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The country will need to hire over 2 million additional teachers over the next decade.
One major cause of the current teacher shortage seems to be teacher attrition. Beyond
retirement and relocation, teachers leave for many reasons. This study explored how
teachers from a large central Texas school district who had left their positions
perceived a school climate variable labeled organizational health and how this
variable might relate to teacher attrition. The Organizational Health Inventory (OHI)
(Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b) was used to measure these perceptions of elementary,
middle, and secondary school teachers. A demographic questionnaire was also sent to
each of the teachers. The overall OHI results were standardized and compared to the
appropriate OHI normative sample. The results were also disaggregated by teacher
vi

demographics, characteristics and compared to the normative sample. The
Organizational Health perceptions of elementary, middle and secondary school
teachers, in aggregate, were average or above when compared to the normative mean.
However, when disaggregated, areas of poor organizational health were noted.
Elementary school teachers viewed Academic Emphasis as very low, middle school
teachers rated Teacher Affiliation and Collegial Leadership below the normative
mean, and the secondary school OHI results suggested their schools’ Institutional
Integrity was lacking. To address Academic Emphasis at elementary schools, it was
suggested that leadership review induction/mentoring programs to determine why
special educators who participated in these programs rated Academic Emphasis
higher than general educators. At middle school, leadership should examine
mentoring with emphasis on timely feedback and analysis focused on programs that
encourage specific collaboration between young and older teachers. To correct
unhealthy perceptions of Collegial Leadership, Leadership should develop
mechanisms that sense and address concerns and needs of their special education
staff, especially young teachers. To address Institutional Integrity at secondary
schools, leadership should develop programs for new/inexperienced teachers to
provide exposure and experience in dealing with outside groups (e.g., parents and
organizations such as cheerleading, band, athletics, etc.).
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

There is a teacher shortage in the United States (Feistritzer, 1998a; National
Education Association, 2003; Southworth, 2000). The U.S. Department of Education
(1999) has estimated that the country will need to hire over 2 million teachers to fill
the needs of the education system over the next decade.
It has long been noted that many teachers from all areas of teaching leave
during or after the first year of teaching and that 40–50% leave within 5 years
(Billingsly, 1993; Boser, 2000; Hare & Heap, 2001a; Ingersoll, 1997; Thomas &
Kiley, 1994). Huling-Austin (1986) reported that the turnover rate of new teachers
th
th
does not settle at an overall rate of 6% until the 5 or 6 year. About 40% of those

who graduate from college qualified to teach never teach in a public school
(Chaddock, 1999a). Some teaching specialties are particularly affected by attrition
and inexperienced teachers. Special education is one of these areas. It has been
projected that approximately 80,000 new special education teachers will be needed by
2010 (Russ, Chiang, Rylance, & Bongers, 2001).

Statement of the Problem
Teacher attrition is arguably the largest single factor determining demand for
teachers in the United States (Boe & Gilford, 1991; “The Condition of Education,”
1995). According to the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future
1

(1996), more than 50,000 people who lack the preparation required for their jobs have
entered teaching annually on emergency or substandard licenses. Moreover, 27% of
newly hired teachers had not been fully licensed, 12.5% had no license, and 14.9 %
were hired on temporary, provisional, or emergency licenses. When individuals, not
highly qualified to teach, are hired and placed in classrooms they likely deprive
students of the professional instruction they need and deserve. However, some
researchers do not view the teacher shortage as simply reflecting a lack of qualified
teachers to fill vacant positions. If the number of qualified persons and the number of
job openings were compared, there would be an overall surplus of trained people
(National Association of State Board of Education, 1998; Darling-Hammond, 2001).
U.S. Census Bureau data indicate that more than 6 million individuals held Bachelors
degrees in education in 1993 (Feistritzer, 1998b). Thus, not counting approximately 3
million active teachers at that time, at least 3 million people in the U.S. were trained
to teach but chose not to do so (National Governors Association, 2000). Therefore,
the teacher shortage may be better described as one of developing, placing, and
maintaining qualified teachers (Feistritzer, 1998b).

