.56) = 

56.35, p < .001).   

Table 20 

 

Teachers’ Satisfaction with Salary 

    
USA Indiana 

% Working in 

non-HPHM 

public schools  

% Working in 

HPHM 

Schools  

% Not 

Working 

HPHM 

Schools 

% Working in 

HPHM 

Schools 

     
Strongly agree 14.0 12.1 11.2 12.1 

Somewhat agree 38.9 35.7 43.2 39.9 

Somewhat disagree 25.6 26.0 26.5 23.1 

Strongly disagree 21.6 26.2 19.1 24.9 

 

During the time-period October 2011 through June 2012, when data were being collected 

from completed questionnaires, follow-up phone calls, and field follow-up visits by the U.S. 

Census Bureau, teachers nationwide seemed nearly evenly divided over whether they were  
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satisfied with their teaching salary.  Nearly half agreed they were satisfied while nearly half 

disagreed (see Table 20).  Teachers in non-HPHM schools were more satisfied with their salary 

(M = 2.55, SD =.979) than teachers in HPHM schools and the results were significant (M = 2.66, 

SD = .994; t(946894.74) = -57.623, p < .001).  American teachers did not seem eager to leave 

teaching to get a higher paying job.  Using a four-point scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = somewhat 

agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = strongly disagree) to respond to the statement, if I could get a 

higher paying job, I’d leave teaching as soon as possible, teachers in both schools responded that 

they somewhat disagree, with teachers in non-HPHM schools (M = 3.03, SD = .954) more likely 

to disagree they would leave than teachers HPHM schools (M = 2.91, SD =1.108; t(946809.56) = 

56.35, p < .001).   

School safety and discipline.  Eight questions on the SASS survey measured school 

safety and classroom discipline, each using a four-point scale (1= strongly agree, 2= somewhat 

agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = strongly disagree).   Table 21 presents the results of the  

independent samples t-test, which found each predictor variable to be statistically significant.  

We can conclude from these results that perceptions were different by school type, with teachers 

in HPHM schools perceiving student misbehavior, tardiness, and class cutting to interfere 

more with their teaching than did teachers in non-HPHM schools.  Half of teachers in both 

school types perceived that my principal enforces school rules for student conduct and backs me 

up when I need it.  Teachers in HPHM schools perceived student tardiness as more  

problematic than did those in non-HPHM schools.  Student absenteeism and class cutting were 

more likely to be perceived as serious problems in HPHM schools than non-HPHM schools.   

Teacher absenteeism was perceived as either a minor problem or not a problem by teachers in 

both school types. 
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Table 21 

Results Comparing Full-Time, Secondary-Level Indiana Teachers Working in HPHM and Non-

HPHM Schools on Variables That Measured School Safety and Discipline 

 

 HPHM School    

 
Not Employed In 

(n = 464,420) 

Employed In 

(n = 483,000) 

95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 M SD  M SD   t df 

Agree -   

Student 

misbehavior 

interferes 

2.94 .95  2.56 1.0  .37 .38 186.49* 946268.89 

Teachers enforce 

rules 

1.77 .84  1.82 .89  -.03 -.02 -14.36* 947418.62 

Tardiness 

interferes          

with teaching 

2.75 .98  2.44 1.0   .3

1 

.31 149.08* 947013.00 

Problem - 

Student tardiness 2.54 .83  2.22 .90  .31 .32 177.31* 946190.00 

Students absent 2.38 .85  2.11 .90  .27 .27 149.72* 947097.42 

Class cutting 2.98 .84  2.60 .96  .38 .39 208.56* 940053.09 

Teacher 

absenteeism 

3.46 .66  3.21 .79  .24 .25 163.23* 929265.11 

* p < .001. 

 

Teacher recognition.  The 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing Survey addressed teacher 

recognition with one specific statement, in this school, staff members are recognized for a job 

well done.  Teachers in non-HPHM (M = 2.10, SD = .884) and in HPHM schools (M = 2.07,  

SD = .895; t(946700.05) = 12.49, p < .001) somewhat agreed with the statement, and the results 

were statistically significant.     

Teacher transfer.  Most American teachers did not think about transferring to another 

school during the 201-2012 school year.  Because the results of an independent samples t-test  



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  131 

 

 

 

revealed statistical significance, we can state fewer teachers in non-HPHM (M = 3.03, SD = 

.954) schools compared to those in HPHM schools (M = 2.91, SD = 1.018; t(946809.56) = 56.35, 

p < .001) thought about transferring when 1 = strongly agree and 4 = strongly disagree.    

Summary of Results of Nationwide Data.   

Teachers serving non-HPHM and HPHM schools had notably different perceptions of 

several working conditions.  First, teachers in HPHM schools worried more about their job security 

based on their students’ performance on assessments than teachers in non-HPHM schools.   

They also felt that certain issues (including class cutting, lack of parent involvement, tardiness, 

and student misbehaviors) were more problematic than teachers in non-HPHM schools.  

 Teachers in non-HPHM schools felt more supported by parents than teachers in HPHM 

schools.  They also spent less of their own money without reimbursement than teachers in 

HPHM schools, who outspent them by $81.28.  Teachers in non-HPHM schools felt more 

control over what happened in their classrooms.  Teachers felt more control over classroom 

discipline; assigning homework and grading; selecting the skills, topics, and content they taught; 

selecting teaching techniques; and selecting textbooks and other material.   

 Just under three-quarters (74.2%) of teachers in non-HPHM schools agreed their schools 

were well-run compared to 69.9% of teachers in HPHM schools.  Whether lack of agreement 

becomes a push factor influencing teachers to leave will be the subject of the next section, which 

describes results of binary logistic regression. 

Summary of Descriptive and Inferential Data 

 The descriptive data presented here provide valuable information for educators, 

researchers, and policymakers about how teachers perceive the work environments of their 

current buildings.  These results may be particularly useful to those state education agencies that 
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elect to administer a school climate and safety survey as their indicator of school quality or 

student success as required by the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015).   

Presentation of Results of Binary Logistic Regression 

Teachers in non-HPHM and HPHM schools nationwide shared similar perspectives on 

many of the predictor variables in this study.  Other factors influenced teachers in these buildings 

to respond differently, based on the type of school in which they worked.  Binary logistic 

regression was analyzed to uncover whether the presence or lack of specific working conditions 

were push or pull factors, influencing teachers to remain in or to leave teaching.  The regression 

sample contained 16,170 unweighted cases; of these, 68.1% planned to remain in teaching, 

16.4% planned to leave teaching, and 15.5% were undecided.  Sixty-seven predictor variables 

were analyzed with the school as the primary sampling unit, the school district as strata, and 

TFNLWGT as weight. The dependent variable, remain in teaching, had three categories: plan to 

remain in teaching, plan to leave, and undecided.  

Only variables that fit the regression model and were found to be statistically significant 

predictors of teachers' retention decisions were included in the complex binary logistic 

regression model.  This model, presented in Table 22, depicts the independent variables that 

influenced teachers’ plans to remain in teaching.  For interpretation of the results of regression, 

we look at the odds ratio, Exp(B) (Field, 2013).  If the value is greater than 1, as the predictor 

variable increases, the odds of the outcome, remaining in teaching, increases. Conversely, when 

the value of the odds ratio is less than 1, as the predictor variable increases, the odds of the 

outcome, remaining in teaching, decreases.   
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Table 22 

 

Variables Influencing Teachers’ Plans to Remain in Teaching (Reference Category = Leave 

Teaching) 

Parameter 

 

             B (SE) 

 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Exp(B) 

 
Exp(B) Lower Upper 

(Intercept)    3.85 (.98) 46.82 6.71 326.53 

T0221=1 1st year, reduced schedule .64 (.14)*** 1.91 1.46 2.50 

T0224=1 1st yr, extra help .37 (.14)** 1.45 1.11 1.90 

T0232=1 1st year, mentor, same subject -.32 (.12)** .73 .57 .92 

T0233=2 1st yr, mentor, improvement, to a small extent -.67 (.20)** .51 .35 .76 

T0233=3 1st yr, mentor, improvement, to a moderate extent -.45 (.17)** .64 .45 .90 

