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ABSTRACT

The United States Department of Education predité$ the nation will need
more than one million new teachers by the year 20L8.DOE, 1996). At the same
time, 43% of teachers leave the profession withwirtfirst five years of employment.
Southwest Florida is experiencing a tremendous tiroate. This growth rate pattern has
been predicted to continue through the year 20T@e school districts of Southwest
Florida find themselves scrambling to build newauhk in order to keep pace with the
growth. These new schools must be staffed withiftgchteachers. The No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 coupled with the Class Size R#éida Amendment IX, has also
increased the demand for qualified teachers. Al'shieacher, next to the family, is the
single most influential entity in their education@kperience. A competent, caring,
qualified teacher will make a lifelong impact ontlbéhe learning and development of a
child.

The purpose of this study was to determine theofadhat caused dissatisfaction
for beginning teachers, and to determine if theas w relationship to attrition.

A total of 99 full-time Southwest Florida teachearticipated in this study. The
number of teachers from Charlotte County was 28 nimmber of teachers from Hendry
County was 17, and the number of teachers fromCeenty was 62. Data regarding
dissatisfaction factors were analyzed to determinex significant difference was
observable between the three counties. In addition study addressed the racial and
gender variables between counties as it relatédssatisfaction factors.

A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used tmmpare the

dissatisfaction factors between the races and mmunAnalysis of the data suggested that



there was no significant difference between racecunty for any of the six factors. A
two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was also ugedcompare the dissatisfaction
factors between the gender and counties. Anabfsise data suggested that there was no
significant difference between gender and countyfif@ of the factors but there was a
significant difference observed in factor 3, Safgipment, for gender.

The results of this study indicate that there amgtirgtt factors that cause
dissatisfaction for beginning teachers. The respiesented in the current study offer
implications that although a single factor cannetdirectly linked to teacher attrition, it
does suggest that a combination of factors may teaattrition. This data can inform
educators that supervise beginning teachers of afeeoncern. Decreasing the number
of dissatisfaction factors can increase the prdityalihat beginning teachers will not

leave the profession within their first five yeafsemployment.
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CHAPTERII

INTRODUCTION

Background and Significance

The United States Department of Education predias by the year 2010, there
will be a need for more than one million new teasheT his projected figure is about half
of the current teacher force we have in both eléargrand secondary schools which is
composed of 2.6 million (National Center for Edumadl Statistics, 1998). Student
enrollments are rising rapidly while, simultaneguslieteran teachers are nearing
retirement age. These two factors combine to egaaher shortage.

The scarcity of educators in some specialty areapled with a shortage of those
willing to work in urban schools are noteworthy tfars in the present discussion of a
teacher shortage. The passage of two momentoassp legislation within the past
two years has crystallized the teacher shortagalgamo

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, a Federal laigned by President George
W. Bush, is a landmark educational reform desigonddchprove student achievement and
change the culture of America’s schoolkhis Act means new, tougher guidelines for all
teachers hired with Federal dollars. One spepiéid of the No Child Left Behind Act is
that it champions improving teacher quality. Stedad localities are given flexibility in

the use of federal funds so that they may focuseroarimproving teacher quality. States



will be expected to ensure that effective teacheash all children What this
means in practical terms is that states and loeslwill be requiring more benchmarks
for new as well as current teachers to obtain fegation (No Child Left Behind Act,
2002).

The citizens of Florida passed Florida’s Ballottitive to Reduce Class Size,
Amendment IX, in November of 2002. This State Lawnstitutionally mandates
legislative funding, beginning the fiscal year 2a@I®4. The number of students in each
classroom will be reduced by at least two studeatsh year until the end of the 2010-
2011 school year. By the year 2010-2011, classsowitt be capped at the following
limits: 18 students in grades pre-kindergartenugho3; 22 students for grades 4 through
8; and 25 students for grades 9 through 12.

Section 1012.07 of the Florida Statutes requirasttie State Board of Education
identify areas of critical teacher shortage anuaMiddle and high school level science
and mathematics, technology education, exceptistument education programs (ESE),
and reading, were among the list of areas idedtiie having a critical shortage of
teachers for the 2003-2004 school year.

Southwest Florida has experienced an explosive throate within the past ten
years. Economists are predicting that this gropdtiern will continue into 2010. The
group with the second highest growth rate is th&544 years of age. With this high
number of persons of childbearing age moving totl8eest Florida, school districts are
experiencing a need to build a number of new schtwt must be staffed with new

teachers.



With this desperate need to hire new teachers inth®@est Florida, it is
imperative that research is conducted to examingte&chers are leaving the profession
within their first five years. Veteran teacherg &eginning to retire in large numbers,
just as student enrollments are beginning a deladp+ise. The two factors spell
shortage.

The need for teachers is presently at a afitevel. The demand for the number
of classroom teachers of color that was neededdstwt995 and 2000 was increased
from 187,000 to 227,000 (Gerald & Husser, 1990)he Tthree school districts of
Southwest Florida employ approximately 5,128 fulld teachers. With respect to the
passage of Amendment IX, data from the Florida Depent of Education suggest that
by the year 2010, the need for new teachers inn8a@st Florida school districts will be
1,132 (22.1%). Ingersoll (2003) reported from &&d and Staffing Survey on public
school teachers from 1987-2000, that 40-50% of roegg teachers leave after five
years. A survey completed by the 1997 Nationalt&efor Education Statistics found
that teachers are leaving the profession becausstunfent discipline, inadequate
administrative support, motivational problems, paatary, and insufficient influence
over school policies and practices (Hardy, 1999)his turnover is greater in high-
poverty and urban schools (Ingersoll, 2003). Tlaecthree inherent problems that place
rural districts at a disadvantage: teachers arecootpensated as well as other rural
professionals; rural states pay less than more lptguli states; and within states, rural
teachers have lower salaries than their suburbdrugran peers (Jimerson, 2003). The
highest non-rural salary as compared to the highesl salary reported in fiscal year

2002 was $57,000 versus $40,200 for a differenc®16f800 (Jimerson, 2003). This



statistic affects Southwest Florida because theeeaseas within this region that are

classified as rural schools.

Purpose of the Study

Recent legislation has launched the professitmanpotentially critical position.
It is imperative that Florida educators identifyetlmajor reasons why teachers are
dissatisfied with and are leaving the professiotiivithe first five years. The purpose of
this study was to identify the major factors caggwb dissatisfaction and its relationship
to attrition in beginning teachers of K-12 publidueation in three School Districts of

Southwest Florida.

Research Questions

This study was guided by the following researchstjoas:

1. What are the major reasons why teachers avenlg the profession?

2. Do the major reasons for leaving the professiofedibetween Charlotte,

Hendry, and Lee Counties?

3. What are the racial demographics between GitarHendry, and Lee County
teachers and does race influence the teacher'ssidecfor leaving the

profession?

4. Does gender influence the teacher’s decisiofefving the profession in

Charlotte, Hendry, and Lee counties?

5. How do the major reasons identified in SouthwestiBth compare with the

National Trends for teacher satisfaction and aitrit



Definition of Terms

For the purpose of clarification, the following ohefion of terms will be used
throughout this study.
Beginning Teacher: Full time teacher having taughlonger than five years.
Interschool System: The primary mode of computeammanication within a school
district.
LEP: Limited English Proficiency
Majority: Caucasion / White.
Minority: Non-white (African American, Asian Am&an, Black, Cuban, Hispanic,
Native American, Pacific Islander, and Puerto Rjcan
Southwest Florida: The county public school des¢riof Charlotte, Hendry, and Lee.

Teacher: Certified full-time K-12 public school eloyee.

Assumptions
An assumption of this study was that The Teach#&sf@ation Survey was a valid

and reliable instrument. The assumption was mbaesubjects responded to each item
truthfully and unbiased. Uncontrolled variablestsas time of day and emotional state
of the individual when completing the survey mafeetf the results. The assumption was
made that all participating teachers who identitieemselves as being certified were in

fact certified to teach.

Limitations
A limitation of the proposed study was the scopéhe population. The teacher

pool was limited only to full time K-12 public scbioteachers in the three county School

Districts of Charlotte, Hendry, and Lee Countielefe is no consistency as to how each



district defines “full-time” teacher. Such a limiton should be considered when
generalizing the results of this study to be réilecof Southwest Florida’s teachers.
Additionally, summer travel might have had an intpaitthe number of

individuals who participated in the study.

Methodology
The methodology of this study was survey resea&signed to solicit factors

which caused dissatisfaction among beginning teach&hese factors were examined to
determine if there was a relationship between thech teacher attrition within the first
five years of employment. Responses to each d@kthe survey were tabulated using
the frequencies subprogram of the Statistical RgeKar the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Descriptive statistics were used to provide an ver of responses and to report
beginning teacher attrition factors. Descriptivatistics were also obtained to address
research questions one through five. To completedata analysis, a two-way analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) was run to compare gender resgs in the various school
districts. There was no attempt to change the ¢iondof the subjects that were identified
for this study. This cross-sectional descriptitadg was executed to identify any

dissatisfaction factor relationships between thgestis of the study.

Population
The target population for this study consisted efXpublic school teachers in

the counties of Charlotte, Hendry, and Lee. Cdnteas made with the office of the
superintendent for the Charlotte County SchoolrgistHendry County School District,
and the Lee County School District. Permissiors weanted to conduct the study in

each district.



The contact person for each district suppliedstdf teachers who were hired in
their school district since the 1999-2000 schochrye There were a total of 2,087
teachers hired within the three school districtgitn@ing with the 1999-2000 school year.
The School District of Charlotte County identifid®4 teachers, the School District of
Hendry County identified 204 teachers, and the 8kbastrict of Lee County identified
1,479 teachers. All teachers of the Charlottetldeddry County School Districts were e-
mailed to solicit their participation in the studysix hundred eight randomly selected
teachers in Lee County were e-mailed and solidibedheir participation. Participants

were mailed a survey and a stamped self-addressetope.

Instrumentation
A survey instrument was obtained from a study cetetliby the Public Schools

of North Carolina. Permission to use the surveg vemuested from the Director for the
Division of Human Resource Management for The N&@#rnolina State Department of
Public Instruction. The survey was modified totfie needs of this study. Although the
survey was not substantially modified from its org form, a pilot survey was
conducted to test the reliability and the validbfythe modified instrument. Thirty-three
full time K-12 teachers were solicited to partidga the pilot survey. Each participant
in the pilot had more than 5 years of teaching egpee. The survey (Appendix A) was
the instrument utilized in both the pilot and tlesearch study to determine factors that
caused dissatisfaction and their possible relatipn® attrition of beginning teachers in

Southwest Florida.



DataAnalysis
The pilot survey was conducted during the first kveé March, 2004. The data

were analyzed for its reliability and validity. @mthe instrument was determined to be
both reliable and valid, and after receiving pesiis from the School Districts of
Charlotte, Hendry, and Lee Counties, the survey maded to and collected from the
teachers. Demographic information and Likert sd¢ateors were entered in a database
for comparison between the groups.