Significance of the Problem

The Cost of Teacher Attrition
Teacher attrition nationally can be very expensive and can exacerbate the
teacher shortage problem. Some national cost estimates for teacher attrition range
between $320 million and $2.1 billion a year (Texas State Board for Educator
2

Certification, 2000). Basic methods for estimating the cost of turnover define this cost
as a percentage of annual salary plus the cost of benefits (Hauenstein, 1999). Using
these procedures, Hauenstein postulated that the turnover cost per employee is
estimated to be roughly 25% of the annual salary of the leaver plus the amount
invested in benefits for the leaver.
The teacher turnover rate for new teachers is higher than the average rate for
all teachers. According to the Texas State Board for Educator Certification (2002),
the annual cost of losing beginning teachers in Texas in 1999 was between $36 and
$216 million, depending on the assumptions of the turnover model used. After 3 years
of teaching, as many as 43% of new Texas teachers had left the profession, resulting
in a 3-year turnover cost of between $81 million and $480 million (Fuller, 2002).
Other associated costs involved are more difficult to estimate, like the effect
attrition has on student achievement (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 1999).
Inexperienced teachers are usually not highly qualified, but are highly mobile. This
mobility requires that students must contend with inconsistent instruction and varying
behavioral expectations (Peske, Liu, Johnson, Kardos, & Kaufmann, 2001).

Areas of Greatest Impact from Teacher Attrition
Some teaching specialties suffer greater attrition than most (e.g., special
education, math, science) (Ingersoll, 2001). The teacher attrition rate in high-poverty
areas can reach 50% of total teachers (Hare & Heap, 2001a). Boe, Cook, Bobbitt,
Whitener, and Weber (1997) found that the shortage of general education teachers
averaged about 3.5% less than that of special education teachers. Further
3

complicating the shortage is the fact that special educators are significantly more
likely than general educators to transfer to other teaching assignments. More special
educators transfer to general education than the reverse (Boe et al., 1997). Most
general education teachers who hold both general and special education certification
are not interested in transferring to special education (Billingsley & Cross, 1991;
Schnorr, 1995). Even though all types of districts report problems retaining new
teachers, this problem is most serious in schools located in low-income areas (Hare &
Heap, 2001b; National Association of State Boards of Education, 1998).

What We Know About the Problem

Efforts to Address Teacher Attrition
Teachers leave their jobs for a variety of reasons and there has been
significant effort by policy makers to halt the exit of teachers from the teaching
profession. Various combinations of incentives including higher pay, alternative
certification programs, and teacher mentoring have been developed to address teacher
attrition, but with varying levels of success (Chaddock, 1999a; The Council for Basic
Education, 2001; Hirsch, Koppich, & Knapp, 2001).
Many states and individual school districts have employed financial incentives
such as signing bonuses, student loan forgiveness, housing assistance, and tuition
reimbursement to combat teacher attrition (Hirsch et al., 2001). As detailed by
Chaddock (1999b), hiring bonuses for new teachers ranged from $1,000 in Maryland
to a record $20,000 in Massachusetts; Texas one year gave all its teachers a $3,000
4