T0336=1 Prof dev, attend, not present -.40 (.17)** .67 .47 .94 

T0340=1 Prof dev, content specific, not useful -1.92 (.22)*** .15 .10 .23 

T0340=2 Prof dev, content specific, somewhat useful -.37 (.12)** .69 .55 .88 

T0359=1 Prof dev spt, scheduled time .27 (.12)** 1.31 1.04 1.65 

T0366=1 Past yr, observe other teachers .31 (.11)* 1.37 1.11 1.68 

T0398=1 Serve as a formal mentor .74 (.20)*** 2.10 1.42 3.12 

T0421=1 No influence, establishing curriculum -.95 (.22)*** .39 .25 .61 

T0421=2 Minor influence, establishing curriculum -.70 (.16)*** .50 .36 .69 

T0421=3 Moderate influence, establishing curriculum -.72 (.13)*** .49 .38 .64 

T0422=1 No influence, determining the content of in-

service professional development programs  

-.47 (.24)* .62 .39 .99 

T0423=1 No Influence, evaluating teachers -2.43 (.49)*** .09 .03 .23 

T0423=2 Minor influence, evaluating teachers -1.75 (.49)** .17 .07 .46 

T0423=3 Moderate influence, evaluating teachers -1.69 (.46)*** .18 .07 .45 

T0424=1 No influence, hiring 1.15 (.30)*** 3.16 1.74 5.74 

T0424=2 Minor influence, hiring .70 (.31)* 2.02 1.10 3.70 

T0425=3 Moderate influence, setting discipline policy .57 (.24)** 1.76 1.10 2.80 

T0428=3 Moderate control, select content .49 (.13)*** 1.63 1.27 2.11 

T0429=1 No control, select techniques -1.51 (.39)*** .22 .10 .47 

T0429=2 Minor control, select techniques 1.34 (.26)*** 3.83 2.31 6.34 

T0431=1 No control, discipline 1.74 (.31)*** 5.67 3.06 10.50 

T0431=2 Minor control, discipline -.47 (.17)** .63 .45 .89 

T0431=3 Moderate control, discipline -.35 (.12)** .71 .55 .90 

T0436=1 Strongly agree, satisfied with salary .51 (.18)** 1.67 1.18 2.36 

T0436=2 Somewhat agree, satisfied with salary .77 (.15)*** 2.15 1.60 2.88 

T0436=3 Disagree, satisfied with salary .67 (.15)*** 1.96 1.47 2.61 

Note. R2 = .16 (Cox & Snell), .25 (Nagelkerke), * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.   
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A closer analysis of the data reveals how these variables acted as push and pull factors.  

This analysis is discussed in the next chapter, which presents the odds ratios for each of these 

variables in the context of a discussion of these findings related to the literature.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter presents a discussion of the results of the data analysis presented in Chapter 

Four.  Connections are made between the literature review and results of this study in order to 

consider implications for school and policy leaders and to make recommendations for further 

study.   

Overview of the Problem 

This study began with a discussion of the misunderstanding over the true nature of the 

shortage of teachers nationwide and Indiana.  The term excess was defined to add clarity to the 

topic.  When school leaders have difficulty staffing their schools, the reason may not be due to a 

shortage of teachers but instead due to an excess demand in schools where certain conditions 

push teachers to migrate to new buildings or leave the teaching profession.  The term “revolving 

door” (Ingersoll, 1999) was used to refer to those buildings that experience a continual need to 

hire teachers for positions.  Data were presented detailing the 10 disciplines that have 

experienced shortages in Indiana since the 1990-1991 school year (see Table 1) and the four 

areas nationwide that have experienced shortages: mathematics, science, special education, and 

bilingual/English Language Learner teachers (Berry & Hirsch, 2005; Sutcher et al., 2016).  This 

discussion helped clarify that while shortages may exist, they are limited to subject, school type, 

and geographical areas.  The problem of excess teacher turnover may be greatly diminished if 

fewer push factors were in place and more pull factors existed to influence teachers to want to 

remain in their buildings.  Push factors are those working conditions that influence teachers to 

want to migrate to new buildings or leave the profession altogether.  Pull factor are working 

conditions that influence teachers to want to stay in their buildings.  Principals and other school 
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leaders are able to create conditions that influence teachers to want to stay; likewise, these 

leaders are in positions to eliminate or ameliorate those working conditions which push teachers 

away from their buildings. 

Purpose of the Study 

 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the differences in how teachers in 

high poverty or high minority (HPHM) and non-high poverty or high minority (non-HPHM) 

schools in Indiana and across the nation perceived the working conditions in their schools and to 

uncover whether a relationship existed between these working conditions and teachers’ plans to 

remain in teaching or leave their positions.  The independent variables included 67 variables 

organized under the headings education and training, professional development, working 

condition, and school climate and teacher attitudes.  The dependent variable was remain in 

teaching.   

Research Questions 

This study was designed to answer three research questions:  

1. How do the perceptions of working conditions of full-time, secondary-level Indiana 

teachers working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM 

public schools across the state?  

2. How do the perceptions of working conditions by full-time, secondary-level teachers 

working in HPHM public schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public 

schools across the nation?  

3. Which working conditions predict retention decisions of full-time, secondary-level public 

school teachers? 
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Review of the Research Methods 

This study examined the perceptions of working conditions by full-time teachers working 

in four types of secondary-level schools: non-HPHM schools nationwide, non-HPHM schools in 

Indiana, HPHM schools nationwide, and HPHM schools in Indiana.  After crosstabulation was 

analyzed, both Chi-Square Tests and T-Tests were conducted to learn how teachers in non-

HPHM and HPHM schools in Indiana and across the nation perceived the working conditions in 

their buildings.  Binary logistic regression was then analyzed to learn which working conditions 

were predictors of teachers’ plans to either remain in or leave teaching.   

Major Findings  

 The following is a brief description of the major findings from this research:   

• One in five novice Indiana teachers serving non-HPHM schools did not 

participate in an induction program and only 55% were assigned to work with a 

mentor. 

• Fewer than 20% of teachers across the nation served as a mentor teacher, yet 

those who did were twice as likely to remain in teaching.   

• Class size was not a statistically significant predictor of teacher retention and 

salary was inconclusive.   

• Indiana teachers worried about the security of their jobs due to the performance of 

their students on state/local assessments at much higher rates than their national 

counterparts.   

• Teachers perceived they had little influence over setting school-wide discipline 

policy. 

• Teachers perceived they had moderate to a great deal of control over 
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textbook/content selection and classroom discipline and a great deal of control 

over teaching techniques, grading, and homework.  

• Four out of five teachers agreed their administration was supportive and 

encouraging of staff members. 

• Seven percent of non-HPHM school teachers and 9.5% of HPHM school teachers 

planned to continue teaching until a life event, such as parenthood, or a more 

desirable job opportunity presents itself. Only 1.1% of non-HPHM school 

teachers and 2.1% of HPHM school teachers planned to leave as soon as they 

could.  

• The following working conditions were found to be pull factors, predicting 

teachers will remain in teaching:  

o 1st year – having a reduced teaching schedule or number of classes to 

prepare for and extra classroom assistance (e.g., teacher aides); 

o Professional development support –scheduled time in the contract year; 

o Past year – observe other teachers; 

o Serve as a formal mentor; 

o Influence on school policy – no or minor influence over hiring new full-

time teachers compared to those with a great deal of influence; 

o Control in classroom – moderate control over selecting content, topics, 

and skills to be taught compared with a great deal of control; 

o Control in classroom – minor control over selecting teaching techniques 

compared with a great deal of control; 

o Control in classroom – no control over disciplining students compared 
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with a great deal of control; and  

o Strongly or somewhat agree and somewhat disagree – satisfied with salary 

compared with strongly disagree. 

• The following working conditions were found to be push factors, predicting that 

teachers will leave teaching:  

o 1st year – having a mentor in the same subject area and improving from 

work with a mentor to a small or moderate extent compared with to a 

great extent; 

o Professional development – attending workshops, conferences, or training 

sessions (not as a presenter) and finding content specific professional 

development not or somewhat useful compared with very useful; 

o Influence on school policy – no, minor, or moderate influence on 

establishing curriculum compared with a great deal of influence; 

o Influence on school policy – no influence determining the content of in-

service professional development programs compared to a great deal of 

influence; 

o Influence on school policy – no, minor, or moderate influence on 

evaluating teachers compared with a great deal of influence; 

o Control in classroom – no control over selecting teaching techniques 

compared with a great deal of control; and 

o Control in classroom – minor or moderate control over student discipline 

compared with a great deal of control. 
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Findings Related to the Literature 

 In this section, I elaborate on the major findings that will be discussed in relationship to 

the literature.  The findings are organized by research question.   

 Research question one.  The first research question, how do the perceptions of working 

conditions by secondary-level Indiana teachers working in HPHM public schools differ from 

teachers working in non-HPHM public schools across the state, addressed the perceptions of the 

working conditions by teachers working in Indiana’s HPHM and non-HPHM schools.  These 

perceptions were revealed through descriptive and inferential statistics.  Findings unique to 

Indiana will be addressed in the sections that follow.   

Education and training.  After hiring the best teachers possible, school leaders have the 

opportunity to increase the knowledge and skills of newly hired teachers through induction and 

mentor programs (Strong and Villar, 2007).  Myung, Martinez, and Nodstrum (2013) discussed 

the need to develop teacher human capital by providing individualized support to develop newly 

hired teachers.  Induction and mentor programs are two common approaches schools employ to 

provide that support.   

Induction program.  Results of this study revealed that, despite Indiana’s historical 

commitment to induction programs (Freemyer et al., 2010; Hudson, Grissmer, and Kirby, 1991), 

during the 2011-2012 school year, one in five novice teachers working in the state’s non-HPHM 

schools did not receive support through an induction program.  These teachers were also less 

likely to be assigned a mentor teacher than were Indiana teachers serving in HPHM schools or to 

participate in seminars and other classes designed for new teachers.   

Two components of an induction program were found to be pull factors in the regression 

model: being assigned a reduced schedule or number of classes to prepare for and receiving 
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assigned extra classroom assistance, such as a teacher’s aide.  In Indiana non-HPHM schools, 

only 1.5% of teachers were given a reduced teaching schedule or number of classes to prepare 

for, while <1% of teachers in HPHM schools were provided this working condition.  Just under 

30% of all Indiana teachers were provided extra classroom assistance. One component, having a 

mentor who taught in the same subject area, was a push factor.   The majority of Indiana’s 

teachers were assigned a mentor in the same subject area during the 2011-2012 school year.  