Responses to each item of the survey were talulaseng the frequencies
subprogram of the Statistical Package for the $d8@ences (SPSS). Descriptive
statistics were used to provide an overview of @asps and to report beginning teacher
attrition factors. Descriptive statistics werecatsbtained to address research questions
one through five. To complete the data analysigwa-way analysis of Variance

(ANOVA) was run to compare gender responses irvénous school districts.



CHAPTERII

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION
Throughout the nation, newspapers continuously rtefite teacher shortage

problem facing public schools today as being at gmioportions (Ingersoll, 1998;
National Association of State Boards of Educati®98). As a result, states scramble as
quickly as possible to develop and implement neining programs and new incentive
programs in an attempt to attract more teacherghéoprofession (Ingersoll, 1998;
National Association of State Boards of Educatia898). However, according to
researchers, this problem is much more complex thhat is being presented in the
media. Unless these new incentives and new tioiagrams address the complexity of
the teacher shortage dilemma, the primary causieegbroblem will not be addressed and
the dilemma might actually become accelerated (balle 1998; National Association of

State Boards of Education, 1998).

National Education
There were approximately 2.7 million full time egalient public school teachers

in the United States in the fall of 1996. In tH¥2-1994 school year, 73% of teachers
were female and 27% were male. During that same, ¥¥.3% of teachers were white,
6.7% were Black, 4.1% were Hispanic, 1.1% were si@nd 0.7% were American

Indian. Retirements, increasing student enrollmand new laws requiring smaller class

size are reasons that researchers agree the &tdatgbs will need to implement strategies



to attract more teachers to the profession withie next ten years (Baker &

Smith, 1997; Wayne, 2000).

According to Hardy (1999), about 7% of teachers anmmually leaving the
profession. Hardy stated that a survey completed997 by the National Center for
Education Statistics indicated that teachers ldmeause of poor student behavior, poor
administrative support, tarnished motivation andidequate salary and benefits.
Approximately 46% of new teachers hired into théiamés public school districts are
first-time teachers. Many formally trained educatigraduates reported that they
received inadequate, if any, strategies in studestipline and classroom management
(U.S.DOE, 1996). Forty-three percent of first yesachers in Florida reported that they

were minimally or ill-prepared for dealing with téang stress (U.S.DOE, 1996).

Minority Teachers
The demand for the number of classroom teachetslof that would be needed

nationwide between 1995 and 2000 increased from0087to 227,000 (Gerald &
Husser, 1990). A study conducted by the Nationaht€ for Education Statistics
(NCES) reported that 25 % of new teachers quitpiedession within their first five
years of teaching (Gerald & Husser, 1990). Thealgaphics of today’s teaching force
show that one-third of teachers have twenty or nyeaas of experience; and two-thirds
are at least at mid career (U.S.DOE, 1996). Wit toeing the case, k-12 school
enrollment in the United States is at its highesakpsince the 1960s. These current
phenomena strongly suggested that by the year 20@),each successive year, there

would be a significant shortage of minority teash@erald & Husser, 1990).
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Retention of teachers is a district-wide probl@macher turnover is distinctively
noted in areas such as math, science, and spetiahton (Ingersoll, 2000). This
problem is more pronounced in schools located w ilscome and high poverty areas
(Hare & Heap 2001a, 2001b; National Associatiorbtate Boards of Education, 1998).
High teacher turnover presents the educationakésystith a number of problems. Not
only does it force states, districts, and schotdsdevote significant attention and
financial resources, but it also forces the digrio expend enormous amounts of time
and effort on teachers who have statistically b&®wn to leave the profession within a

few years (National Association of State BoardEddication, 1998).

Teacher Shortage Debate
There is a distinct disagreement among researasets if and why this teacher

shortage exists. Some researchers believe thag #re not enough qualified teachers
available to fill the current number of teacheramages. However, when comparing the
number of job openings nationally to the numbequdilified candidates nationally, there
are more qualified candidates available than theseavailable vacant teaching positions.

(Darling-Hammond, 2001; National Association oftS8tBoards of Education, 1998).

By focusing simply on the variables of qualifiedndalates to the available
positions, some citizens believe that educationaugs and their legislative and
bureaucratic benefactors are simply using the #ashortage argument in order to
increase teacher salaries. They believe thatchéeashortage crisis does not exist and
that the public is simply being sensationally mafaped into accepting this idea
(Peacock, 1998). Some education experts also fdesiih this position. They believe

that the federal government simply wants to inaetiee amount of money spent on

11



education by billions of dollars. According to thénited States Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the nation has an average of two milliewteachers per decade. However,
analysts make a point to note that the taewdoes not necessarily refer to the hiring of
teachers that have never taught before. The Natieshacation Association reported that
of the 2.2 million teachers hired for the 1995-19%Gfhool year only a mere, 2.1%,
(46,200), were teaching for the first time. Thtls United States will need to hire
approximately 45,000 newly trained teachers per yethe next decade. Skeptics point
out that institutions of higher education have bemmarding more than 100,000
bachelor's degrees in education per year this aeeaohd this trend is expected to
continually increase. Statistics also show thareghare approximately four million

people residing in the United States, who are Gedlito teach but are not teaching.
Critics of this statistic claim that many of thesachers are being locked out by the

current convoluted licensing system (Feistritz€98).

The teacher shortage crisis exists due to marigradOne reason for this crisis is
the unequal distribution of the teacher workforc&here are not enough qualified
teachers who are willing to teach in the rural angan school environment. There is a
distinct shortage in those urban and rural schibasprimarily serve students of color or
low-income students. Shortages are also expregsegraphically and in certain
specialty areas such as bilingual and special eiducgBradley, 1999; National
Association of State Boards of Education, 1998hm& researchers take the argument
one step further and assign the causative agdmtiag the high rate of teacher turnover

(Ingersoll, 2000).
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Along with the unequal teacher workforce distribnf another reason noted for
the teacher shortage is not so much that the iofedacks an equally distributed,
qualified workforce, but, that an abundance of veas leave the profession (Ingersoll,
199). The United States Department of Educatiaomdaoted a study in 1992-1993 of
students who earned a college degree. The sttely ttiat 20% of graduates who began
teaching by the1994-1995 school year left the mé: by the 1996-1997 school year
(Boser, 2000). Other studies revealed that apprataiy 25% of beginning teachers

leave the profession within their first four yeafemployment (Hare & Heap, 2001a).

Researchers are continuously seeking to identityy weachers leave the
profession. It is true that retirement and thekus of teachers has an impact on teacher
attrition-- family matters, personal matters, anl gissatisfaction are among the most
frequently cited attrition factors. Forty-two pent of teachers who left the profession
due to job dissatisfaction cited lack of influeramesr decision making, student discipline
problems, lack of student motivation, low salariaad lack of school administration
support as the influential factors in their deaisio leave the profession (Ingersoll, 2001,

2002).

Florida Education
The school system of the State of Florida is theth largest school system in the

United States. There are approximately 141,008soteom teachers employed by the
current public school districts. Of these currelassroom teachers, approximately 10%
resign each year. Some of the resignations arermeg to allow the teacher to move

from one Florida school district to another. Hoegewome of these same resignations

are allow the teacher to leave the profession.rtdém to nineteen percent of teachers

13



who leave the profession are leaving due to retrgniFlorida Department of Education,

2004).

Teacher Retirement in Florida
Beginning with the calendar year 2006 and contiguimough the year 2016, the

number of teachers retiring from the public schegktem is projected to reach
unprecedented heights. The two trends that areriheary contributors to this projected
phenomenon are the aging of the current workformbthe Deferred Retirement Option
Program (DROP). Thirty-three percent of teachet® were employed in Florida
during the 1992-1993 school year were born betwiét6 and 1954. Teachers of this
group range from 52 to 70 years of age in the war-gpan between 2006 and 2016. In
July of 1988, the Florida Retirement System impleted the DROP program. School
district data indicates that 75% of teachers whoevedigible to retire in 1988 entered the

DROP program (Florida Department of Education, 2004

To address the issue of resigning and retiringhess, and to address annual
growth patterns within a county, Florida schoolniiss will need to fill 16,000 to 19,000
vacancies. These numbers represent more than 1@Pe @urrent teacher workforce.
The most glaring part of this number is that itsloet address the issue of extra teachers
that will be needed to come in compliance with plassage of the class-size reduction

amendment (Florida Department of Education, 2004).

Florida is expected to need approximately 200,00@ teachers in the next ten
years to maintain the stability of the workforcettwreference to the growth in student
population and those teachers who are reachingement age (Author, 2003). The

accredited universities of the state of Floridarently produce about half of the needed
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workforce. This creates a situation that requselsool districts to recruit both out of
state and even abroad. |In its findings, the SGiteamber of Commerce Cornerstone
report Florida was ranked in the lower designabérieacher salaries, even behind our
neighboring states of Alabama and Georgia. Innegears, starting with the focus on
beginning teacher salary, the school districtslofifa have extended much energy in the
area of increasing teacher pay. Despite theseagqumbefforts, teacher salaries in Florida
are still ranked below the national average inrtiggority of reports recently concluded

by private and government agencies (Author, 2003).

Florida Beginning Teacher Induction
Legislation passed in 1982 established the FloBdginning Teacher Program

(FBTP). Beginning teachers were assigned a schdwiinistrator, a peer teacher, and
third educator, such as a central office administreéhat formed their support-team. In
1990, the FBTP was revised and reintroduced asBdgnning teachers Professional
Orientation Program (POP). The POP for beginneaclhers provides a mentor and
support team in order to help the beginning teatlase a successful initiation into the
teaching profession. Each school district in Flans responsible for developing its own
POP that is annually approved by the Florida Depant of Education. Presently, many
districts use the Florida Performance Measuremgstegh (FPMS) as the primary tool

for formative and summative evaluations (Sween®8)9

Class Size Reduction
The class size reduction concept is not uniguéécstate of Florida. More than

20 states currently implement some form of class séduction (Author, 2003). Florida,

however, is the only state with a constitutionalndete involving universal class size
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reduction in pre-kindergarten through the"igrade. The citizens of Florida passed
Florida’s Ballot Initiative to Reduce Class Size émiment 1X, in November of 2002.
The State Constitution now requires class sizeedeaed and that the State Legislature
provide sufficient funding for classrooms so thare is a limit on the maximum number
of students in public school classes for all griedels. Compliance with this amendment
must be implemented by the beginning of the 20Itaslcyear. The amendment also
requires the Legislature to pay for the costs aasat with reduced class size (Florida
Department of Education, 2003).

This class size reduction amendment alone wiltegase the number of new
teachers needed for districts to come into compéafoupled with the current condition
of teacher shortages, the next ten years will logitecal time for education in Florida
(Author, 2003). By utilizing all available stateands in order to specifically address
compliance with the class size amendment, therkbegilminimal, if any, increase in
teacher salaries. Florida’s national rank withareg to teacher salary will only decline,
and districts will be forced to develop alternativertification programs to maintain a
stable and qualified workforce. (Author, 2003).