across-the-board raise. Many states forgive loans of college students who agreed to
teach in their state (Arizona, Connecticut, Florida, Kentucky, Minnesota, and
Pennsylvania) or offer scholarships for those who agreed to teach in critical shortage
areas, such as math, science, special education, and bilingual education (Georgia,
Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, and Mississippi) (Chaddock, 1999b). Despite such
incentives, shortages persist.
Alternative teacher certification programs have been advocated to address
teacher attrition by increasing teacher supply while also and reducing time
requirements necessary to become fully certified. The term alternative certification
has been used to refer to many avenues to becoming licensed or certified to teach.
These avenues have ranged from emergency certification, with very few
requirements, to very sophisticated and well-designed programs that address the
professional preparation of individuals who already possess at least a baccalaureate
degree and/or considerable life experiences that want to become teachers (Feistritzer,
1998a). The first alternative certification program was launched in September 1984
by the New Jersey Board of Education. In the years to follow, over 40 states and the
District of Columbia have established alternative certification programs (Feistritzer,
1998a). Among the goals proposed for these programs was an increased teacher pool,
an increased number of teachers in underrepresented areas such as urban schools,
special education, math and science, and a decrease in teachers with emergency
certification. Although the quality of alternative certification programs has been
questioned (National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, 1997; Otuya,
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1992), more importantly, the programs have not significantly satisfied the manpower
demand for teachers.
An emerging potential solution to teacher attrition, once teachers get into the
classroom, is teacher induction/mentoring (Chaddock, 1999a). It has been suggested
that new teachers leave their positions due to poor transition support from pre-service
preparation into the classroom. Traditional sink-or-swim induction to teaching
employed by most school districts has contributed to high attrition and to lower levels
of teacher effectiveness (National Commission on Teaching and America's Future,
1996). Induction programs are usually designed as a short term orientation to the new
teacher’s school or district. Mentoring program initiatives are usually longer in term
(e.g., a school year) and seek to establish a personal relationship between a new
teacher and an experienced one for the purpose of professional instruction and
guidance that could have the added benefit of reduced teacher dissatisfaction and
attrition (Texas Education Agency, 1999). Many believe that the training of new
teachers should continue where pre-service training ends and that
induction/mentoring programs could be an important mechanism for continuing
training (Ponessa, 1996). However, induction/mentoring is not a consistent or
common experience for new teachers and its real effect on attrition is unknown
(National Commission on Teaching and America's Future, 1996).

Demographics of Teachers Who Leave
There appears to be certain teacher demographic elements and characteristics
common to teachers who leave. The most common characteristics are age and
6

experience. Young teachers with fewer than 5 years of experience leave in far greater
numbers than do more experienced teachers (Boe et al., 1997; Cross & Billingsley,
1994; Morvant, Gersten, Gillman, Keating, & Blake, 1995). Age is the only
demographic variable that is consistently linked to attrition in the special education
literature. Researchers have repeatedly shown that younger special educators are
more likely to leave (or express intent to leave) than older special educators (Boe et
al., 1997; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Morvant et al., 1995; Singer, 1993). Singer also
found that young special education teachers leave at rates nearly twice that of mature
special education teachers.
Gender’s influence on teacher attrition in the literature is mixed. Some
researchers have found that male teachers were more likely to indicate their intention
to leave (Miller, Brownell, & Smith, 1999), while others note that female teachers left
at a higher rate, but returned at the same rate as male teachers (Singer, 1993).
The effect of ethnicity on teacher attrition is also inconclusive. Some
researchers have found no connection between ethnicity and teacher attrition (Boe et
al., 1997); however, Snyder (1999) found that White teachers were more likely to
leave their district than African American or Hispanic teachers.
In general, certain teaching fields like special education suffer greater attrition
than most (Ingersoll, 2001). Since the early 1990s, teacher attrition has been found to
be significantly higher for special education teachers than for general education
teachers (Boe, 1993). This takes on added meaning considering the number of schoolage children needing special education services (U.S. Department of Education,
1999). In fact, the number of students with disabilities has grown at a rate almost
7

three times the overall student population while the number of graduates receiving
Bachelors degrees in special education has declined (Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener,
and Weber, 1997; National Association of State Directors of Special Education,
1990).