Several studies provided evidence that participation in an induction program (Ingersoll, 2004; 

Kang and Berliner, 2012; Haynes, 2014), attending seminars or other classes for novice teachers 

(Kang and Berliner, 2012; Strong and Villar, 2007), and having a mentor in the same subject 

area (Ingersoll, 2004; Strong and Villar, 2007) led to increased teacher retention.   

Mentors.  Indiana teachers working in non-HPHM public schools were the least likely to 

be assigned a mentor compared with their Indiana peers working in HPHM schools and with all 

full-time, secondary-level teachers nationwide.  Multiple studies have demonstrated that teachers 

benefit from having a mentor and are more likely to continue teaching if they work with a 

mentor teacher (Gray and Taie, 2015; Guarino et al., 2006; Ingersoll, 2004; Strong and Villar, 

2007).  While most Indiana teachers found at least a small, moderate, or great deal of 

improvement in their work as a result of working with their mentor, no statistical significance 

was found between teachers in HPHM and non-HPHM schools in Indiana.    

 Professional development.  Indiana teachers in HPHM schools attended more 

professional development sessions and received more professional development about their 

content areas and student discipline than teachers in non-HPHM schools.  They were also given 

more release time during the school year and more time was scheduled to receive professional 

development.  However, Indiana teachers were not provided the scheduled time in the contract 
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year for professional development to the same extent their national peers were.  The Indiana 

Department of Education (2014) cautioned that professional development needs to be responsive 

to teachers’ needs.  This is noteworthy given that two-thirds of Indiana teachers in HPHM 

schools indicated they either strongly somewhat agreed with the statement, the level of student 

misbehavior in this school (such as noise, horseplay or fighting in the halls, cafeteria, or student 

lounge) interferes with my teaching compared with one-third of Indiana teachers in non-HPHM 

schools.   

 While the majority of teachers in schools nationwide (63.3% in non-HPHM and 70.4% in 

HPHM schools) observed other teachers, more principals may want to implement peer 

observation programs in their schools.  The Schools and Staffing Survey asked teachers whether 

they had observed, or been observed by, other teachers in their classrooms for at least 10 minutes 

as the final question in the section covering professional development.  Therefore, this question 

was answered by all respondents, not just novice teachers.  As will be discussed, peer 

observations were a pull factor and predicted that teachers who observed other teachers were 

more likely to remain in teaching.  The topic of teachers observing other teachers is discussed in 

the literature within the context of an induction program (Brill & McCartney, 2008; Podolsky, 

2017; Wei, 2009; Wong, 2004).  Krasnoff (2018) discussed teacher observations of other 

teachers as a best practice of site-based professional development.  In Indiana, 56.4% of non-

HPHM school and 72.9% of HPHM school teachers observed their peers. 

 Working conditions.   While only one variable in this section, serving as a mentor, was 

shown to predict teachers’ retention decisions, several descriptive findings are worthy of 

discussion.   
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Access to resources.  Sometimes, what is not found in research is as surprising as what is 

found.  For Indiana teachers in non-HPHM and HPHM schools, access to resources was not 

found to be statistically significant, an unexpected finding that seems to contradict previous 

studies.  Grissmer and Kirby’s (1992) study of attrition in Indiana schools found that science 

teachers, in particular, were influenced to exit their buildings if they were poorly equipped with 

necessary lab equipment.   

Mentorship.  Nineteen percent of Indiana teachers in HPHM schools served as a mentor 

during the 2011-2012 school year.  Only 13.2% of Indiana teachers working in non-HPHM 

public schools served as mentors.  Indiana teachers lose several benefits when they do not serve 

as a mentor to a novice teacher: professional development (Heisted, 1999), reflection about 

planning and delivery or instruction, practice with cognitive coaching that may be applied to the 

classroom, improved classroom management and student discipline strategies, more frequent and 

effective use of technology in the classroom, increased collaboration with other teachers (Clinard 

& Ariav, 1997), and improved self-esteem and professional empowerment (Huling & Resta, 

2001).    

Teacher workload.  During the 2011-2012 school year, Indiana teachers worried about 

their jobs because of the performance of their students or their schools on state and/or local tests.   

This finding is consistent with Dwyer’s (2013) conclusion from her analysis of the 1999-2000 

Schools and Staffing Survey that “teachers in states with stronger accountability are more likely 

to strongly or somewhat agree with this statement (I worry about their job security due to student 

performance on assessments) and less likely to strongly disagree” (p. 242).   This worry by 

HPHM school teachers in Indiana in 2012 may be the result of legislation passed during the 2011 

General Assembly, including the largest school voucher program in the nation, mandated teacher 
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evaluations, new laws regarding the establishment of charter schools that increased their 

numbers, and tougher school accountability measures (American Legislative Exchange Council, 

2017).   Further, Indiana teachers experienced rapid changes in education during the reform era 

of former Superintendent of Public Instruction (2008-2012) Tony Bennett, when teacher 

evaluations were re-written and Common Core was quickly adopted.  The Schools and Staffing 

Survey, renamed The National Teacher and Principal Survey (NTPS), was administered during 

the 2015-2016 school year.  When data are released, analysis of Indiana teachers’ perceptions of 

their worry about the security of their jobs based on their students’ performance on assessments 

(question 7-3.m) is warranted.  

School climate and teacher attitudes.  The findings described in this section reveal 

differences in how Indiana teachers serving HPHM schools and non-HPHM public schools 

perceived the support they received, their school’s cultural climate, their influence over school 

policy and control in their classrooms, and their salaries. 

Collegiality.  The lower percentage by Indiana teachers in HPHM schools (63.4%) who 

felt teachers in their schools liked being there and could be described as a satisfied group is 

notable when compared to Indiana teachers in non-HPHM schools (81.4%).  These findings 

should propel school administrators in Indiana’s HPHM schools to strive to create collegial 

environments to increase teacher satisfaction.  In order to do so, principals need time to create 

those collegial environments.  Principal turnover was 23% from the 2011-2012 to 2012-2013 

school year with 7% of these principals moving to new schools and 11% leaving for different 

types of jobs (Goldring & Taie, 2014).  The School Leaders Network (2014) argued that half of 

new principals leave their schools before their fourth year of leadership, because “The job is 

simply too complex, too poorly constructed, too isolating. School leaders lack the ongoing 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  145 

 

 

 

support and development required to maintain and foster sustained commitment” (p. 1).  To 

create collegial working environments that both attract and retain the best teachers, building-

level leaders need their own support and professional development. 

Influence on decision-making.  Nearly three-quarters of Indiana teachers in HPHM 

schools indicated they had no or only minor influence over their schools’ discipline policy.  As 

will be discussed, teachers with moderate influence were nearly twice as likely to remain in 

teaching.  Teachers in Indiana’s non-HPHM schools perceived they had more control over 

content, topics, and skills and establishing school-wide curriculum policy than all other teachers 

in the sample.   

 Parent support.  Nearly half of Indiana’s teachers working in HPHM schools perceived 

lack of parent involvement as a Serious problem (48.2%).  According to the most recent data 

available from the Schools and Staffing Survey, teachers working in HPHM schools across the 

U.S. would like to have received more support and, at even higher rates, more involvement in 

their schools by parents.  HPHM school teachers agreed that lack of parent involvement was a 

problem in their schools at higher levels than teachers not working in these schools.  Lack of 

parent involvement becomes a push factor, according to Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2011), that 

influences teachers to migrate to a different building or leave teaching altogether.  

 Salary.  Although Indiana teachers earned a lower salary than their counterparts 

nationwide, over half self-reported they were satisfied with their teaching salary.  Combined, 

Indiana full-time, secondary-level teachers earned on average $48,578, ranking them 25th in the 

nation.  In 2012, Indiana’s median household income was $45,000-$49.999, placing the state in 

the second lowest quartile for U.S. median household income, which was $51,371 (Noss, 2013).  

One reason over half of Indiana teachers reported they were satisfied with their salary may have 
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been because they earned at the upper end of Indiana’s median average.  Yet not all of Indiana’s 

teachers feel positively about their teaching salary.  Nearly one-quarter of teachers working in 

HPHM schools nationally and in Indiana indicated they strongly disagreed to the statement, I am 

satisfied with my teaching salary.   

 School safety and discipline.  Indiana educators and legislators should be aware of the 

disparate views of Indiana teachers about school safety and student discipline in their schools.  

Indiana teachers working in HPHM schools perceived that student misbehavior interfered with 

their teaching at higher rates than the other three groups, with 64.2% indicating the level of 

student misbehavior in this school (such as noise, horseplay or fighting in the halls, cafeteria, or 

student lounge) interferes with my teaching was either a serious or moderate problem.  In 

contrast, over 65% of teachers working in non-HPHM public schools in Indiana felt that student 

misbehavior was not a problem in their classrooms.  Teachers working in HPHM schools 

perceived student tardiness and absenteeism, student class-cutting, and teacher absenteeism were 

bigger problems than did teachers in non-HPHM schools.  Teachers in HPHM schools perceived 

student absenteeism as the most problematic variable in the survey.  The variable perceived as 

the least problematic in both schools was teacher absenteeism, which was perceived as almost 

not a problem in non-HPHM schools and a minor problem in HPHM schools.  These descriptive 

data would provide useful comparative data should the Indiana Department of Education elect to 

require teachers to take a school climate and culture survey in order to fulfill the measurement of 

school quality or student success requirement of the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015).  The 

state’s approved State Template for the Consolidated State Plan Under the Every Student 

Succeeds Act (IDOE, 2018) stated further study is needed before including a culture or climate 

survey or assessment in the state plan.  