Governor Jeb Bush’s signing of the Educational Refé\ct of 2000, requires
that every school district offer a competency basedthe job alternative means for
certification. The State Department of Educatibent designed a plan to satisfy the
requirement of the Reform Act of 2000. Purposiagcome into compliance with the
Educational Reform Act of 2000 and having identifieuture educational dilemmas
facing the state, Florida is already on the leadidge of programs that offer alternative

teacher certification (Milton & Flood, 2004). Awo recent conferences, the National
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Center for Alternative Certification outlined spicicriteria for prototypical alternative
certification programs. Florida was one of onlgamndful of states that met every single
criterion that was presented at the conferencetdhi& Flood, 2004). The National
Center for Education Information (NCIF) developed ctassification system to
distinguish, between states, the alternate rodtes lhave been identified for teacher
certification. Florida began a statewide initiatito implement a competency-based
alternative certification program during the 200®2 school year. Not one institution
of higher education controls the alternative cediion program; however, several of
these institutions are collaborating with the sdhaistricts of Florida to implement the
approved alternative certification programs (NCAG98).

There was a 4.7% increase in the number of foletieachers in the State of
Florida from the 2002-2003 school year to the 28084 school year. Increase was
found in the African-American teacher populationt hbere was a decrease in the
percentage of Hispanic and Asian teachers (Flo&dhaool District, 2004). The
percentage of White and American Indian teachemsameed constant. There were
approximately 148,198 full time public school teahin the State of Florida during the
fall of 2003. Seventy-five percent (75.4%) wé&kihite, 20,946 14.1% were Black,
9.5% were Hispanic, 0.8% were Asian, and 0.3% wenerican Indian. In the fall of
2002 there were 141,028 full time public schootteas in the State of Florida, 75.4%
were White, 14.4% were Black, 9.2% were Hisparfic{% were Asian, and 0.3% were
American Indian. Females made up 77.9% and mmabee up 22.1% of this total in

2002 (Florida District Data, 2004).
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There were 3,815 schools at the beginning of 0@32004 school year in
Florida. The majority of these schools were ele@agnschools. Almost 45% (44.9%)
were elementary schools, 12.5% were middle/junigh lschools, 11.2% were senior
high schools and 37.6% were categorized as ‘odwhdols.  Accordingly, there were
more teachers employed at the elementary levelt@@dmajority of teachers in both
elementary and secondary education were femalartydight percent of the teachers
were elementary teachers, 89.9% were female arid%0were male teachers. There
was a total of 53, 157 (34.6%) secondary teachéragiministrators, 60.9% were female
and 39.1% were male. The majority of teacherhi@nState of Florida hold a Bachelors
Degree. The State of Florida employed 153,453h&acholding at least a bachelor’'s
degree in the fall of 2002, 60.5% held a bachslalégree, 35.5% held a Master’s
degree, .03% held a Specialist's degree and .01lb ddoctorate degree. (Florida

School District, 2004).

Southwest Florida Education
Southwest Florida teachers accounted for 7,192781%64f teachers in the State of

Florida. Southwest Florida accounted for 5.1% eftibtal schools in Florida. 4.6% of the
total elementary schools, 5.9% of the total migdiebr highs, 5.6% of the total were
senior highs and 4.7% of all other schools in tla¢esat the beginning of the 2003-2004
school year. In the tri county area, teachers l@ldachelors degree, 38.0% hold a
masters degree, .02% hold a specialists degree.(d8d hold a doctorate. (Florida

School District, 2004).

18



Charlotte County Demographic Data
Charlotte County is described as a blue collar,kimgy class county. Charlotte

County has a total population of 121,695. As of3,986% of the population was white
and 5% was nonwhite. The per capita income in 183 $18,169. The median
household income in 1987 was $25,746. In 198%0502 families had incomes below
the poverty level. The greatest number of persmsding in Charlotte County
during1992 was employed in the retail trade, sesji@nd government sectors. In 1992,
214 farms accounted for 227,202 acres-51%, ofahd In Charlotte County. The total
taxable value of property was $5,973,109,419. Neaighty-one percent (80.7%) of
those citizens 18 years of age or older registereate, 54.3% registered as Republicans
while 38.6% registered as Democrats (CharlotteriidData, 2004).

The Charlotte County School District representmedium sized rural school
district. There was a total of 1,113 (15.5% of tBawest Florida) instructional staff in
Charlotte County for the 2003-2004 school yearvesg/-four percent of the teachers
were female teachers and 26% male. The averagbeteaalary for a Bachelor's and
Master’'s degree was $36,779 and $44,959 respectivide average number of years of
experience for these degrees was 10.8 and 17.6 yespectively. There was a total of
18,263 pre-kindergarten through ™ @rade students, 81.6% were White, 8.3% were
Black, 5.3% were Hispanic, 3.0% were Multiracial4% were Asian, and 0.3% were
American Indian. For the 2002-2003 school yeag, gdhaduation rate was 68% and the
dropout rate was 4.5%. There was a total of 12&86rted suspensions. 5.9% were in-
school suspensions and 6.4% were out-of-schoolrtegpsuspensions. Twenty-three

percent of students were enrolled in the exceptishalent education program (ESE),
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0.9% of students had a primary language other thaglish and 32.8% of students

received free or reduced lunch (Charlotte DistData, 2004).

Hendry County Demographic Data
Hendry County is described as a blue collar worldglags rural county. Hendry

County has a total population of 28,601. In 199B/80f the population was white and
20% was nonwhite. The per capita income in 1998 $4/,441. The median household
income in 1987 was $24,904, and in 1989, 15.3%aaqfilfes had incomes below the
poverty level. The greatest number of persongliggiin Hendry County during 1992
was employed in the agriculture, services, and gowent sectors. In 1992, 389 farms
accounted for 529,835 acres-71%, of the land indde@ounty. The total taxable value
of property was $1,065,059,938. Almost 54% of ¢éhoiizens 18 years of age or older
registered to vote, 20.2% as Republicans and 7 Beanocrats (Hendry District Data,
2004).

The Hendry County School District represents a kmaral school district.
There was a total of 480 (.07% of Southwest Flgristestructional staff in Hendry
County for the 2003-2004 school year, 75.9% wemsale, and 24.1% were male. The
average teacher salary for a Bachelor's and Mastiegree was $36,456 and $42,429
respectively. The average number of years of espee for these degrees was 6.9 and
11.3 years respectively. There was a total of & f®-kindergarten through "I yrade
students. Nearly 35% of students were White,%06a&re Black, 46.4% were Hispanic,
2.2% were Multiracial, 0.5% were Asian, and 0.4%stfdents were American Indian.
For the 2002-2003 school year, the graduationwaie 63.9% and the dropout rate was

4.1%. There were a total of 25.0% reported suspess 8.3% were in-school
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suspensions and 16.7% were out-of-school reporsgesisions. Eighteen and a half
percent of students were enrolled in the exceplistaent education program, 8.4% of
students had a primary language other than Enghsh67.9% of students received free

or reduced lunch (Hendry District Data, 2004).

Lee County Demographic Data
Lee County is a diverse county and is best destseboth white collar business

class and blue collar working class. Lee Countyaéstal population of 357,550. As of
1993, 92% of the population was white and 8% waswinite. In 1993 was $21,073.
The median household income in 1987 was $28,448.1989, 6.1% of families had
incomes below the poverty level. The greatest ramob persons residing in Lee County
during the year of 1992 was employed in the retaitle, services, and government
sectors. In 1992, 517 farms accounted for 106at2&s-21%, of the land in Lee County.
The total taxable value of property was $19,374,A20. Almost 68% of those citizens
18 years of age or older registered to vote, 538@tstered as Republican and 37.7%
registered as Democrat (Lee District Data, 2004).

The Lee County School District is best represerdsda large urban school
district. There were 3,636 (50.6% of SouthwestiB) full time instructional staff in
Lee County for the 2003-2004 school year. The ayeteacher salary for a Bachelor’s
and Master's degree was $38,187 and $46,120 résglgct The average number of
years of experience for these degrees was 10.54a6d@ years respectively. There was
a total of 66,428 pre-kindergarten througf' tRade students. Sixty percent (60.2%) of
students were White, 14.7% were Black, 20.6% wespddhic, 2.9% were Multiracial,

1.3% were Asian, and 0.4% were American Indianr the 2002-2003 school year, the
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graduation rate was 68.3% and the dropout rate5:@%. There was a total of 19.2%
reported suspensions. 10.5% were in-school suspenand 8.7% were out-of-school
reported suspensions. Twenty-one (21.4%) of stisdeere enrolled in exceptional
student education program, 9.9% of students hawhaary language other than English

and 45.0% of students received free or reducedlinee District Data, 2004).

Southwest Florida Demographic Data Summary
The three counties of Southwest Florida repretlerde separate dynamics in

reference to their school districts. Charlottenisdium sized school district, Hendry is a
small school district, and Lee is a large schoafriit. Both Charlotte and Hendry

County represent rural districts, whereas Lee Gotgpresents an urban district. In all
three districts we found the majority of teacheesenfemale. The majority of Southwest
Florida teachers hold a bachelor's degree, whetieasaverage number of years of
experience is 9.4 years with an average salargof $0. Charlotte and Lee County had
the majority of White students, whereas Hendry @purad the largest percentage of
Hispanic students. The suspension rates were rrathesistent in Hendry and Lee

County, however Charlotte County had the greateshber of suspensions (25%).

Hendry County and Lee County had approximatelysdrae number of students who had
a primary language other than English, whereas IGttwarCounty had a reported

percentage that was less than 1 (.09%). ChawoitieLee County had less than 50% of
their student population who received free and ceddunch, whereas, Hendry County
reported the highest percentage 67.9%. Theseblasiavere considered to have a

possible impact on the findings of the study.
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CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY

Design of the Study
A survey was used to determine what factors cdissatisfaction for beginning

teachers. These factors were also examined trrdiete if there was a relationship

between them and teacher attrition within the first years of employment.

The Sample
The target population for this study consistedKef2 public school teachers in

the counties of Charlotte, Hendry, and Lee. Cdnteas made and permission was
granted by the office of the superintendent for @tearlotte County School District,
Hendry County School District, and the Lee Countgh&®l District. Research
permission was granted by each of the School bBistri

The office of the superintendent for School Dg#iof Charlotte, Hendry, and
Lee were contacted to obtain the name of the copexson for the data needed for the
study. The contact person for Charlotte and LeenSoSchool District were associated
with the Research and Testing Division of the istr The contact for Hendry County
was a secretary for the Superintendent. The cobp&son for each district supplied a list
of teachers who had been hired in their schootidissince the 1999-2000 school year.
There were a total of 2,087 teachers hired withia three school districts since the
beginning of the 1999-2000 school year. The ScHoigtrict of Charlotte County

identified 404 teachers, the School District of HignCounty identified 204 teachers, and
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the School District of Lee County identified 1,4i8&chers. All teachers of the Charlotte
and Hendry County School Districts were e-mailedsadicit their participation in the

study. Six hundred eight randomly selected teachetee County were also e-mailed
and solicited for their participation. This filbleg process reduced the total available
sample to 1,216. Of this list, two hundred teasheere mailed a survey and a self-
addressed stamped envelope. One hundred eiglgaelnets returned the survey for a

return rate of 53.6%.