Characteristics of Teachers Who Leave
What reasons do teachers cite for leaving their positions? Research has
suggested a variety of reasons for teacher attrition. Most studies of teacher attrition
have focused upon personal variables and characteristics of teachers. For example,
some teachers leave teaching to retire, while others move away and do not seek
another position. Still others leave because of child rearing or pregnancy (although
many of these choose to return), and some leave for higher pay (National Center for
Education Statistics, 1998). Low salaries and loss of respect from the public pose a
challenge for teacher retention (Lortie, 1975; Peske et al., 2001). While retirement
and school staffing cutbacks cause some teachers to leave, personal and family
matters and job dissatisfaction are more frequently cited reasons (Ingersoll, 2001).
Ingersoll also found that 42% of all teachers report leaving for job dissatisfaction or a
desire to pursue a better job, another career, or to improve career opportunities. In an
earlier study, Ingersoll (1997) found that low salaries, rampant student discipline
problems, and limited faculty input into school decision making all contributed to
teachers leaving the profession to choose other careers. Thomas and Kiley (1994)
stated that dealing with special needs children and student discipline concerns were
potential causes for teachers leaving the profession. A study prepared by the Texas
8

Center for Educational Research (1999) also attributed family moves, family and
child-rearing considerations, and working conditions as factors affecting the attrition
rate. An additional complicating factor involves the skilled labor shortage in the
Texas economy and how this demand increases the competition for people with math,
science, and technology backgrounds. To some degree, the reasons that teachers cite
for leaving vary according to their teaching context: For example, teachers in rural
schools are more likely to leave due to social, geographic, cultural, and professional
isolation than teachers in other environments (Collins, 1999). Teachers in urban
schools report being least satisfied with access to teaching resources and control over
curriculum and pedagogy (Claycomb, 2000). Teachers in small private schools report
that dissatisfaction with salaries and their schools’ lack of leadership were key in their
decision to leave (Collins, 1999).
Few studies address the relationship of attrition to degrees earned. However,
in two studies querying teachers’ intent to leave, those with more education were
more likely to indicate the intent to leave (Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Westling &
Whitten, 1996). Cross and Billingsley also stated that those teachers with higher
degrees perceive greater employability in nonteaching positions and therefore were
more likely to leave.
There is some evidence, although somewhat contradictory, that links teacher
qualification and certification status to teacher attrition (Darling-Hammond, 2001;
North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 2003). Miller et al. (1999) reported a
higher level of attrition among uncertified teachers than certified teachers. In their
analyses, they found that certification is a predictor for exit attrition (e.g., teachers
9

leave the profession), but not for transfer attrition (e.g., teachers transfer between
schools or districts). Conversely, Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Barkanic, and Maislin (1999)
found being uncertified was associated with a higher level of transfer. Certification
has also been linked to special education teachers’ intent to leave. Carlson and
Billingsley (2001) reported that uncertified special educators were more likely to
indicate plans to leave as soon as possible, when compared to their certified
counterparts. Two other large-scale studies (Carlson & Billingsley, 2001; Miller et
al., 1999) also found a relationship between lack of certification and higher levels of
attrition, and implied that those on provisional or emergency certificates might be at
high risk of leaving and are in particular need of support to keep them in the teaching
field (e.g., mentoring or induction).
Regardless of the certification route taken by teachers, it has been asserted
that only a limited amount of classroom management can be taught and the rest must
come from actual practice (Ponessa, 1996). John Dornan, the executive director of the
Public School Forum of North Carolina has stated that new teachers are overwhelmed
by classroom responsibilities, often do not receive proper support from school
leadership, and need to be involved in a mentoring program that allows them to work
very closely with an experienced teacher to guide them through the day-to-day
operations of teaching (Ponessa, 1996). Billingsley (2002) reported that special
education teachers with higher levels of induction/mentoring support were more
likely than those with lower levels of support to see their roles as manageable. She
also believed that teachers successful with the most difficult students were also
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successful in providing education commensurate with the students’ individual
education plans, and thus were more satisfied and remained in their jobs.