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  147 

 

 

 

Research question two.  The second research question addressed in this study was, how 

do the perceptions of working conditions by secondary-level teachers working in HPHM public 

schools differ from teachers working in non-HPHM public schools across the nation.   

  Education and training.  The Schools and Staffing Survey’s questions in this section 

sought to uncover novice teachers’ perceptions about their college teacher preparation programs 

and about the training they received during their first years working as a teacher.  The following 

sections address that teacher training. 

  Induction program.  Less than 3% of novice teachers serving any of the four school types 

were assigned a reduced teaching schedule or number of courses to prepare while one in five 

novice teachers received extra help in their classrooms.  Both of these variables were found to be 

pull factors in the regression model.  The majority of teachers nationwide were assigned a 

mentor who taught in the same subject area.  This factor was found to be a push factor in the 

regression analysis.    

 Mentors.  Over 90% of American teachers found at least a small, moderate, or great deal 

of improvement in their work as a result of working with their mentor.   The Schools and Staffing 

Survey did not delineate any difference between paid and non-paid mentors, so we do not know 

what percent of mentors were paid for their time.  Until further study is conducted, we do not 

know whether working with a paid mentor increased novice teachers’ perceptions about the 

extent they improved from this relationship.    

Professional development.  Four variables under the heading professional development 

were found to be push or pull factors:  attending professional development sessions, the extent to 

which teachers found content specific professional development was useful, receiving scheduled 

time in the school year for professional development, and observing other teachers.  Three-
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quarters of teachers in non-HPHM and HPHM schools received scheduled time for professional 

development.  Just under half found content specific professional development to be useful.  

Eighty-nine percent of teachers in both types of schools attended workshops, conferences, or 

training sessions (not as a presenter).  More teachers in the nation’s HPHM schools, 70.4%, 

observed other teachers compared with 63.3% of non-HPHM school teachers.   

Less than half of American teachers received professional development about student 

discipline and classroom management.  Nationwide, 34.1% of teachers working in non-HPHM 

schools, and 50.3% of teachers working in HPHM schools agreed that student misbehavior 

interfered with their teaching. Given the abundant research that demonstrates the relationship 

between student misbehavior and teacher turnover (Boyd, et al., 2011 Brill & McCartney, 2008; 

Hanushek & Rivkin, 2007; Ingersoll & May, 2012 Marinell, 2016), including novice teacher 

turnover (Haverback, 2014; Weiss, 1999), principals and policymakers may want to consider 

providing teachers with professional development on culturally responsive classroom 

management and student discipline approaches.   

Nationwide, 75% of teachers in HPHM and 83% of teachers in non-HPHM schools 

agreed they were provided the necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy 

machines are available as needed by the staff.   A lack of access to supplies is likely one reason 

teachers in HPHM schools spent on average $408.05 of their own money on classroom supplies, 

without reimbursement, compared to $326.77 by non-HPHM school teachers.  The research 

demonstrated a link between lack of access to resources and teacher turnover.  This lack of 

resources to teach effectively has shown in prior studies to be a push factor (Boyd et al., 2010; 

Dunn, 2015; Johnson et al., 2012; Sutcher et al., 2016).   
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Working conditions.  Two working conditions under this heading will be discussed in 

this section: serving as a mentor teacher and class size.   

Mentorship.  Nationally, less than one in five teachers served as a formal mentor or 

mentor coordinator the previous year.  Teachers who serve as mentors grow professionally 

(Clinard & Ariav, 1997; Huling & Resta, 2001; Villar & Strong, 2007).  As the regression results 

revealed, these teachers are also more likely to remain in teaching.    

Teacher workload.  During the 2011-2012 school year, class sizes were similar in schools 

across the nation, both in non-HPHM (22.3 students) and in HPHM schools (22.6 students).  

Class size was not found in regression analysis to be a statistically significant predictor of 

American teachers’ plans to remain in or teaching.  This finding supports the studies by Charters 

(1956), Borman and Dowling (2008), and Krasnoff (2018) but contradicts the findings by 

Grissmer and Kirby (1992).  Future studies using the National Teacher and Principal Survey 

(NTPS), the new name for the SASS, should focus on the relationship between class size and 

teachers’ job satisfaction and teachers’ worry about their job security due to their students’ 

performance on assessments.  

 School climate and teacher attitudes.  The findings from this study revealed that, in 

general, average full-time, secondary-level American teachers worked collaboratively with their 

peers and liked being in their school.  Teachers felt they had more control over what happens in 

their classrooms than they had influence over school-wide policies.  Lack of parent involvement 

was a problem in schools nationwide.  Teachers felt supported by their principals and liked being 

in their schools.  While teachers in non-HPHM schools were satisfied with their teaching salary, 

teachers in HPHM schools were not.  Teachers in HPHM schools felt student misbehavior 

interfered with their teaching, while non-HPHM school teachers did not.  These findings will be 
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discussed in greater depth in relation to the literature in the sections that follow.   

 Collaboration.  Nearly 80% of teachers in both school types across the nation agreed 

there was collaboration among their staff.  Even higher percentages of teachers were making a 

conscious effort to coordinate the content of their courses with other teachers.  These findings 

negate Ingersoll’s (2009) assertion that teachers work in isolation and Choy et al. (1993) who 

found that teachers worked in isolation, with little collaboration or communication with other 

teachers.  The push for Professional Learning Communities to ease the isolation of teachers 

began in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s with studies by Rosenholtz (1989), Little and 

McLaughlin (1993), and Newman and Wehlage (1995).  Data from the present study 

demonstrates that work over the past 20 years to structure schools so that teachers work 

collaboratively has been successful.  Johnson (2006) explained that collaboration influences both 

student achievement and teacher’s satisfaction.  These are important reasons for school leaders to 

strive to create collaborative work environments because teacher collaboration benefits both 

students and teachers.   

Influence on decision-making.  Half of all teachers indicated they had influence over 

setting performance standards for the students in their schools, but less than half of all teachers 

perceived they had influence over determining the content of in-service professional 

development programs.  Teachers perceived they had little influence over hiring decisions, 

teacher evaluations, the school budget, and school discipline policy.  Weiss (1999) noted that 

novice teachers who perceived they had influence over school-wide discipline policies were not 

only more likely to remain in teaching, they were more likely to put forth their best efforts.  

Ingersoll, Merrill, & Stuckey (2014) found a link between minority teacher retention and more 

influence on decision making. Curriculum was the area of influence teachers perceived they 
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influenced most.  Teachers in non-HPHM schools perceived they had more influence over these 

seven factors than teachers in HPHM schools.  Of the seven variables measured under influence 

on decision-making, it is notable that teachers felt they had the most influence on setting school 

policy in regards to establishing curriculum policy because this variable affects the work of 

teachers in their classrooms more than the other six.  It is in the classroom where teachers felt 

their sphere of influence was strongest.  The present study is able to provide this level of 

specificity because, unlike other studies such as Ingersoll’s seminal 2001 study, the areas of 

influence specified in the Schools and Staffing Survey (setting performance standards at this 

school, establishing curriculum, determining the content of in-service professional development 

programs, evaluating teachers, hiring new full-time teachers, setting discipline policy, and 

deciding how the school budget will be spent) were not combined into one variable using factor 

analysis.  

School leaders were not micromanaging teachers’ work in their classrooms.  Teachers in 

both school types felt they had more control, or autonomy, over classroom factors (selecting 

textbooks, selecting content, teaching techniques, evaluating and grading students, disciplining 

students, and assigning homework) than they had influence on school policies.  More than 92% 

of teachers in all school-types felt they had control over their teaching techniques, grading 

students, and assigning homework.  These are positive findings because the literature 

demonstrated that teachers who have more control over their work in the classroom were more 

likely to remain in teaching (Guarino, 2006; Ingersoll and May, 2012).   

Principal leadership.  Nearly four out of five teachers in all states working in either 

HPHM or non-HPHM schools perceived their principal enforces school rules for student 

conduct and backs me up when I need it.  Even higher percentages agreed their principal knows 
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what kind of school he or she wants and has communicated it to the staff.   