Instrumentation
A survey instrument was obtained from a study ceotetl by the Public Schools

of North Carolina. Permission to use the survey waven by the Director for the
Division of Human Resource Management for The N&@#rnolina State Department of
Public Instruction. The survey was modified totfie needs of this study. Although the
survey was not significantly modified from its drigl form, a pilot survey was
completed to test the reliability and the validitiythe modified instrument. There were
28 full time K-12 teachers who participated in et survey. Four were from Charlotte
County, 1 from Hendry County and 23 were from Lemu@y. Each participant in the
pilot had more than 5 years of teaching experied¢® survey was the instrument
utilized in both the pilot survey and the reseastidy. (See Appendix A) The survey
was used to collect data on factors that causeatdstaction and their possible
relationship to attrition of beginning teaches outhwest Florida. A factor analysis and
reliability test was run to determine the validay the study instrument. The internal
consistency value of Alpha among items (reliabjlitgr the pilot survey was .8543.

Thus, the instrument is sufficient to use for tbaual study.
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Data Collection and Analysis
The pilot was conducted during the week of Ma§f,12004. Data were analyzed

for its reliability and validity. Once the instremt was determined to be both reliable
and valid and after receiving consent from the $thustricts of Charlotte, Hendry, and
Lee Counties, the survey was mailed to and collefiem the teachers. Demographic
information and Likert scale factors were enterdd a database for comparison between
the groups.

Responses to each item of the survey questionmesre tabulated using the
frequencies subprogram of the Statistical Packagethe Social Sciences (SPSS).
Descriptive statistics were used to provide an ver of responses and to report
beginning teacher attrition factors. Descriptivatistics were also obtained to address
research questions one through five. To completedata analysis, a two-way analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) was run to compare gender resgs in the various school

districts.

Table 1 Validity Test Factors

Factor Questions Component Value
More Technology Training 1 .863
1 Training More Training in Classroom Management 1 .828
Improve College Training for Teachers 1 .816
More Training Opportunities 1 .746
Improved Administrative Support When Dealing With
2 Administrative Students 2 912
Support Improved Administrative Support When
Dealing With Staff Issues 2 .885
3 Safe Equipment Inadequate Instructional Materials or
Equipment 3 .894
Safety 3 .841
4 Two Duty Reduced Non-Instructional Duties 4 .872
Improved Teacher Orientation 4 .865
5 Team Vote Support for Team Teaching 5 .882
More Site Based Decision Making 5 770
6 Finance Higher Pay 6 .735
11 or 12 Month Employment Opportunities 6 .725
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The Teacher Satisfaction Survey Questionnaire wasald and reliable
instrument. The reliability was .8543. The vdlydof the instrument was identified as
six factors. Factor one, Training, was composetbof survey items; more technology
training, more training in classroom managemenprove college training for teachers,
and more training opportunities. Factor two, Adistirative Support, was composed of
two survey items; improved administrative suppotiew dealing with students and
improved administrative support when dealing withffsissues. Factor three, Safe
Equipment, was composed of two survey items; InadexInstructional materials or
equipment and safety. Factor four, Two Duty, wamposed of two survey items;
reduced non-instructional duties and improved teacdhientation. Factor 5, Team Vote,
was composed of two survey items; support for teaaching and more site based
decision-making. The sixth and final factor, Fioanwas composed of two survey items;

higher pay and 11 or 12-month employment opporiesit
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CHAPTER IV

DATA ANALYSIS

Demographic Information

The purpose of this study was to identify the mafjactors causing job
dissatisfaction and their relationship to attrition beginning teachers of K-12 public
education in three School Districts of SouthwegiriB. Factor one, Training, was
composed of four survey items; more technologyningj, more training in classroom
management, improve college training for teacharg] more training opportunities.
Factor two, Administrative Support, was composedtwd survey items; improved
administrative support when dealing with studemtd anproved administrative support
when dealing with staff issues. Factor three, {3afeas composed of two survey items;
Inadequate Instructional materials or equipmentsafdty. Factor four, Two Duty, was
composed of two survey items; reduced non-instouneli duties and improved teacher
orientation. Factor five, Team Vote, was composeédwo survey items; support for
team teaching and more site based decision-makiing: sixth and final factor, Finance
was composed of two survey items; higher pay andod1l2-month employment
opportunities. The survey was mailed to 250 futet K-12 public school teachers
employed in three school districts in SouthwestriBtln A total of 122 questionnaires
were returned for a return rate of 49%. Each dguesivas considered individually

because some of the respondents did not complete e th
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entire questionnaire. The responses of surveys missing data were included in the
study. The study’s five research questions wedyaed against the survey data and
percentages were used for each item.

Responses to each item of the survey were tabulasety the frequencies
subprogram of the Statistical Package for the $d8@ences (SPSS). Descriptive
statistics were used to provide an overview of @asps and to report beginning teacher
dissatisfaction factors. Descriptive statisticsravalso obtained to address research
guestions one through five. A two-way analysisvafiance (ANOVA) was used to
complete the data analysis.

K-12 full time public school teachers received pyof the satisfaction survey
through the interschool system in May, 2004. Aldwtup mailing through the
interschool mail system in May was provided fortalichers who responded to the initial
interschool mailing. Two hundred sixty-two teacheesponded to the two intermail
requests for study participation. A hard copy Wasn mailed to 200 teachers who
expressed an interest in participating in the stu@ythese 100 surveys, 100 went to Lee
County teachers, 50 went to Charlotte County teachad 50 went to Hendry County
teachers. Ninety-five completed and returned thevey, of which some were not
eligible participants. Many surveys were ineligilior the study because the responding
teacher had indicated more than 5 years of teadctwpgrience. During early June, a
second random mailing of the survey was made toadditional Charlotte County

teachers, and 12 additional Hendry and 23 additioe@ County teachers.
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Table 2 Study Population Response Rate

Surveys Surveys Usable Response
Distributed Returned Surveys Rate
Surveys by Group n n n %
Charlotte County (n=67) 65 33 20 50.7
Hendry County (n=60) 62 21 17 33.9
Lee County (n=123) 123 80 62 65.0
Total Surveys (N=250) 250 134 99 53.6

A total of 99 surveys were collected for this studyhe distribution per group
was as follows: 20 survey questionnaires for GherlCounty teachers, 17 survey
guestionnaires for Hendry County Teachers, andubZy questionnaires for Lee County

teachers. The demographic data for participagaghers is described in Table 2.

Table 3 Frequency and Percentage Analysis: AllfBpPersonal Variables

Demographic Information (Iltem) Study % State %
Gender (8)
Female 60.6 77.9
Male 39.4 22.4
Race/Ethnicity (9)
American Indian/Native American 2.0 0.3
African American/Black 17.2 14.1
Hispanic 14.1 9.5
White 66.7 75.4

A total of 60 (60.6%) teachers were female, ang3%4%) were male. A similar
ratio of 77.9% female and 22.4% male was reponeth®é 2002 Florida Department of
Education and Accountability Services (Florida Dément of Education, 2003).
Respondents were asked to identify their ethnioiiyem 9. The majority of survey
respondents were white (66, 66.7%), while 17 (17.@%re black, 14 (14.1%) were
Hispanic, and 2 (2.0%) were Native American. Tkitected approximately the same

district race/ethnicity ratio as reported by th®2®lorida Department of Education and
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Accountability Services (Florida Department of Ealien, 2003) for the study.

Demographic data for gender and race is describ@&dlble 3.

Table 4 Frequency and Percentage Analysis: Piofedsvariables
Demographic Information (Iltem) n %

Primary reason for leaving teaching (2)

Became pregnant 3 3.03
Got married 1 1.01
Spouse attained a new job 1 1.01
Student behavior/academics 1 1.01
To go back to school 1 1.01

Most Recent Grade Level (4)

Kindergarten 6 6.06
First 6 6.06
Second 3 3.03
Third 9 9.09
Fourth 5 5.05
Fifth 1 1.01
Sixth 3 3.03
Seventh 6 6.06
Eighth 3 3.03
Ninth 18 18.1
Tenth 13 13.1
Eleventh 8 8.08
Twelfth 8 8.08
Special Education ---Middle School 1 1.01
Special Education ---High School 3 3.03
Media Specialist 1 1.01
Special Subjects 1 1.01
Number of Years of teaching experience (7)
First 26 26.26
Second 20 20.20
Third 17 17.17
Fourth 19 19.19
Fifth 17 17.17
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The frequency and percentage analysis of informatetated to the professional
characteristics of respondents is presented ineTdbl Seven of the 99 respondents
(7.1%) reported leaving the teaching field. Thenary reason given for leaving the
profession “became pregnant” was depicted in TdbleMost of the respondents were

teaching 8 or 10" grade and were in their first or second year aiéng.

Table 5 Frequency and Percentage Analysis: EducdtPreparation Variables

Educational Preparation Information (ltem) n %
Did you receive undergraduate teacher training (14)

Yes 66 66.7
No 33 33.3
Were you adequately prepared to teach? (16)

Yes 73 73.7
No 26 26.2
Did you have a mentor or peer teacher? (17)

Yes 82 82.8
No 17 17.2

The educational preparation of respondents is pteden Table 5. The majority
of respondents were trained and felt adequatelpgpesl to teach. An even larger
percentage was assigned a mentor teacher to h#iptlvé transition into the teaching

profession.

Research Question Number One
What are the major reasons why teachers are leatriagprofession?