The Impact of School Climate on Teacher Attrition
School climate has been cited as a variable in teacher attrition (Miller et al.,
1999). School climate is a general term that refers to teacher perceptions of their work
environment (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b). It has been related to a variety of
conditions such as the campus principal’s behavior and support, job satisfaction,
teacher stress, and collegial support (Chapman & Hutcheson, 1982; Natale, 1993;
Ubben & Hughes, 1987).
Chittom and Sistrunk (1990) studied teachers’ perceptions of school climate
and their levels of job satisfaction and discovered a significant positive correlation
between teacher satisfaction with the school climate and teacher perception of the
principal’s leadership behavior. Chapman and Hutcheson (1982) found that
principals’ actions had a significant effect on teachers’ job satisfaction and their
desire to stay or leave. Natale (1993) reported that teachers might choose to leave the
profession because they are troubled by climate issues like the lack of
professionalism, collegiality, recognition or control, and often by inadequate
administrative support. Since it has been found that teachers’ perceptions of school
climate appear to be connected with teacher satisfaction and retention, more study has
been recommended in these areas (Shen, 1997, “Special Education Works,” 2001).

11

Organizational Health as a Climate Variable
Some have suggested that another way of looking at school climate is in terms
of organizational health; a healthy organization continues to grow and prosper over
the long term (Hoy, Tartar, & Kottkamp, 1991). Although organizational health has
been studied for a variety of purposes, a paucity of research has related organizational
health to teacher attrition. Organizational health is a concept introduced by Miles
(1969) to account for an organization's ability to function effectively and to develop
and grow into a more fully functioning system. The idea of positive and healthy
relations in an organization emphasizes conditions that foster growth and
development as well as productive interpersonal relationships (Miles, 1969).
Organizational health also has been used to describe an organization’s stability and its
ability to withstand disruptive outside influences.
The Organizational Health Inventory (OHI; Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b) was
developed using original conceptualizations from the famous “Ohio State Studies” of
organizations (Fleishman, 1953; Halpin & Winer, 1957; Hemphill & Coons, 1957).
The OHI is a well-established instrument that has been used for a variety of purposes
associated with the climate of schools (Hoy et al., 1991). It was primarily designed to
collect teachers’ perceptions of the behavior and interactions found in schools from
the teachers’ perspective. The authors postulated that a healthy school is one in which
the institutional, administrative, and teacher levels are in harmony, and the school is
meeting functional needs as it successfully copes with disruptive external forces
while directing its energies toward its mission. Forms of the OHI exist for elementary
(OHI-E), middle (OHI-M), and secondary (OHI-S) schools.
12

With the development of the OHI, a large number of studies have examined a
variety of school/teacher issues. For example, Hoy and Feldman (1987) investigated
the relationship between organizational health and leadership behaviors. Various
studies have used the OHI to examine levels of teacher trust of their principals and
colleagues (Hoffman, Sabo, Bliss, & Hoy, 1994), organizational commitment of
teachers (Hoy, Tartar, & Bliss, 1990), and the relationship of teacher success to
organizational health (Hoy et al., 1990). Using the OHI, Bass and Avolio (1995)
examined the relationship between transformational leadership, organizational health,
and impetus for change. What has not been explored is the concept of use of the OHI
to examine organizational health as related to teacher attrition.

The Purpose of This Study
The purpose of this study was to explore teacher perceptions held by teachers
who left their district relative to the organizational health of the school where they
had been teaching.

Research Questions
The following research questions were explored:
1. What perceptions of school organizational health are held by teachers who
leave their teaching positions?
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2. Do teachers who differ in race, gender, age, teaching assignment, or
teaching experience hold different perceptions of their school’s
organizational health?
3. Do teachers who have different professional training, teaching experience,
continuing professional development, participation levels in
induction/mentoring, and expressed reasons for having left their teaching
position hold different perceptions of their school’s organizational health?

Chapter Summary
An ongoing teacher shortage in America impacts special needs teachers (e.g.,
special education teachers) and all students, but especially minority and disabled
students and children living in urban or rural areas. This shortage is partially due to
teacher attrition. However, reducing teacher attrition would successfully address the
problem of the shortage of teachers. Many initiatives have been created to address
teacher attrition, including mentoring, alternative certification, and higher pay.
However, the shortage continues, and new initiatives to help resolve the issue are
ongoing.
Evidence of why teachers leave suggests that there are problems and
deficiencies in the organizational support provided to them. Organizational health is a
concept that has been used to describe an organization’s stability and its ability to
withstand disruptive outside influences. It has not been explored as a variable
influencing teacher attrition. The purpose of this study was to explore departing
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teachers’ perceptions of organizational health in a large central Texas school district
using the OHI (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b). The results were further disaggregated
by certain teacher demographics and characteristics. All results were compared to the
appropriate OHI norm, findings were discussed, trends were noted, and
recommendations were made.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW: WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?