 One of the last questions teachers were asked in the 2011-2012 Schools and Staffing 

Survey was to what extent they agreed they like the way things are run at this school.  It is 

interesting that after teachers in HPHM schools reflected on topics such as their lack of influence 

over setting school-wide policy; lack of parent support and involvement; problems of student 

misbehavior, tardiness, and student absenteeism; worry over the security of their jobs due their 

students’ performance on assessments; and their expenditures on classroom supplies, the 

majority of teachers reported they liked the way things were run at their schools (73.2% in non-

HPHM and 69.9% in HPHM schools nationwide agreed).  These findings provide a level of 

insight into teachers’ beliefs that the literature does not provide.  The 2016 publication by 

Sutcher, Darling-Hammond, and Carver-Thompson serves as an example.  In this report entitled 

A Coming Crisis in Teaching: Teacher Supply, Demand, and Shortage in the U.S., the authors 

presented data for a combined set of variables to measure the influence of principals on teacher 

turnover. Individual components of a principal’s work are combined in other studies, as well 

(Boyd et al., 2009; Kraft et al., 2016) so that little is known about how teachers perceive each 

distinct variable.  The descriptive data provided in this study shed light on how teachers perceive 

these individual components of their principal’s work.   

 Principal support.  The descriptive data showed similarities in teachers’ perceptions that 

their administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging, whether teachers 

worked in HPHM schools or non-HPHM schools nationwide.  In HPHM schools, 81.8% of 

teachers agreed with the statement while 84.1% of teachers in non-HPHM schools agreed.  This 

finding raises the question, if principal support has been found to be a strong push or pull factor, 

and teachers working in HPHM schools have higher turnover rates (Balu et al., 2010; Brill & 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  153 

 

 

 

McCartney, 2008; Grissmer, 2000; Goldhaber et al., 2007; Ingersoll and May, 2012; Ingersoll, 

Merrill, & Stuckey, 2014; Opfer, 2011), why did teachers in both types agree their school 

administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging, and why did teachers 

in both types of schools like the way things were run in their schools?  “Teachers' perceptions of 

the school administration have by far the greatest influence on teacher retention plans” (Boyd et 

al., 2011, p. ii).  Because the variables measuring principal support and leadership were not 

included in the regression model for the present study, school leaders will have to rely on the 

abundant literature that demonstrates the impact of their leadership on teachers’ retention 

decisions.  

Salary.  Teachers in HPHM schools nationwide were the least satisfied group with their 

salary, with 47.8% reporting they were satisfied.  This same group earned the highest mean 

salary, $54,862.03.  This finding is as contradictory as are the findings from the binary 

regression analysis, which will be discussed in the next section.   

School safety and discipline.  Nationally, fewer teachers working in non-HPHM public 

schools perceived student misbehavior was a problem in their classrooms than teachers in 

HPHM schools.  The literature demonstrates student discipline problems have been a leading 

factor in teacher turnover.  Several researchers discussed the relationship between student 

discipline problems and new teacher turnover (Kukla-Acevedo, 2009; Mee and Haverback, 

2014; Weiss, 1999) and turnover by urban school teachers (Ingersoll, 2001).   

Research question three.  The final research question asked, which working conditions 

predict retention decisions of full-time, secondary-level public school teachers.  What follows is 

a discussion of the 16 working conditions that were predictive of teachers’ plans to remain in or 

to leave teaching.  
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Education and training.  The training teachers receive at their schools may influence 

them to remain in or leave teaching altogether.  Four working conditions in this section were 

found to be pull factors: having a reduced teaching schedule or number of classes to prepare for, 

having extra classroom assistance, being provided scheduled time during the school year for 

professional development, and observing or being observed by other teachers.  Four working 

conditions were shown to be push factors:  having a mentor in the same subject area, attending 

workshops; conferences; or training sessions, having no influence over the content of 

professional development, and finding content specific professional development less useful.  

These findings are discussed in detail in the follow sections.   

Induction program.  Two components of an induction program were found to be pull 

factors.  Teachers who had a reduced schedule or number of classes to prepare for were almost 

twice as likely (odds ratio = 1.91) to remain in teaching than those who did not have a reduced 

schedule or number of preparations during their first year of teaching.  This finding contradicts 

the findings of Haynes (2014), Ingersoll (2004), and Kang and Berliner (2012), whose analysis 

of the 1999 School and Staffing Survey and 2001 Teacher Follow-up Survey found that a 

reduced teaching schedule or number of classes to prepare for influenced teachers’ plans to 

remain in teaching.  Second, teachers who were provided extra classroom assistance, such as 

teacher aides, during their first year of teaching were 1.45 times more likely to remain in 

teaching than those who were not.  This finding aligned with the findings of Kang & Berliner 

(2012).  Providing a reduced schedule and number of classes to prepare for and extra classroom 

assistance to first year teachers may incur financial costs or may simply require careful planning 

of teacher and teacher aid schedules to provide cost-effective support that novice teachers need.   

Mentors.  The binary logistic regression showed that first year teachers who were 
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assigned a mentor who taught the same subject area were .73 times less likely to plan to remain 

in teaching than teachers who were not.  This finding contradicts the research of Smith and 

Ingersoll (2004) whose research showed having a mentor in the same subject area resulted 

reduced the risk of leaving by 30%. Other researchers demonstrated that the quality of a mentor 

is more important than knowledge expertise (Polikoff et al., 2015; Wood & Stanulis, 2009).  

First-year teachers benefit by working with a mentor who helps them become acclimated to their 

new school and one who is skilled with classroom management and working with parents.  

Focusing on content area curriculum and instruction may not meet the needs of first year 

teachers.  Matching the right mentor to the protégé is important (Tenore et al., 2010).  School 

leaders should, therefore, consider matching first year teachers with mentors who are able to help 

new teachers with the unique struggles they face.  

Having a mentor from the same subject area was shown to be less important than having 

a mentor who the first-year teacher perceived as helping them improve their teaching to a great 

extent.  The odds ratios for remaining in teaching was less than one for those who found working 

with a mentor improved their teaching to a small or moderate extent, indicating these teachers 

were less likely to remain in teaching than were teachers who felt they improved to a great 

extent (see Table 22).  This finding supports the work of Polikoff et al. (2015) who found that 

mentor quality influences the outcome of successful mentoring.  Therefore, to increase novice 

teacher retention, implementing a high-quality mentor program that grows first year teachers’ 

skills, abilities, and feelings of self-efficacy may be more important than simply having a mentor 

program.  Glazerman et al. (2010) recommended training for mentors.    

Professional development.  Scheduled time for professional development was shown in 

the regression data to be a pull factor.  The odds ratio for having scheduled time in the contract 
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year for professional development was 1.31, indicating that the odds increased 1.31 times for 

remaining in teaching when comparing teachers who had this scheduled time versus those who 

did not.  One possible explanation for this finding is that teachers may like working for school 

leaders committed to supporting teachers by providing this time.  Another may be that teachers 

prefer having to attend professional development activities during the school year instead of 

during the summer.  This finding supports the work of Carroll (2014), Krasnoff (2014), and Wei 

et al. (2009) who linked job-embedded professional development to teacher retention.   

The regression model showed attending a workshops, conferences, or training sessions 

decreased the likelihood a teacher would plan to remain in teaching (odds ratio = .67).  This 

finding supports the research that teachers benefit by receiving ongoing, job-embedded 

professional development rather than attending workshops, conferences, or training sessions 

(Gulamhussein, 2013; Krasnoff, 2018; Wei et al., 2009; Wong, 2004).  As indicated earlier, 89% 

of teachers nationwide attended these types of professional development sessions.  Professional 

development should continuously occur within the school and classroom to support teachers’ 

professional growth, and school leaders would be wise to include teachers in deciding the 

content of in-service professional development sessions.  Analysis showed that teachers who 

have no influence determining the content of in-service professional development programs 

(odds ratio = .62) were less likely to remain in teaching than those who had a great deal of 

influence.  This finding supports Berry et al. (2010), who detailed the link between teachers’ 

influence on decision making and teacher retention.   

The odds ratio was less than one for teachers who found content specific professional 

development not useful or somewhat useful, indicating these teachers were less likely to plan to 

remain in teaching than teachers who felt this type of professional development to be very useful 
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(see Table 22).  This means that content specific professional development was a push factor 

when it was perceived as having no or little usefulness and a pull factor when it was deemed to 

be very useful.  Professional development must meet teachers’ needs (Indiana Department of 

Education, 2014), be job-embedded (Carroll, 2014; Krasnoff, 2014), and be ongoing (Goldhaber 

et al., 2007; Krasnoff, 2018; Wei et al., 2009; Wong, 2004).   

The variable observe other teachers was included in the chi-square test and regression 

model simply to learn its importance; few studies on teacher retention included this variable as 

one that influences teachers to plan to remain or to leave teaching.  Analysis uncovered that 

teachers who either observed, or were observed by, other teachers were 1.37 times more likely to 

plan to remain in teaching.  This finding supports Wong’s (2004) assertion that teachers who 

observe and are observed by other teachers as part of sustained job-embedded professional 

development are more likely to remain in teaching.  School leaders who do not provide 

opportunities for teachers to observe their peers may be interested in implementing a teacher 

observation protocol to reduce attrition at their schools.   

Working conditions.  This section will detail the working conditions that serve as push 

and pull factors, influencing teachers’ retention decisions.   

Mentorship.  Data analysis indicated there is a link between serving as a mentor and 

retention decisions. Teachers who served as a formal mentor or mentor coordinator in a school or 

district were more than twice as likely (see Table 22) to plan to remain in teaching than those 

teachers who did not serve as a formal mentor. This finding is consistent with the literature that 

described the benefits to teachers of serving as a mentor (Clinard and Ariav, 1997; Heisted, 

1999; Huling and Resta, 2001; Villar and Strong, 2007).  Nationwide, only 18% of teachers 

served as a formal mentor.  The findings from this study provide evidence that increasing the 
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number of teachers who serve as mentors could lead to increased teacher retention.  The Schools 

and Staffing Survey did not ask teachers to indicate whether they were paid for serving as a 

mentor; it is likely that some mentors were paid while others were not.  This tells us that 

assigning teachers to mentor novice teachers may be a cost-neutral approach toward increasing 

retention of novice teachers. 