Table 6 Combined Dissatisfaction Reasons in Desngr@rder

Selected Dissatisfaction Factors (Question 10 and 11, lten??) Mean
Higher Pay 4.68
Improved Benefits 4.28
Smaller Class Size 4.12
Improved Administrative Support when Dealing with ot 3.99
More Time for Lesson and Class Planning 3.76
Salary 3.66
Improved Administrative Support when Dealing with Stafues 3.64
Less Paperwork 3.63
Merit Pay Based on Performance 3.56
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More Classroom Supplies and Equipment 3.53

Lack of Administrative Management Support 3.52
Fewer Classes 3.44
Safer Schools 3.42
Benefits (leave, etc.) 3.42
Increased Staff Development and Advancement Opportunities 3.36
Lack of Support from School Staff 3.31
More Parent Involvement and Support 3.30
Poor Student Behavior 3.25
More Training in Classroom Management 3.16
Provide Mentor or Support team 3.15
More Training Opportunities 3.11
More Clerical Assistance 3.09
Lack of Status and Respect 3.06
More Technology Training 3.04
More Flexible Work Schedule 2.98
Inadequate Instructional Materials 2.98
Improved Teacher Orientation 2.97
Improve College Training for Teachers 2.89
Provide Employee Health Care 2.88
Reduced Non-Instructional Duties 2.87
More Site Based Decision Making 2.87
Lack of Parental Involvement/Support 2.86
11 or 12-Month Employment Opportunities 2.80
Unreimbursed/Out-of-Pocket Expenses 2.75
Lack of Site Based Decision Making 2.74
Inadequate Facilities 2.70
Non-Instructional Duties 2.66
Poor Academic Students 2.60
Inadequate School System Orientation 2.44
Inadequate Undergraduate Educational Programs 2.18

The mean scores related to the reasons for difssdiis) of respondents is
presented in Table 6. Utilizing a Likert scalelafo 5, with 1 representing no influence
and 5 representing strong influence, responderdstifted ‘higher pay’, ‘improved

benefits’, ‘smaller class size’, and ‘improved adrsirative support when dealing with
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students’ as the top 10% of dissatisfaction facessdepicted in Table 6. Two felt
inadequate preparation in undergraduate educatioogrgms as a reason for

dissatisfaction (mean = 2.18).

Research Question Number Two
Do the major reasons for leaving the professiofedibetween, Charlotte, Hendry, and

Lee Counties?

Table 7 Mean Profile of Selected Dissatisfactiesuks

Charlotte County Hendry Lee County
(mean) (mean) (mean)
Safety 3.10 2.94 2.87
Poor Student Behavior 3.15 3.76 3.15
Poor Student Academics 2.55 3.24 2.44
Inadequate Facilities 2.60 2.94 2.66
Inadequate Instruct|onal 275 329 297
Materials/Equipment
Inadequate Undergrad 210 188 299
Program
Inadequate Orientation 2.55 2.00 2.53
Salary
3.80 3.94 3.53
Benefits (leave) 355 359 3.34
Non-instructional Duties 2.45 241 2.79
Unreimbursed Out-of- 250 265 285
Pocket Expenses
Lack of Administrative 3.10 335 3.69
Support
Lack of Support from
School Staff 3.00 2.88 3.53
Lack of Parental 280 276 290
Involvement
Lack of Site Based 275 2.47 281
Decision Making
Lack of Status and 295 282 316

Respect

The mean profile of dissatisfaction issues of oesients by county response is
presented in Table 7. The responses of Charldéredry, and Lee County teachers were
consistent with the exception of Hendry County hesis in the areas ‘poor student

behavior’, ‘inadequate facilities, ‘inadequate umpgaduate education programs’,
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‘inadequate school system orientation, and ‘lackugdport from school staff’ as depicted

in Table 7.

Table 8 Mean Profile of Selected Retention Factors

Charlotte County Hendry County Lee County
(mean) (mean) (mean)

Improved Benefits 4.50 4.47 4.16
Higher Pay 4.60 4.82 4.66
Merit Pay Based on 3.75 3.47 3.52
Performance
11 or 12 Month
Employment 2.80 2.18 2.97
Opportunity
Provide Employee
Childcare 3.05 3.35 2.69
Safer Schools 3.40 3.53 3.40
Smaller Class Size 4.10 4.47 4.03
More Classroom 3.25 3.88 3.52
Supplies / Equipment
Fewer Classes 3.25 3.76 3.42
More clerk 3.05 3.47 3.00
assistance
Less Paperwork 3.55 3.76 3.61
More Time for
Lesson and Class 3.70 4.12 3.8
Planning
Reduced Non- 2.90 2.88 2.85
Instructional Duties
Improved teacher 2.80 3.12 2.98
Orientation
Improved
Administrative 3.85 3.71 4.11
Support with
Students
Improved
Administrative 3.60 3.35 3.73
Support with Staff
Provide Mentor or 2 95 276 332
Support Team
More Parent
Involvement 3.30 3.29 3.31
/Support
More Training 3.20 2.88 3.15
Opportunity
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More Training in

Classroom 3.15
Management

Improve College

Training for 2.80
Teachers

More Tech Training 3.20
Increased Staff

Development and 3.25
Advancement

More Flexible Work

Schedule 285
Suppo_rt for Team 2 60
Teaching

More Site Based
Decision Making 260
Other Reasons .25

3.29

2.59

2.88

3.18

2.82

2.71

2.71
.00

3.13

3.00

3.03

3.45

3.06

3.06

3.00
.03

The mean profile of retention factors of responddm county is presented in

Table 8. The responses of Charlotte, Hendry,laaelCounty teachers were consistent

with the exception of Hendry County teachers wéhpect to ‘provide mentor or support

team’, and ‘improve college training for teachexs’depicted in Table 8.

Table 9 County Mean Differential in Descending Qrde

Dissatisfaction Factors

Mean Differential

More Parent Involvement and Support
Reduced Non-Instructional Duties
Safer Schools

Lack of Parental Involvement

More Classroom Management Training
Less Paperwork

Higher Pay

Safety

More Flexible Work Schedule

Benefits (leave, etc.)

Increase Staff Development and
Advancement Opportunities

Merit Pay Based on Performance
More Training Opportunity

Improved Teacher Orientation

More Technology Training
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.02
.05

13

14
.16

21
22
.23

24

.25
27

.28
.32
.32
.32



Improved Benefits

Lack of Site Based Decision Making
Inadequate Facilities

Lack of Status and Respect

Out of Pocket / Unreimbursed
Expenses

Non-Instructional Duties

Improved Administrative Support
With Staff Issues

More Site Based Decision Making
Improved Administrative Support
When Dealing with Students
Improve College Training for Teachers
Inadequate Undergraduate Training
Programs

Salary

More Time for Lesson / Class Planning
Smaller Class Size

Support for Team Teaching

More Clerical Assistance

Fewer Classes

Inadequate Instructional Materials
or Equipment

Inadequate School System Orientation
Provide Support or Mentor Team
Lack of Administrative Management
Support

More Classroom Supplies and
Equipment

Lack of Support from School Staff
Provide Employee Health Care
Poor Student Behavior

11 or 12 Month Employment
Opportunities

Poor Student Academics

.34

.34

.34

.34

.35
.38
.38

40

40

41

41
41

A4

A4

46

A7
Sl

.54

.55
.56

.59

.63

.65
.66

.76
79

1.08

The mean differential by county is presented inld& The top 10% of areas

that had the greatest consistency among responderntsore parental involvement’,

‘reduced non-instructional duties’, ‘safer schopbhd ‘lack of parental involvement as

depicted in Table 9.



Research Question Number Three
What are the racial demographics between Charlétendry, and Lee County

teachers and does race influence the teacher'ssaecfor leaving the

profession?

Six factors were utilized for the study as deteediby the Teacher Satisfaction
Survey. Factor one, Training, was composed of funvey items; more technology
training, more training in classroom managemenprawe college training for teachers,
and more training opportunities. Factor two, Adistirative Support, was composed of
two survey items; improved administrative suppotiew dealing with students and
improved administrative support when dealing withffsissues. Factor three, Safety,
was composed of two survey items; Inadequate lctsbnal materials or equipment and
safety. Factor four, Two Duty, was composed of tswovey items; reduced non-
instructional duties and improved teacher orieatati Factor 5, Team Vote, was
composed of two survey items; support for teamhiegcand more site based decision-
making. The sixth factor, Finance was composewvofsurvey items; higher pay and 11
or 12-month employment opportunities. Table 10pldigs the means and standard

deviations for factors and race.

Table 10 Mean and Standard Deviation Analysid-etors and Race

Training Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
County 3.09 923 291 .765 3.08 .892
American Indian N/A N/A  N/A N/A  3.38 3G
Black 3.20 .891 N/A N/A 3.52 .661
Hispanic N/A N/A  3.30 .647 2.89 532
White 3.05 965 2.75 76 297 .999
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Administrative Support Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
County 3.73 1.11 3.53 765 3.92 .892
American Indian N/A N/A  N/A N/A  3.50 077
Black 3.60 .894 N/A N/A 450 674
Hispanic N/A N/A  4.30 671 3.78 .833
White 3.77 1.19 3.21 1.23 3.79 .923
Safe Equipment Factor
Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
County 2.93 922 3.12 1.10 2.92 1.08
American Indian N/A N/A  N/A N/A 2.75 58
Black 3.00 791 N/A N/A 3.08 1.22
Hispanic N/A N/A  3.90 1.08 3.50 935
White 2.90 986 2.79 964 2.74 1.06
Two-Duty Factor
Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
County 2.85 .829 3.00 .884 2.92 .963
American Indian N/A N/A  N/A N/A  2.00 om
Black 2.80 1.04 N/A N/A 3.46 .940
Hispanic N/A N/A  3.50 791 3.28 507
White 3.05 965 2.75 T76  2.72 .985
Team Vote Factor
Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
County 2.60 .883 2.71 .885 3.03 1.14
American Indian N/A N/A  N/A N/A 2.75 58
Black 2.60 962 N/A N/A 3.83 .937
Hispanic N/A N/A  3.30 .758 3.00 1.41
White 2.60 .890 2.46 .838 2.81 1.07
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Finance Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
County 3.70 923 350 612 3.81 737
American Indian N/A N/A  N/A N/A 2.75 0f.
Black 3.50 500  N/A N/A  4.00 .739
Hispanic N/A N/A  3.70 570 3.72 712
White 3.77 1.03 3.42 .634 3.83 .760

The mean and standard deviation was calculatedeémh of the 6 factors
identified through the factor analysis. The mead standard deviations are presented in
Table 10. Both the inter-county and intra-courgponses were consistent in the factors

with reference to race.