Teacher turnover is problematic for a number of reasons. A study conducted
by the National Association of State Boards of Education (1998) indicated that
turnover forces states, districts, and schools to devote attention, time, and financial
resources to initiatives designed to attract additional candidates to replace those who
leave the profession. The research also indicated that, once schools and districts had
hired new teachers, they had to expend enormous energies and resources developing
these new teachers, who then left after only a few years and were replaced by yet
another recruit in need of special resources and support (National Association of State
Boards of Education, 1998). This national study suggested turnover can undermine
the schools' efforts to implement reforms because successful school reform requires
sustained and shared commitment by school staff. High staff turnover means that new
teachers, unfamiliar and untrained relative to those reforms, must somehow be
brought on board.

The Teacher Shortage
The literature suggests that nearly one half of America’s teachers will be
leaving the public school system over the next decade to retire or change careers
(Southworth, 2000), and experts predict that overall more than 2 million new teachers
will be needed to replace them (National Education Association, 2003). The increase
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in the number of teachers leaving the profession in conjunction with the increase in
student enrollment creates a national dilemma (National Education Association,
2003). The problem has been diagnosed as a recruitment issue when it may actually
be one of attrition (Ingersoll, 2001; Merrow, 1999).

Is There Really A Shortage of Trained Teachers?
The teaching profession has been compared to a revolving door (Claycomb,
2000). It has been argued that school staffing problems are caused less by a teacher
shortage and more by too many teachers leaving teaching (Ingersoll, 1997). For
example, a U.S. Department of Education study of students who earned college
degrees in 1992–1993 found that 1 out of 5 who graduated from college in that year
and began teaching in the public schools by 1994–1995 had left the profession by
1996–1997 (Boser, 2000). Other studies have shown that approximately one fourth of
all beginning teachers leave the classroom within the first 4 years (Hare & Heap,
2001a).
Thus, the high demand for teachers is being driven by an undersupply of
entering teachers (National Education Association, 2003), but also by an excessive
demand for teacher replacements driven by a staggering rate of teacher turnover.
However, some believe that the shortage also lies in the distribution of teachers. Not
enough teachers are both qualified and willing to teach in urban and rural schools.
This problem is particularly noted in those schools serving low-income students or
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students of color, as well as a shortage in certain geographic regions in the country
(National Association of State Boards of Education, 1998).
Ingersoll (2002) found that the demand for teachers easily could easily be met
by current sources of supply. His study indicated that in 1999, approximately 232,000
teachers were newly hired into the system, but only 85,000 were newly graduated
from college. He also noted that almost 80,000 of the new hires were re-entrants from
the reserve pool of former teachers returning to the classroom and an additional
67,000 were either delayed entrants or other new entrants who were hired without
prior teaching preparation or experience. Therefore, Ingersoll’s research suggests that
there are plenty of teachers, but not all choose to teach.
According to Feistritzer (1998a), the number of new teacher graduates
increased by 49% between 1983 and 1998, but less than half of those graduates went
into the classroom. She also noted that there were thousands of people qualified to
teach who chose not to. However, some who leave do return to teaching. In 1993,
over 20% of new hires in teaching were not new teachers but people who had taught
sometime in the past and were returning to teaching (National Center for Educational
Statistics, 1998). It has been estimated that colleges of education graduate more than
twice as many new teachers each year (over 100,000) as are hired to teach
immediately after graduation (Feistritzer & Chester, 2000).
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Definition of Teacher Attrition
Researchers studying attrition and retention have used varied definitions to
describe the problem. Grissmer and Kirby (1987) stated that there is no single
definition of attrition, and the context of the research should frame the definition. It
can be defined as the gradual reduction of the work force by means of natural events
such as retirements, deaths, and resignations, as opposed to reductions planned by
management such as discharge, layoffs, retrenchments or early retirements.
One popular definition of special education teacher attrition suggested a fourcategory representation. According to Billingsley (1993), the first category is referred
to as absolute retention and involves teachers who remain in the same teaching
assignment and the same school as the previous year. The second category exists
when the teacher transfers to another special education teaching position but stays in
the teaching field, either in the same or a different district. The third category refers to
teachers who transfer to general education teaching (Billingsley, 1993). The fourth
group, labeled exit attrition, includes those who leave teaching altogether. Boe,
Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener, and Weber (1997) stated that this last category of turnover
is the most challenging form of attrition for school administrators due to the need for
replacement teachers.
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Significance of the Problem