Influence on decision-making.  The literature is full of research linking teacher influence 

over school policy and control over the work in their classrooms with teachers’ retention 

decisions (Allensworth, Ponisciak, & Mazzeo, 2009; Berry, Daughtrey, & Wieder, 2010; 

Ingersoll & Perda, 2009).  Teachers who worked in schools where teachers had moderate 

influence on school policy about disciplining students were 1.76 times more likely to plan to 

remain in teaching than those who worked in schools where they believed teachers had a great 

deal of influence over school policy.  One reason for this finding may be that teachers wanted 

different outcomes for school wide policy over disciplining students and felt teachers should 

have slightly less influence so that the policy could be different.   

An unexpected finding was that teachers with no (odds ratio = 3.19) or minor influence 

(odds ratio = 2.02) on hiring new full-time teachers were more likely to remain in teaching than 

teachers who had a great deal of influence.  One possible explanation is that hiring teachers 

requires a great deal of time outside of teachers’ contract hours.  Another is that hiring new 

teachers may be viewed as more of an administrative task, one less directly related to the work of 

teaching such as student performance standards, curriculum, and teaching techniques.  This 

finding cannot be linked to the literature because studies combine, using factor analysis, 

individual indicators of teachers’ influence into one working condition, teachers’ influence on 

decision making.  The study by Allensworth et al. (2009) serves as an example.  In their study of 
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Chicago schools, the authors combined “teachers’ influence on the selection of instructional 

materials, setting of school policy, in-service program planning, discretionary funds spending, 

and hiring of professional staff” (p. 38) under one factor, teacher influence.  By providing data 

about individual influencers such as hiring new teachers, these findings can better help principals 

make decisions about what type of – and to what extent – influence will attract teachers to 

remain in teaching.   

The odds ratios were also far less than one for no, minor, and moderate influence over 

evaluating teachers (see Table 22), indicating teachers who felt they had less influence were 

much less likely to remain in teaching than those who had a great deal of influence over school 

policy on evaluating teachers.  This finding, like influence over hiring, may benefit principals 

who seek to understand what kind of – and to what extent – influence on decision making may 

lead teachers to remain in teaching.  

The odds ratio for having no, minor, or moderate influence on establishing school policy 

on curriculum was less than one (see Table 22), indicating the odds for remaining in teaching 

decreased for teachers who had anything less than a great deal of influence.  When this variable 

was examined as a predictor for plan to leave teaching, the odds ratio for no influence, minor 

influence, and moderate influence were each greater than two, indicating that these teachers were 

at least twice as likely to plan to leave than teachers who had a great deal of influence over 

school-wide curriculum.  This finding is consistent with literature that demonstrated teachers 

want to have influence over the work they do (Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll, Merrill, & Stuckey 

(2014) and illuminates the extent to which teachers want influence over curriculum; they want a 

great deal of influence.  Any level less than a great deal predicted teachers planned to leave 

teaching.   Because lack of influence over curriculum is a push factor, building level leaders 
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should increase teacher involvement in establishing school policy on curriculum.   

With an odds ratio of .62, teachers who felt they had no influence on determining the 

content of in-service professional development programs were more likely to leave teaching than 

teachers who felt they had a great deal of influence.  Other studies such as Ingersoll’s (2011) 

combined variables in a factor analysis. My study separated the variables and examined them 

individually. Therefore, it is sometimes difficult to make direct connections to the literature.   

Perhaps if teachers were to have more influence on determining the content of professional 

development, they would find these programs more useful and, therefore, remain in teaching.  

These results should influence more principals to explore the concept of shared decision-making; 

when teachers perceived they had less than a great deal of influence over school-wide 

curriculum policies, determining the content of in-service professional development programs, 

and teacher evaluations, they were more likely to leave teaching.  When teachers felt they had 

moderate influence over establishing school-wide discipline policies, they were more likely to 

remain in teaching.   

Teachers who felt they had moderate control over selecting content, topics, and skills to 

be taught in their classrooms were 1.63 times more likely to remain in teaching than were 

teachers who felt they had a great deal of control.  While teachers prefer more control than 

minor or no control over the content, topics, and skills they teach, this may be an area where 

teachers prefer to work in collaboration with other teachers or to have more support by 

administration.  

An unexpected finding in the regression analysis was that teachers who perceived the 

teachers in their school had no control in their classrooms over disciplining students were 5.67 

times more likely to remain in teaching than those who had a great deal of control.  This finding 
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is surprising and cannot be explained without further study.  One possible explanation is that the 

teachers who selected no control work in schools where students with discipline issues are sent 

to an administrator to handle.  It should be noted that few teachers in any school type responded 

that they perceived they had no control in this area (nationwide non-HPHM, 2.3%, nationwide 

HPHM, 1.3%, Indiana non-HPHM, 1.3%, and Indiana HPHM, .7%).  Not surprising is that 

teachers with minor (odds ratio = .63) and moderate control (odds ratio = .71) over disciplining 

students in the classroom were less likely to remain in teaching than those who had a great deal 

of control.          

The binary logistic regression analysis demonstrated that control over teaching 

techniques was a pull factor and that not having control was a push factor.  The odds ratio for the 

having no control in their classroom over selecting teaching techniques was .22, indicating 

teachers who perceived they had no control over instructional pedagogy were much more likely 

to leave teaching than were those who felt they had a great deal of control.  Teachers appear to 

want to have minor control over instructional strategies; these teachers were 3.83 times more 

likely to remain in teaching than were those who had a great deal of control.  These data reveal 

that the extent to which teachers have control over teaching techniques is informative.  Teachers 

who had moderate control were more likely to remain than those who had a great deal of 

control; school leaders would benefit from this level of analysis.  It may reveal that while 

teachers do want a moderate amount of control, they may not prefer to have total control; 

instead, they may prefer some collaboration, administrative support, and accountability of their 

teaching techniques.   

It may be wise for principals, since they allow teachers to maintain control over 

classroom factors that may influence student achievement, to offer professional development on 
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these topics to ensure teachers are implementing classroom practices that increase student 

learning.   Recall that attending professional development workshops, conferences, and training 

sessions was a push factor, so building leaders should consider providing ongoing, job-embedded 

professional development.   

Salary.  The odds ratio of 1.67 for strongly agreed to satisfaction with salary indicated 

the odds increased 1.67 times for remaining in teaching when comparing those who strongly 

agreed to being satisfied with salary compared to those who strongly disagreed.  The odds ratio 

was even higher for those who somewhat agreed; these teachers were more than twice as likely 

(odds ratio = 2.15) to remain in teaching than those who strongly disagreed.  Teachers who 

somewhat disagreed they were satisfied with their salary were nearly twice as likely (odds ratio 

= 1.96) to remain in teaching as those who strongly disagreed they were satisfied with their 

salary.  This last finding may be consistent with those studies that found other working 

conditions were stronger influences on teacher retention than salary (Berry, Rasberry, & 

Williams, 2007; Borman & Dowling, 2008; Goldring, Taie, & Riddles, 2014; Hanushek & 

Rivkin, 2007;  Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; 

McKinney, Berry, Dickerson, & Campbell-Whatley, 2007).   

Conclusions 

 We can no longer simply state that the mere presence or absence of a working condition 

predicts teachers’ plans to remain in or leave teaching; this study found it is the extent to which 

teachers perceived these conditions that is important in understanding their influence on 

teachers’ plans.  Where other studies have combined variables using factor analysis to determine 

the influence of working conditions on teachers’ retention decisions (Allensworth, 2009; Boyd et 

al., 2011; Ingersoll, 2001; Ladd, 2011), this study examined the relationship between individual 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  163 

 

 

 

factors and their retention decisions.  The result is a more nuanced description of those variables 

found to be statistically significant predictors of teacher retention and attrition.  For example, 

instead of stating teacher influence over decision-making leads to teacher retention as other 

researchers have stated (Allensworth, 2009; Boyd et al., 2011; Ingersoll, 2001; Ladd, 2011), this 

study specified the individual factors – and to what extent these factors were implemented in 

their schools – influenced teachers’ plans to remain or leave teaching.  This more precise 

presentation of the results of binary logistic regression allow school leaders to design more 

effective policies, plans, and programs to influence teachers to remain in their buildings.   

Implications for Action 

To increase teacher retention and decrease teacher attrition, school leaders and policy makers 

should consider these recommendations: 

• Indiana, a former leader in teacher mentor programs, should reinstitute a teacher 

mentor program.  The General Assembly should authorize a study of the benefits of 

mentor programs on student achievement and teacher retention in part to learn 

whether mentors need to be paid to be deemed very useful by mentees.  

• Provide first year teachers a reduced teaching schedule or number of classes to 

prepare for; extra classroom assistances such as teacher aides; a mentor carefully 

selected to match the personality and unique needs of the mentee; and ensure the 

mentor is able to help the mentee improve his/her teaching to a great extent by 

providing professional development about how to serve as a high-quality mentor. 