Table 11 Two-Way ANOVAs for Race

Training Factor

County School System Mean F df Sig. Eta

Race .781 1.02 3,91 .388 .032
County 7.312E-03 .010 2,91 991 .000
Race * County 731 .954 2,91 .389 .021

Administrative Support Factor

County School System Mean F df Sig. Eta

Race 1.10 1.17 3,91 .325 .037
County 494 528 2,91 592 .011
Race * County 2.64 2.83 2,91 .064 .058

Safe Equipment Factor

County School System Me&n F df Sig. Et4

Race 2.60 2.44 3 .070 .074
County .168 .158 2 .854 .003
Race * County .239 224 2 .800 .005
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Two-Duty Factor

County School System Mean F df Sig. Eta

Race 1.87 2.35 3,91 .077 .072
County 2.95 371 2,91 .691 .008
Race * County 917 1.15 2,91 321 .025

Team Vote Factor

County School System Mean F df Sig. Eta
Race 1.67 1.62 3,91 191 .051
County 1.96 1.90 2,91 155 .040
Race * County 2.02 1.96 2,91 147 .041

Finance Factor

County School System Mean F df Sig. Eta

Race 72 1.35 3,91 .263 .043
County 516 902 2,91 .409 .019
Race * County 465 .814 2,91 446 .018

A two-way analysis of variance was performed toneix@ potential interaction
effects between race and county. The two-factatyasrs of variance showed there was
no significant difference in the training varialletween races §f[;)=1.02, p>.05, there
was no significant difference in the training vaie& between counties {k)=.010,
p>.05, and there was no significant interactionneein race and county f§)=.954,
p>.05. The adjusted ETA squared accounted for le@s 1% of the variance in the
dependent variable. There was no significant diffee in the administrative support
variable between races 3(§7)=1.17, p>.05, there was no significant differenethe
administrative support variable between countiesE.528, p>.05, and there was no
significant interaction between race and county{E2.83, p>.05. The adjusted ETA
squared accounted for 5.3% of the variance in #ygeddent variable. There was no

significant difference in the safe equipment vdeabetween races {k1)=2.44, p>.05,
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there was no significant difference in the safeiggent variable between counties
(F2,97)=.158, p>.05, and there was no significant inteoacbetween race and county
(F2,01)=.224, p>.05. The adjusted ETA squared accouifatet.9% of the variance in the
dependent variable.  There was no significantedéffice in the two duty variable
between races §k1)=2.35, p>.05, there was no significant differemcethe two duty
variable between counties y(§7)=.371, p>.05, and there was no significant inteoac
between race and county,d)=2.73, p>.05. The adjusted ETA squared accoufated
5.3% of the variance in the dependent variableer@hwas no significant difference in
the team vote variable between raceso{ff1.62, p>.05, there was no significant
difference in the team vote variable between cesntk 97)=1.90, p>.05, and there was
no significant interaction between race and couf¥y;)=1.96, p>.05. The adjusted
ETA squared accounted for 7.9% of the variancenendependent variable. There was
no significant difference in the finance variabketveen races gk;)=1.35, p>.05, there
was no significant difference in the finance valedtetween counties {g;)=.902, p>.05,
and there was no significant interaction betweee end county (fv9=.814, p>.05. The

adjusted ETA squared accounted for 1.2%.

Table 12 Mean Analysis of Dissatisfaction FactyysCounty and Racial Category

Smaller Class Size

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 5.00
Black 4.40 N/A 4.67
Hispanic N/A 5.00 4.22
White 4.00 4.25 3.74
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More Planning Time

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 4.50
Black 3.60 N/A 3.92
Hispanic N/A 4.60 3.67
White 3.73 3.92 3.56
Salary
Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 3.00
Black 3.80 N/A 3.92
Hispanic N/A 4.40 3.89
White 3.80 3.75 3.36
Lack of Administrative Support
Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 3.50
Black 2.40 N/A 4.17
Hispanic N/A 3.60 411
White 3.33 3.25 3.46
Poor Student Behavior
Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 2.50
Black 3.00 N/A 3.50
Hispanic N/A 4.60 3.78
White 3.20 3.42 2.92
Advancement Opportunities
Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 2.50
Black 3.60 N/A 4.08
Hispanic N/A 3.40 3.33
White 3.13 3.08 3.33
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Safety

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 3.50
Black 3.60 N/A 3.00
Hispanic N/A 4.20 3.86
White 2.93 2.42 2.70

Inadequate Equipment

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 2.00
Black 2.40 N/A 3.42
Hispanic N/A 3.60 3.33
White 2.87 3.17 2.79

Inadequate Facilities

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 2.50
Black 2.80 N/A 3.00
Hispanic N/A 3.60 3.22
White 2.53 2.67 2.44

Poor Student Academics

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 3.00
Black 2.20 N/A 242
Hispanic N/A 4.00 3.89
White 2.67 2.92 2.08

Non-Instructional Duties

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 1.50
Black 2.60 N/A 2.92
Hispanic N/A 2.40 3.67
White 2.40 2.42 2.62
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Site-Based Decision Making

Charlotte Hendry Lee
(mean) (mean) (mean)
American Indian N/A N/A 2.50
Black 2.40 N/A 3.67
Hispanic N/A 3.20 3.22
White 2.67 2.50 2.77

The mean comparison for each dissatisfaction fastpresented by county and
racial category in Table 12. Responses were demsidetween county and racial

category.

Research Question Number Four
Does gender influence the teacher’s decision faviley the profession in Charlotte,

Hendry, and Lee Counties?
Table 13 summarizes the means and standard devi@tgender in each county for the
six factors.

Table 13 Mean and Standard Deviation of Gend&aich County

Training Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
Female 3.00 .901 3.00 B4 2.89 .968
Male 3.35 1.05 2.70 855 3.29 .756

Administrative Support Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
Female 3.67 1.13 3.67 1.11 3.77 1.01
Male 3.90 1.14 3.20 1.44 4.09 .720
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Safe Equipment Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
Female 2.73 904 3.42 1.04 2.74 1.09
Male 3.50 791 2.40 962 3.12 1.04

Two-Duty Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
Female 2.80 .819 3.13 1.00 2.67 1.04
Male 3.00 935 2.70 447 3.21 .796

Team Vote Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
Female 2.80 862 2.79 964 2.80 1.27
Male 2.00 .707 2.50 .707 3.29 911

Finance Factor

Charlotte Hendry Lee
mean sd mean sd mean sd
Female 3.83 .523 3.67 .615 3.68 .748
Male 3.30 1.68 3.10 418 3.97 .706

The mean and standard deviation was calculatedeémh of the 6 factors
identified through the factor analysis. The mead standard deviations are presented in
Table 13. A consistent mean was observed withenthiree counties for each of the six

factors.

The mean by county for each factor is presentddalsie 14.
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Table 14 Mean by Factors for Each County

Charlotte Hendry Lee
Mean Mean Mean
Training 3.08 2.91 3.08
Administrative 3.73 353 392
Support
Safe Equipment 2.93 3.12 2.92
Two-Duty 2.85 3.00 2.92
Team Vote 2.60 2.71 3.03
Finance 3.70 3.50 3.81
Table 15 Two-Way ANOVAs for Gender
Training Factor
County School
System Meah F df Sig. Eta
Gender .339 445 1,93 .506 .005
County 436 572 2,93 .567 .012
Gender * County 726 953 2,93 .389 .020
Administrative Support Factor
County School System Mean F df Sig. Eta
Gender 1.045E-02 .011 1,93 .918 .000
County 1.432 1.45 2,93 241 .030
Gender * County .881 .890 2,93 414 .019
Safe Equipment Factor
County School Mearf F df Sig. Eta
System
Gender 2.676E-02 .025 1,93 .874 .000
County .228 216 2,93 .806 .005
Gender * County 3.45 3.28 2,93 .042 .066
Two-Duty Factor
County School Mearf F df Sig. Efa
System
Gender 162 .196 1,93 .659 .002
County 9.905E-03 .012 2,93 .988 .000
Gender * County 1.38 1.67 2,93 194 .035
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Team Vote Factor

County School Mearf F df Sig. Et4
System

Gender .589 .548 1,93 461 .006
County 2.99 2.78 2,93 .067 .056
Gender * County 2.93 2.73 2,93 071 .055

Finance Factor

County School Mearf F df Sig. Et4
System

Gender 1.08 1.94 1,93 167 .020
County 1.31 2.34 2,93 102 .048
Gender * County 1.72 3.08 2,93 .051 .062

There was no significant difference in the trainfagtor variable between gender
(F1,03)=.445, p>05, there was no significant differemeethe training factor variable
between counties §9=.572, p>05, and there was no significant inteoacbetween
gender and county §k9=.389, p>.05. The adjusted ETA squared accoufaedess
than 1% of the variance in the dependent variabldere was a significant difference in
the administrative support factor variable betwgender (k,03)=.011, p<05, there was
no significant difference in the administrative papg factor variable between counties
(F2,99=1.45, p>05, and there was no significant inteosacbetween gender and county
(F2,99=.890, p>.05. The adjusted ETA squared accoufdedess than 2% of the
variance in the dependent variable. There wasigwifisant difference in the safe
equipment variable between gender,d§=.025, p>05, there was no significant
difference in the training factor variable betwemunties (k99=.216, p>05, and there
was a significant interaction between gender andnto (F09=.328, p<.05. The
adjusted ETA squared accounted for less 3.1% o¥ahni@nce in the dependent variable.

There was no significant difference in the two dudlyiable between genderi(§3)=.196,
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p>05, there was no significant difference in tke tduty factor variable between
counties (E93=.012, p>05, and there was no significant inteoacbetween gender and
county (R99=1.67, p<.05. The adjusted ETA squared accoumbed4.1% of the
variance in the dependent variable. There wagrafisant difference in the team vote
variable between gender(§)=.548, p<.05, there was no significant differemecehe
team vote variable between countiegf=2.78, p>.05, and there was no significant
interaction between gender and county¢g=2.93, p>.05. The adjusted ETA squared
accounted for 1.7% of the variance in the dependanéble. There was no significant
difference in the finance variable between gendgrpi=1.94, p>.05, there was no
significant difference in the finance variable eén counties (fy3=2.34, p>.05, and
there was no significant interaction between getaaher county (F93=3.08, p>.05. The

adjusted ETA squared accounted for 3.5% of theamag in the dependent variable.

Estimated Marginal Means of COMPUTE equpsafe = mean{matequip, safety)
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Figure 1: Interaction Plot of Safe Equipment Faetod Gender

Figure 1 shows the interaction of the safe equignfi@cior with gender. The
interaction caused by females means show that timo&harlotte and Lee County feel

less safe and are less satisfied with their equiprwhen compared with the males. On
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the other hand, Females in Hendry County feel safer are more satisfied with their

equipment when compared to males of their schafidi.

Table 16 Mean Scores by Reasons and Gender

Charlotte Charlotte  Hendry Hendry Lee Lee
Females Males Females Males Females Males
(mean) (mean) (mean) (mean) (mean) (mean)
Smaller 3.93 4.60 4.50 4.40 3.73 4.38
Class Size
More 3.30 4.00 4.17 4.00 3.58 3.79
lesson time
3.73 4.00 4.17 3.40 3.18 3.93
Salary
Lack 3.20 2.80 3.50 3.00 3.53 3.69
admin
Support
Poor 3.00 3.60 4.00 3.20 3.09 3.21
behavior
More staff 3.07 3.80 3.00 3.60 3.18 3.76
develops
Safety 2.80 4.00 3.33 2.00 2.61 3.17
Inadequate 2.67 3.00 3.50 2.80 2.88 3.07
materials
Inadequate 2.53 2.80 3.08 2.60 2.39 2.97
facilities
Poor 2.47 2.80 3.33 3.00 2.15 2.76
academics
Non-teach 2.53 2.20 2.42 2.40 2.67 2.93
duties
Site based 2.73 2.20 2.67 2.80 2.70 3.34
decisions

Table 16 shows the consistency of responses wvatiinbetween genders with

reference to the majority of dissatisfaction fastor
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Table 17 Gender Mean Score Differential in Ascegddrder

Dissatisfaction Reason Mean Differential
Poor Student Behavior .01
Lack of Administrative / Management .04
Support

Inadequate Instructional Material .08
More Time for Lesson and Class Planning 15
Poor Student Academics .29
Safety .33
Salary .35
Non-Instructional Duties .35
Inadequate Facilities 40
Smaller Class Size 48
Increased Staff Development .62
More Site Based Decision Making .64

There were a total of twelve major reasons idesdifoy the results of the study.
An analysis of the mean score by gender and cowdse compared. The mean
descriptive statistics were presented in TableTable 17 shows the level of consistency
between the gender responses to each reason @hretedissatisfaction. ‘Poor student
behavior’, ‘Lack of Administrative/Management Supoand ‘Inadequate Instructional

Material was the three reasons that had less thid differential between the genders.