• Grow veteran teachers’ professional capacity by selecting them to serve as mentors to 

new teachers.  Select mentors who will be strong matches for mentees whether or not 

they have taught the same content area. 
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• Provide site-based, job-embedded professional development instead of sending 

teachers to workshops, conferences, or training sessions. 

• Ensure that content specific professional development is perceived by teachers as 

being very useful by providing teachers a great deal of influence over determining the 

content of in-service professional development programs and providing scheduled 

time in the contract year for professional development. 

• Provide teachers with professional development about culturally responsive teaching 

and implement a Positive Behavior Intervention and Support system to help teachers 

improve their classroom management and student discipline plans.  Create a 

welcoming school culture to increase parent involvement and strengthen home-school 

connections.  

• Establish peer observations as a prominent component of professional development.  

These observations should include both novice and veteran teachers who learn by 

debriefing, reflecting on personal practice, and providing non-judgmental feedback to 

peers.  

• Increase teacher influence over establishing school policy on curriculum, determining 

the content of in-service professional development, evaluating teachers, and 

disciplining students and decrease participation by teachers in hiring new teachers.  

• Allow teachers to have control in selecting content, topics, and skills to be taught in 

their classrooms and control over selecting teaching techniques while providing 

teachers support for both through professional development. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 The Schools and Staffing Survey asked teachers to consider their plans to remain in 
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teaching; unfortunately, this question does not help policymakers and educators to better 

understand teachers’ plans to remain in their current buildings, migrate to a new school, or leave 

teaching altogether.  Question 66b. asked, how long do you plan to remain in teaching and 

provided survey respondents with eight options:  

1 As long as I am able 

2 Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from this job  

3 Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from a previous job  

4 Until I am eligible for Social Security benefits  

5 Until a specific life event occurs (e.g., parenthood, marriage)  

6 Until a more desirable job opportunity comes along  

7 Definitely plan to leave as soon as I can  

8 Undecided at this time 

To uncover data about teachers’ plans to transfer to a new building or leave teaching altogether, 

option six could be replaced with two options: until a more desirable teaching job opportunity 

comes along and until a more desirable non-teaching job opportunity comes along.   

The second recommendation concerns re-entrants to teaching.  To have an accurate 

understanding of the state-level supply of teaching, ongoing data need to be collected to learn 

how many teachers return to teaching in each state.  These re-entrants increase the annual supply 

of teachers, but it is difficult to predict how many returning teachers will be added to the teacher 

labor supply each year.  During the 2011-2012 school year, 22% of newly hired teachers were re-

entrants to the profession (Warner-Griffin et al., 2016).  Qualitative studies are needed to learn if 

these teachers planned to leave temporarily and if so, if they knew how long they would be out 

of the profession.  Studies need to uncover whether working conditions influence re-entrants to 



ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS  166 

 

 

 

select when and which buildings to return to.  Sutcher et al., (2016) explained, “re-enter teaching 

under the right conditions. Understanding these conditions is important to policymakers, 

particularly in times when shortages emerge” (p. 23).  In order to prevent teacher shortages in the 

geographic locations, building types, and content areas where shortages are most likely to exist, 

it would be useful to know what factors influence teachers to return to teaching before those 

shortages occur.  Legislators could, therefore, respond appropriately to predictions of shortages 

and schools of education could plan recruitment strategies accordingly.   

 Third, this study has uncovered the need for further study about the impact of high stakes 

testing on student achievement, teacher satisfaction, and teacher migration between buildings 

either within or in different school districts.  The worry uncovered in this study by Indiana 

teachers over the security of their jobs based on their students’ performance on state and local 

assessments, especially those working in HPHM schools, is concerning (see Table 14).  The 

analysis by Sutcher et al. (2016) of the Public School Teacher File of the 2011-2012 SASS 

revealed that Indiana demonstrated the highest percentage of teachers worried about job security 

due to testing.  Twenty-six percent of Indiana teachers worried about their job security compared 

to 12% nationwide.  Only six other states experienced percentages similar to Indiana’s: Florida, 

25%, Rhode Island, 23%, Tennessee, 22%, Louisiana, 21%, New Mexico, 20%, and the District 

of Columbia, 20%.  One suggested future study would compare teacher responses to the question 

about worry over job security on each of the eight Schools and Staffing Surveys administered 

between 1987-1988 and 2015-2016 to look for connections to school reform efforts and to 

national economic cycles.   Another suggested future study would examine the influence of class 

size on teachers’ worry about their job security based on the performance of their students on 

state and locally mandated standardized tests.   
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 This study also uncovered the need for research examining whether mentors who were 

paid a stipend were perceived as more useful to novice teachers than were unpaid mentors.  

These findings would provide school leaders and state legislators valuable information for 

determining whether mentor programs should include stipends to mentors.  

 Finally, research is needed about the link between peer observations and retention.  This 

study found teachers who observed other teachers were 1.37 times more likely to remain in 

teaching than those who did not.  Peer observations are a cost-neutral approach to delivering 

professional development that influences teachers to remain in teaching.  Fullan (2008) asserted 

that creating a culture where teachers learn from each other through observing and being 

observed by other teachers should be essential work of school leaders.  Future research should 

examine components of observation protocols that benefit teachers’ professional learning and 

lead to retention, such as collegiality, trust, debriefing, and feedback (Reform Support Network, 

2015).   
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Data collection operations: 2011–12 SASS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Schools and 

Staffing Survey (SASS), 

2011–12. 
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Appendix B 

Formal Request for Institute of Education Science Restricted Data 

From: IESData.Security@ed.gov [mailto:IESData.Security@ed.gov]  

Sent: Monday, February 20, 2017 1:41 PM 

To: Quick, Marilynn Marks 

Subject: Formal Request for IES Restricted Data 

  

Dear Marilynn, Quick, 

 

Thank you for completing the Formal Request part of the application process for IES restricted-

use data. Keep a copy of this email as part of your License file. 

 

Your Application number is: 17020027 

 

Review and approval of your application will start once we receive all parts of your application. 

Please make sure the following documents are sent to IES: 

 

1) Completed and signed Security Plan Form, (not required for MOU's) 

2) Completed and signed License (or MOU), and 

3) Completed, signed, and notarized affidavits of nondisclosure for each named data user. 

 

Write your Application Number on all documents and send them to: 

 

IES Data Security 

Department of Education/IES/NCES 

550 12th Street SW, Room 4060 

Washington, DC 20202 

Office: 202-245-7674 

 

IESData.Security@ed.gov 

 

Your Formal Request information is shown below. Please review it for accuracy. If any of the 

information is incorrect, you must update it before your License can be approved. To revise any 

information in your Formal Request, access your Formal Request by using the 'Link to your 

Formal Request' email from the IES Data Security Office. 

 

Principal Project Officer: 

Name: Marilyn Quick 

Title: Assistant Professor of Educational Leadership 

Organization: Ball State University 

Address: Teachers College (TC), Room 903 Ball State University Muncie, IN 47306-0590 

Building: Teachers College 

Room: 903 

City: Muncie 
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State: IN 

Zip Code: 47306 0590 

Phone: (765) 285-3287 

Email: mquick@bsu.edu 

 

Senior Official Information: 

Name: Justin Miller 

Title: Director, Sponsored Programs Administration 

Organization: Ball State University 

Address: Ball State University | 2000 University Avenue | Muncie, IN 47306 

Building: Sponsored Projects Administration 

Room: - 

City: Muncie 

State: IN 

Zip Code: 47306  

Phone: (765) 285-5085 

 

Email: jmmiller5@bsu.edu 

 

Systems Security Officer: 

Name Tobey Coffman 

Title: Director of Information Security Services 

Organization: Ball State University 

Address: Office of Information Security Services LaFollette Complex (LA), Room N-16 Ball 

State University Mu 

Building: LaFollette Complex 

Room: Room N-16 

City: Muncie 

State: IN 

Zip Code: 47306  

Phone: (765) 285-4174 

 

Email: tcoffman@bsu.edu 

 

License Type: New 

 

Current License #: 17020027 

 

Data File Access Needed: SASS/TFS/PFS 11-13 

 

FERPA Exception: N/A 

 

Project Title: MAGNETS: ATTRACTING AND RETAINING EFFECTIVE TEACHERS IN 

THEIR CLASSROOMS 

Research Objective: My objective is to learning working conditions influence teachers to stay in 

hard-to-staff buildings in Indiana and across the nation. My research questions are 1. Which 
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working conditions predict Indiana teacher retention plans? 2. Which working conditions predict 

teacher retention plans across the nation?  

 

Public Data: "The large SASS sample sizes allow extensive disaggregation of data according to 

the characteristics of teachers, administrators, schools, and school districts" (SASS-3 SASS 

NCES HANDBOOK OF SURVEY METHODS, p. 3-4 

https://nces.ed.gov/statprog/handbook/pdf/sass.pdf). I will compare responses of teachers who 

work in high poverty and high minority schools, as detailed in states' Educator Equity Profiles, 

2011-2012, in Indiana and across the nation. The public-use files and the Data Analysis System 

do not provide school-level responses, which, of course, I will ensure are kept confidential by 

aggregating at the state level, so no individual schools or individual teachers may be identified. 