Research Question Number Five
How do the major reasons identified in SouthwestiBth compare with the National

Trends for teacher satisfaction and attrition?

Table 18 Percentage Comparison of Public SchoatfAers Dissatisfaction Areas

Area of Dissatisfaction This
Study 1994-1995 1991-1992 1988-1999
Class Sizes Too
Large/Smaller Class 74.7 1.2 1.4 3.5
Size
Inadeq_uate Time for 63.6 51 55 N/A
Preparing Lessons
Poor Salary 60.6 10.7 0.7 8.2
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Inadequate/Lack of

Support From 57.6 15.3 24.9 30.2
Administration

Poor Student

Behavior/Student 50.5 17.9 9.4 9.0
Discipline Problems

Poor Opportunity for

Professional

Advancement/Increased 424 3.5 9.4 5.3
Staff Development
Safety/Unsafe Working 54 4 N/A " g 1
Environment
Inadequate/ Lack of

33.3 1.7 N/A N/A

Instructional Materials

Inadequate Facilities/

Generally Poor 28.3 N/A 1.2 4.4
Working Conditions

Non-Instructional

Duties/Intrusions on 27.2 4.5 10.8 N/A
Teaching Time

Poor Student

Academics/Poor 24.2 17.6 18.8 20.3
Motivation to Learn

Lack of Influence over

School Policies and

Practices/ More Site

Based Decision Making

22.2 6.6 4.3 7.9

The U.S. Department of Education, National Centar Education Statistics
reported the results of a Teacher Follow-up Suoayducted in years of 1988-89, 1991-
92 and 1994-95 for public school teachers. A dpsee comparison of percentages was
analyzed for this question. Tables 18, 19 and Zerilged the national trends with this
study, compared the descriptive between countied,paesented the range of percentile

response to teacher dissatisfaction areas

Table 19 Percentage Comparison of Southwest Rl@mlnty Responses

Area of Dissatisfaction Charlotte Hendry Lee

Class Sizes Too 80.0 82.4 71.0
Large/Smder Class Size

Inadequate Time for 50.0 76.5 64.5
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Preparing Lessons

Salary/ Poor Salary 70.0 58.8 58.1
Inadequate/Lack of Support 45.0 58.8 61.3
From Administration

Poor Student Behavior/ 40.0 64.7 50.0
Student Discipline

Problems

Poor Opportunity for 30.0 35.3 48.4

Professional
Advancement/Increased
Staff Development

Safety/Unsafe Working 40.0 47.1 51.6
Environment

Inadequate/ Lack of 30.0 47.1 30.6
Instructional Materials

Inadequate Facilities/ 30.0 35.3 25.8
Generally Poor Working

Conditions

Poor Student 15.0 52.9 194
Academics/Poor Motivation

to Learn

Non-Instructional 25.0 29.4 27.4

Duties/Intrusions on

Teaching Time

Lack of Influence over 20.0 17.6 24.2
School Policies and

Practices/ More Site Based

Decision Making

The comparison of School Districts of Charlottendry, and Lee are depicted in
Table 19. The table shows how each county respbtadthe items identified by the U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Edecattatistics results of a Teacher
Follow-up Survey conducted in years of 1988-89,1199 and 1994-95 for public school

teachers.

Table 20 Most, Least, and Other Percentage Ranpessatisfaction Areas

Most Agreeable Dissatisfaction Areas Percentage
Non-nstructional Duties/ Intrusions on Teaching Tin 4.4
Lack of Influence over School Policies and
Practices/More Site Based Decision Making 6.6
Inadequate Facilities/ Generally Poor Working
Conditions 9.5
Least Agreeable Dissatisfaction Areas Percentage
Poor Student Academics/ Poor Motivation to Learn 37.9
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Inadequate Time for Preparing Lessons 26.5

Poor Student Behavior/ Student Discipline Problem: 24.7
Remaining Dissatisfaction Areas Percentage

Class Sizes Too Large/ Smaller Class Size 11.4
Safety/ Unsafe Working Environment 11.6

Poor Salary 11.9
Inadequate/ Lack of Support From Administration 16.3
Inadequate/ Lack of Instructional Materials 17.1

Poor Opportunity for Professional

Advancement/Increased Staff Development 18.4

Table 20 depicts the percentage range in respdreeseen Charlotte, Hendry,
and Lee County with regard to The U.S. DepartmériEducation, National Center for
Education Statistics reported the results of a fiead-ollow-up Survey conducted in

years of 1988-89, 1991-92 and 1994-95 for publimstteachers.
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CHAPTER YV
CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
DISCUSSIONS AND OVERVIEW OF THE FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to determine theomegasons for teacher
dissatisfaction and to determine whether there walationship between teacher
dissatisfaction and teacher attrition. Dissatisac factors were determined and
analyzed. Differences in the overall mean perggnt# each dissatisfaction factor were
analyzed. Dissatisfaction factors were analyzedl @@mpared by racial category and
gender. In addition, dissatisfaction factors weaeralyzed and compared with
dissatisfaction factors identified for the nation.

No significant relationship was noted between rand teacher dissatisfaction.
There was no significant effect noted between faategory and teacher dissatisfaction.

The following sections will summarize the findingfseach research question.

Research Question Number One
What are the major reasons why teachers are leatfiagrofession?
According to the data presented in Chapter 4, theeee six factors that
accounted for 38% of the issues contributing tochea dissatisfaction: lack of
administrative support, salary, lack of supporifrechool staff, benefits, lack of status

and respect, and poor student behavior.
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There were four factors that accounted for 15%thaf factors accounting for the
teachers’ decisions to remain in the professioghdi pay, improved benefits, improved
administrative support with students, and smales<size.

Seven percent of teachers left the profession dyeetsonal and family reasons:
became pregnant, got married, spouse attained ajoiewstudent behavior/academics,
and to go back to school. These personal and yamitter findings were supported by

the past research studies of Ingersol (2001, 2002).

Research Question Number Two
Do the major reasons for leaving the professiofedibetween, Charlotte, Hendry,

and Lee Counties?

According to the data presented in Chaptethete were 10 factors that
accounted for 24% of the more consistent respobstgeen counties: more parental
involvement and support, reduced non-instructichdies, safer schools, lack of parental
involvement, more classroom management trainirgg f@perwork, higher pay, safety,
more flexible work schedule, and benefits.

There were 6 factors that accounted for 14% of |83 consistent responses
between factors: poor student behavior, 11 or dAtmemployment opportunities, poor
student behavior, provide employee healthcare, tdc&upport from school staff, and
more classroom supplies and equipment.

The less consistent county survey responses tofabers of poor student
behavior and poor student academics support theamgs of Bradley (1999) and the
NASBE (1988) which indicates that teacher shortages higher in rural and urban

schools that primarily serve low income and stuslentcolor
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Research Question Number Three
What are the racial demographics between, Charlétendry, and Lee County teachers

and does race influence the teacher’s decisiohgfaving the profession?

According to the data presented in Chapter 4 theiradtrative support factor and
the finance factor accounted for 33% of the factoith higher reported means between
racial categories. The administrative supportdiagtas composed of 2 items; improved
administrative support when dealing with studemd enproved administrative support
when dealing with staff issues. The finance fastas composed of two survey items;
higher pay and 11 or 12-month employment opporiesit

The team vote factor and the two duty factor actediior 33% of the factors
with lower reported means between racial categorieso duty, was composed of two
survey items; reduced non-instructional duties mmoroved teacher orientation. Team
Vote, was composed of two survey items; supportdam teaching and more site based
decision-making.

There was no significant difference observed faertor any of the six counties
and any of the six factors. There were not enaugijects that participated in the study
to draw significant conclusions; however, the stday conclude that race is not a factor

that influences a teacher to leave the profession.

Research Question Number Four
Does gender influence the teacher’s decision faviley the profession in Charlotte,

Hendry, and Lee County?

According to the data presented in Chapter 4 tmanfie factor and the

administrative support factor accounted for 33%tleé factors with higher reported
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means between genders. The finance factor was asedpof two survey items; higher
pay and 11 or 12-month employment opportunitiefhie &dministrative support factor
was composed of 2 items; improved administratiygpsat when dealing with students
and improved administrative support when dealiniy wiaff issues.

The team vote factor and the two duty factor actediior 33% of the factors
with lower reported means between genders. Tedm was composed of two survey
items; support for team teaching and more site daseision-making. Two duty, was
composed of two survey items; reduced non-instoneli duties and improved teacher
orientation. .

There was no significant difference observed betwgender and five of the six
factors. There was a significant difference obsgrbetween gender and the safe
equipment factor (p<.042). Gender responses to 88%e factors were consistent.

Gender is not a factor that influences a teachkraee the profession.

Research Question #5
How do the major reasons identified in SouthwestiBia compare with the National

Trends for teacher satisfaction and attrition?

Survey data were analyzed to compare thermagsons for teacher dissatisfaction in
Southwest Florida to those of the nation. Tableedmpared the similar reasons of this
study with those sited in the U.S. Department ofi¢adion (USDOE), National Center
for Education Statistics, Teacher Follow-up SurvE994-1995, 1991-1992, and 1988-
1999. There were twelve major similar reasonsrdeted for the comparison. The
major reason percentages for USDOE study were deresli as one entity in which

participants chose which single factor was the magason for dissatisfaction. Data for
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this study was obtained by considering each reamt@pendently. A response of either 4
or 5 (considerable or great) was used to deterth@g@ercentage. Descriptive cross tabs
were run for determining the final percentages.e Tésults were presented in the table
from current to past. The areas of dissatisfacti@ne presented in descending order
based on the percentage results of this study. rBfés to not having any data reported
for this area this particular year.

Table 18 presented survey data that were anali@embmpare the percentage
analysis between the counties. Table 19 presehtedange difference for the twelve
dissatisfaction areas are as follows; smaller ct&=s 11.4, Inadequate preparation time
26.5, salary, 11.9, Inadequate administrative supp®.3, poor student behavior 24.7,
poor opportunity for professional advancement 18adety 11.6, inadequate instructional
materials 17.1, inadequate working conditions p&or student academics 37.9, non-
instructional duties 4.4 and lack of site basedsi@t making 6.6. The smallest range
was found with non-instructional duties/intrusioms teaching time, lack of influence
over school policies and practices, and inadedfaatkties. This indicated that there was
more consistency between the districts in this.ar€he widest range was found in the
areas of poor student academics, inadequate tim@rdparing lessons, and poor student
behavior. Over the six-year period in which thecteer follow-up survey was conducted,
inadequate/lack of administrative support was thenlmer one reason for teacher
dissatisfaction, as compared with that being thalmer 6 of 12 reasons as identified by

this study.
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CONCLUSIONS

This study sought to determine the major facterstéacher dissatisfaction of
beginning teachers in Southwest Florida and istigaiship to attrition. From a review
of the literature and research findings, the follaywconclusions have been determined.

The results of this study support the conclusi@t tbw salaries, lack of influence
over decision-making, student discipline problerasd lack of support from school
administration are major reasons that beginninghes are dissatisfied with the
profession. These findings were similar to thelifngs of Ingersol (2000, 2001). The
county findings presented a range of responsesvirad with the findings of Ingersol
(2000, 2001). A distinct comparison was not obsdrbetween the three counties;
however, the findings do suggest that there is isterecy with identifying the major
contributing factors for teacher dissatisfaction.

Bradley (1999) and the National Associatiorbtdte Boards of Education (1998)
found that there were teacher shortages in urbahraral school environments that
primarily served students of color or low-incomadsnts. The results of this study did
not support these findings. There are a numb&adbrs, such as homogeneity of county
and the number of schools that may factor intcatieerse findings of this study.

There was no conclusion drawn considering the mégotors and how they
compared among similar races. There was no demlbigré&rend observed. There is no
significant relationship between genders with rdgar reasons for beginning teacher
dissatisfaction. The percentage of male and feipatgcipants of the study did compare
with those percentages provided by the Florida Biepnt of Education. There were no

trends observed.
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The major reasons for beginning teacher dissatisfadn Southwest Florida
consistently compared with those reasons identibedhe nation. There were no trends
observed. Although dissatisfaction factors diddlga teacher attrition with survey
participants of the nation, this study could naiteepport nor negate the implication of
these factors on teacher attrition.

The need for teachers in Southwest Florida wilitcwie to increase and this need
will become progressively critical for at least thext seven years. Teacher concerns are
just that, teacher concerns. The gender and faadeacher do not require an alternate
approach to address teacher dissatisfaction antioatt Teacher dissatisfaction is not a
single entity but a combination of factors. Thadings of the study suggested areas that
are common to all teachers; however, it is the coatlon of these factors on an
individual basis that has the greatest implicatimnt®acher attrition.

Strategies at the district level for beginning teacprograms should include
elements that address poor student behavior asgrolan management skills. Strategies
at the school level that address administrativepstpfor teachers should be in place

prior to the beginning of the school year.

Recommendations for Future Research
This study was able to identify major reasons feacher dissatisfaction.
However, in order to determine the effect of thissdtisfaction on teacher attrition, a
follow-up study should be performed within the néixe years. A study should be
conducted that compares the attrition rate of teechhat successfully complete the
Professional Orientation Program (POP) and thoaedb not complete the program. A

gualitative study that targets the specific factorsalary, poor administrative support,
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poor student behavior, and poor student acaderhiosglé be conducted. Collier and
Glades county teachers would give further insight ireasons for job dissatisfaction in
Southwest Florida. The dynamics of the studentufadn within these districts will
further diversify the student and teacher demogcadior research purposes
A study should be conducted that compares thetiatirrate of alternatively certified
teachers with those teachers that received ceattific through the more conventional
routes. This study targeted beginning teachetswkee further defined as having taught
five years or less. The study findings indicatieal the term beginning teacher is rather
broad in nature. A follow-up study should includata of beginning teachers to the
district and compared with that of beginning teashe the profession.

A leadership inventory should be given to the sthwncipal and each of the
teachers to determine if there is a link betweeddeship styles and dissatisfaction—

which leads to attrition.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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1. Did you leave teaching to retire with full benefits or for some other reason? (CHECK

ONE)
[ Retire with full benefits................o.coo 0
L0 Other reaSON... ..t e e e e 1
O Did not leave {Skip to question #4}..................... 2

2. What isthe primary reason you |eft teaching? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

A) ADMINISTRATIVE

O Contract not renewed, dismissed, did not get &snur

O Disability

RetiremMeNt. .o A2

O Early

RetiremMeNt. .o e A3

B) CAREER CHANGE

O Career change within education (non teaching
position).............. Bl
O Career change outside of

(<o [ T07=1 110 ] o FAP T

C) PREGNANCY/HEALTH

D) EDUCATION

O Pregnancy/child care

O Health/medical

problems. ... ..o Cc2

O Personal or family
responsibilities.........coov i

O To go back to

SCROON. .. D1

E) CERTIFICATION

O Did not obtain or maintain a teaching
CENSE . ..t
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F) JOB ISSUES

Disapproved of school/subject

O
O
O Benefits (leave,
BC. ) ettt e F3
O Student
behavior/academics............cocvee i, F4
O Inadequate facilities, materials or
=0 [T ] 1.0= | RSP F5
O Inadequately prepared for teaching/didn’t like

teaching.......cooooe i F6
O Lack of parental
O
O
O

Non-instructional

AUEIES. e F9

Un-reimbursed/out of pocket

EXPEINSES ... ittt et e e F10
O Lack of administrative/management

O Lack of peer
LS 010 o F12
O Lack of site-based decision

O Lack of status and
121 01 o F14
O Other (specify)

3. (If applicable and Only if teaching) What isthe primary reason you relocated?

O Relocating in state, but still

teaChING. ... 0
O Relocating out of state, but still

TEACNING. .. vt 1
O Teaching elsewhere (community college, 4-yeaiegalor

university,

trade school, private secondary school, hoase=t

school,

= (o P 2

4. At what grade level were you most recently teaching? (Check ONE)
O Kindergarten

O First
O Second
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O Third

O Fourth
O Fifth

O Sixth

O Seventh
O Eighth
O Ninth

O Tenth

O Eleventh
O Twelfth
O Special Education — Elementary

O Special Education — Middle School
1 Special Education — High School
O Vocational Education

0 Media Specialist

O Counselor

O Special subjects

O Other (Specify)

5. Areyou certified in the area in which you wer e teaching?

O No... {Goto question #6}. o..oveiv e e 0

aYes...{Gotoquestion #7}.......ccooviiiiiiiiiiiii e, 1
6. (If no) Were you administratively placed?

0 N e e 0

I S T PP 1

7. How many year s of teaching experience do you have?

8. What isyour gender?

9. What isyour race?
O American Indian/Native America
O Asian
O African American/Black
O Hispanic
O White
O Other (specify)

10. Below ar e questions pertaining to issuesthat might influence your decision to
leave the teaching profession. Respond to each question by CIRCLING THE
NUMBER that best reflects your experience. The scale values should be interpreted
asfollows:
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1 =no influence

2 =dlight influence

3 =moderate influence

4 =considerable influence
5 =great influence

L

(¢} ]‘SU ol O O (¢} ()

Issues e elsel g g

| EE R

GECQE|SE|BE|2E
1. Safety 5141 3 2 1
2. Poor student behavior 5 (4] 3 2 1
3. Poor student academics 514( 3 2 1
4. Inadequate facilities 5 (4] 3 2 1
5. Inadequate instructional materials or equipthedt | 4 | 3 | 2 1
6. Inadequate undergraduate educationalprog¢ 5 [ 4 [ 3 | 2 1
7. Inadequate school system orientation 5 [4] 3] 2 1
8. Salary 5141 3 2 1
9. Benefits (leave, etc.) 5141 3 2 1
10. Non-instructional duties 5 (4] 3 2 1
11. Un-reimbursed/out-of-pocket expenses 5[4 ] 3] 2 1
12. Lack of administrative/managementsuppd S | 4 [ 3 | 2 1
13. Lack of support from school staff 5 4] 3] 2 1
14. Lack of parental involvement/support S |4)13]12 1
15. Lack of site-based decision making 5|14 3] 2 1
16. Lack of status and respect 5141 3 2 1
17. Other (specify) 514 3] 2 1

11. Below isalist of factorsthat might encourage teachersto stay in the teaching
profession. Respond to each question by CIRCLING THE NUMBER that best
reflects your experience. The scale values should be inter preted as follows:

1 =noincentive

2 =dlight incentive

3 =moder ate incentive

4 =considerable incentive
5 = strong incentive
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Q@
o
(&) S () L o (&) (&)
Factors o2 |32 |82 | 2| 2
§6|25 |58 |55 o
#E|3E|32|phe |28
1. Improved benefits 5 4 3 2
2. Higher pay 5 4 3 2 1
3. Merit pay based on performance 5 4 3 2
4. 11 or 12-month employment opportunities 5 4 3 2 1
5. Provide employee child care 5 4 3 2
6. Safer schools 5 4 3 2 1
7. Smaller class size 5 4 3 2
8. Fewer classes 5 4 3 2 1
9. More clerical assistance 5 4 3 2
10. Less paperwork 5 4 3 2 1
11. More time for lesson and class planning 5 4 3 2
12. Reduced non-instructional duties 4 3 2 1
13. Improved teacher orientation 5 4 3 2
14. Improved administrative support when dealing witlishts 5 4 3 2 1
15.Improved administrative support when dealing with staffies 5 4 3 2 ]
16. Provide Mentor or Support Team 5 4 3 2 1
17. More parent involvement and support 5 4 3 2
18. More training opportunities 5 4 3 2 1
19. More training in classroom management 5 4 3 2
20. Improve college training for teachers 5 4 3 2 1
21. More technology training 5 4 3 2
22. Increased staff development and advancement opportunities 5 4 3 2 1
23. More flexible work schedule 5 4 3 2
24. Support for team teaching 5 4 3 2 1
25.More site-based decision making 5 4 3 2
26. More classroom supplies and equipment 5 4 3 2 1

27. Arethereany other factorsyou feel would encourage teachers so stay in the profession?

12. What single factor would most likely encourage you to return to the teaching
profession?

13. In what school system did you last teach?

14. Did you receive under graduate teacher training?
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15. What istheinitial reason you chose the teaching profession ?
(CHECK ONE RESPONSE ONLY)
O Parents or relatives worked in the education field
O Friends worked on planned to work in the educdfiieid
O Enjoy working with children
O Belief that teaching would provide a good carggyastunity
O Desire to share knowledge in the classroom
0 Desire to be like one or more former teachers
O Pay and benefits
O Job security
O Desire to improve our local education system
0 Desire to have summer months off
O Belief that teaching is an honorable and respéefatnfession
O Other (Specify)

16. Do you intend to teach in the future?

i (R

17. If yes, how soon: (CHECK ONE)

o This year

O Next year

o Two to five years from now

o More than five years from now
o Don’t know

18. Do you feel you wer e adequately prepared for teaching?

) (o I § |
[ ST 1
olf No, Whynot? 2

20. In your job did you have the support of a mentor or a peer teacher?

TINO oo e s

= O
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