 

Data Link: Twenty states completed Educator Equity Profiles for the 2011-2012 school year. 

These profiles provided teacher turnover information about the fifteen highest poverty schools 

and 15 highest minority schools in these states. These are the types of schools I want to learn 

about. Responses from teachers who work in these schools will be aggregated at the state level 

and compared with responses from teachers working in other school districts across each state 

which completed an Educator Equity Profile. These findings will be compared across the twenty 

states. 

 

Education Community: The study's findings will be shared with principals, superintendents, 

legislators, and the Indiana Department of Education, all of whom have interest in reducing 

excess demand for teachers. 

 

Agreement Acceptance: yes 

 

Time Frame: one year(s) 

 

Additional Users: 

Additional User #1 - [PPO] 

Name: Marilyn Quick  

Title: Assistant Professor of Educational Leadership 

Address: Teachers College (TC), Room 903 Ball State University Muncie, IN 47306-0590, 
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Phone: (765) 285-3287 

Email: mquick@bsu.edu 

 

Additional User #2 

Name: Catherine Trinkle  

Title: Ball State University Doctoral Student 

Address: 6467 Breakers Court 

Phone: (317) 839-0608 

Email: catrinkle@bsu.edu 

 

  

https://owa.avon-schools.org/owa/redir.aspx?C=tkad2WSkoQzldvuEKUoYEbr2AG9Q0XEYjbrShNtL5e8qz4GWSVzUCA..&URL=https%3a%2f%2fnces.ed.gov%2fstatprog%2fhandbook%2fpdf%2fsass.pdf
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Name: Kianre Eouanzoui 

Title: Statistician 

Address: Office of the Associate Provost and Dean of University College 
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Appendix C 

 

Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Means and Standard Deviations for Variables Used in this Study 

   
 USA Indiana 

Not working in 

HPHM schools 

Working in 

HPHM schools 

Not working in 

HPHM schools 

Working in 

HPHM schools 

 M Sd M Sd M Sd M Sd 

     
1st yr. - common 

planning 

1.59 .49 1.50 .50 1.50 .50 1.43 .50 

1st yr - extra help 1.80 .40 1.80 .40 1.72 .45 1.68 .47 

1st yr - induction 

program 

1.11 .31 1.15 .36 1.22 .41 1.15 .36 

1st yr - mentor 1.23 .42 1.27 .45 1.45 .50 1.36 .48 

1st yr - mentor, how 

frequently 

1.63 .73 1.59 .75 1.85 .74 1.93 .80 

1st yr - mentor, 

improvement 

2.91 .88 2.90 .89 2.59 .82 2.54 .86 

1st yr - mentor, same 

subject 

1.26 .44 1.31 .46 1.37 .48 1.35 .48 

1st yr - reduced 

schedule 

1.89 .31 1.87 .34 1.91 .28 2.00 .00 

1st yr - seminars 1.36 .48 1.32 .47 1.51 .50 1.36 .48 

1st yr - supportive 

communication 

1.21 .41 1.23 .42 1.21 .41 1.19 .40 

Agree - colleagues 

share beliefs 

1.91 .70 1.94 .72 1.82 .68 1.88 .719 

Agree - cooperation 1.92 .80 1.96 .82 1.88 .78 2.03 .77 

Agree - coordinate 

course content 

1.75 .76 1.77 .77 1.83 .81 1.62 .68 

Agree - job security 2.85 .98 2.66 1.01 2.29 .98 1.87 .90 

Agree - leave for 

better pay 

3.03 .95 2.91 1.02 2.86 1.00 2.83 1.11 

Agree - materials 

available 

1.80 .83 1.96 .91 1.66 .75 1.64 .85 

Agree - paperwork 

interferes 

2.15 .90 2.18 .896 2.11 .89 2.22 .96 

Agree - parent 

support 

2.37 .83 2.71 .92 2.43 .84 2.71 .91 

Agree - principal 

communication 

1.76 .85 1.74 .86 1.74 .86 1.83 .82 

Agree - principal 1.77 .84 1.82 .89 1.69 .81 1.90 .91 
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enforces rules 

Agree - satisfied with 

salary 

2.55 .98 2.66 .99 2.53 .92 2.61 .99 

Agree - school is well 

run 

2.07 .85 2.17 .88 2.05 .82 2.30 .78 

Agree - special needs 2.18 .85 2.24 .88 2.22 .82 2.36 .89 

Agree - staff 

recognized 

2.10 .88 2.07 .90 2.12 .87 2.22 .85 

Agree - student 

misbehavior 

2.94 .95 2.56 1.02 2.94 .93 2.25 .96 

Agree - supportive 

administration 

1.75 .86 1.82 .90 1.80 .88 1.91 .86 

Agree - tardiness 2.75 .98 2.44 1.0 2.73 .99 2.51 .97 

Agree - teachers 

enforce rules 

2.48 .89 2.51 .99 2.33 .87 2.74 .86 

Agree - teachers 

satisfied 

1.96 .80 2.09 .83 1.96 .78 2.32 .851 

Agree - transfer to 

other school 

3.23 .96 3.03 1.0 3.21 .99 2.70 1.147 

Average class size  22.30 20.30 22.06 20.20 22.40 17.40 23.60 22.90 

Classroom supplies 326.77 456.51 408.05 568.38 306.77 370.06 342.97 340.65 

Control - discipline 3.36 .74 3.26 .79 3.37 .74 3.17 .76 

Control - grading 

students 

3.72 .55 3.66 .58 3.74 .523 3.66 .56 

Control - homework 3.75 .52 3.69 .60 3.76 .513 3.65 .69 

Control - select 

content 

3.06 .95 2.81 1.03 3.18 .901 2.79 1.00 

Control - select 

techniques 

3.70 .57 3.56 .68 3.71 .497 3.61 .57 

Control - select 

textbooks 

3.03 .98 2.63 1.07 3.25 .876 2.65 .98 

Formal mentor 1.83 .38 1.82 .38 1.87 .339 1.81 .39 

Hours - base pay 38.02 4.74 37.73 5.08 37.91 4.61 38.65 5.80 

Hours - full week 53.01 9.09 52.60 9.22 53.81 8.39 53.33 8.63 

Hours - teaching 29.48 5.57 30.15 5.61 30.53 4.44 29.88 4.86 

Influence - budget 1.67 .77 1.64 .79 1.54 .68 1.44 .696 

Influence - 

curriculum 

2.93 .92 2.72 .99 3.02 .91 2.75 .924 

Influence - discipline 2.14 .87 2.11 .93 2.23 .89 2.05 .88 

Influence - evaluation 1.67 .78 1.65 .80 1.75 .81 1.57 .81 

Influence - hiring 1.89 .85 1.71 .85 1.76 .77 1.59 .82 

Influence - prof dev 2.35 .91 2.35 .91 2.32 .93 2.27 .88 

Influence - standards 2.57 .96 2.50 1.01 2.64 .94 2.51 .83 

Past year - observe 

other teachers 

1.37 .48 1.30 .46 1.44 .50 1.27 .45 

Past year - teacher 1.25 .43 1.21 .41 1.29 .45 1.21 .41 
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collaboration 

Problem - class 

cutting 

2.98 .84 2.60 .96 3.23 .81 2.76 .92 

Problem - parent 

involvement 

2.40 .93 1.94 .91 2.26 .89 1.66 .74 

Problem - student 

tardiness 

2.54 .83 2.22 .90 2.64 .82 2.29 .82 

Problem - students 

absent 

2.38 .85 2.11 .90 2.35 .83 1.92 .80 

Problem - teachers 

absent 

3.46 .66 3.21 .79 3.54 .63 3.15 .77 

Prof dev - content 

specific 

1.23 .42 1.21 .40 1.33 .47 1.26 .44 

Prof dev - content 

specific - hours 

2.51 1.11 2.60 1.09 2.39 1.10 2.62 1.14 

Prof dev - content 

specific - useful 

2.90 .81 2.92 .82 2.97 .79 2.91 .80 

Prof dev - discipline 1.66 .48 1.58 .49 1.71 .45 1.55 .50 

Prof dev - discipline - 

hours 

1.41 .77 1.44 .80 1.17 .50 1.55 .82 

Prof dev - discipline - 

useful 

2.68 .78 2.71 .8 2.70 .76 2.56 .70 

Prof dev - NOT a 

presenter 

1.11 .31 1.11 .311 1.18 .38 1.12 .33 

Prof dev - obs visits 1.81 .39 1.81 .40 1.78 .42 1.78 .42 

Prof dev - presenter 1.78 .42 1.76 .43 1.82 .38 1.79 .41 

Prof dev spt - release 1.53 .45 1.53 .50 1.47 .50 1.41 .49 

Prof dev spt - 

scheduled time 

1.22 .42 1.25 .43 1.50 .500 1.33 .470 
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Appendix D 

IES Data Security Disclosure Risk Review 

 

Disclosure Risk Review 
 

 

Received Due Returned Title Author(s) 

Datas

et(s) 
3/2/2018 3/6/2018   What’s Behind the Revolving Door Catherine Trinkle SASS 

 

 

 

_X_ No disclosure risks identified. 

 

 

OR 

 

 

___ Risks identified. Please see below. 
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