Urban, Rural, and High Poverty Schools
Even though all types of districts report problems retaining new teachers, this
problem is most serious in schools located in low-income areas (Hare & Heap, 2001b;
National Association of State Boards of Education, 1998). According to the National
Center for Education Statistics (1998), the supply of teachers to urban districts is
lower than in other districts, but the demand for urban teachers is higher. These data
suggest that teachers begin their careers in urban districts, but then decide to leave
teaching or to move to more attractive suburban districts after gaining a few years of
experience. In suburban and rural districts, over one third of newly-hired teachers are
experienced, transferring from another teaching position, while only 15% of urban
new hires are transfers (National Center for Education Statistics, 1998). Haberman
(1991) noted that most teacher education graduates refuse to work in urban schools
because many of the issues that teachers perceive as problems and hardships are
bigger problems and greater hardships in urban schools. For example, when the
National Center for Education Statistics asked about various school-related problems,
urban teachers were more likely than their suburban and rural counterparts to see
problems as serious, including student absenteeism, verbal abuse of teachers, lack of
parental involvement, student apathy, poverty, and student disrespect for teachers.
The National Center for Education Statistics also suggested that the job of an urban
teacher is often more challenging simply because the students have different needs.
For example, they suggested that, while similar percentages of urban and suburban
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teachers reported having limited-English proficient (LEP) students in their classes,
urban teachers were more likely to have more LEP students—suburban classrooms
are most likely to have fewer than 10% of the class as LEP, while urban classrooms
are more likely to have more than 50%. Twenty percent of urban teachers also
reported that student misbehavior interfered with their teaching, and 37% felt that
students were unprepared to learn.
Some research has indicated that it is the lowest income students who suffer
most from high teacher turnover and attrition (Haycock, 1998). Haycock’s research
showed that students in low-wealth communities were more likely to be taught by
teachers with deficient qualifications. It also indicated that the teaching force in highpoverty and high-minority communities certainly includes some of the most dedicated
and talented teachers in the country, but unqualified candidates vastly outnumber
these teachers. Teachers with the least content knowledge, who lack even a minor in
the field they are teaching, are more than 3 times more prevalent in low-wealth
schools than in those with high wealth (Haycock, 1998).
Recent research has also shown that teacher quality has an even greater effect
on the achievement of at-risk students (Haycock, 1998). This is particularly troubling
given that out-of-field teaching takes place with greatest frequency in high-poverty
urban and rural schools, in schools serving predominately children of color, and with
students who are already achieving at lowest levels—all populations that are already
at risk of school failure (Ingersoll, 1997). These effects could help explain one of the
most intractable problems of special education: disproportionate representation of
ethnically identified minorities in special education.
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Special Education
There has been an upward trend in the number of special education teachers
needed to fill vacancies and replace unqualified personnel (Council for Exceptional
Children, 2000). In response to this trend, school districts have reduced services to
students with disabilities or have raised class size limits (Billingsley, 1993; DarlingHammond & Sclan, 1996). The shortage problem has serious implications for
students with disabilities since people with less than adequate preparation are
teaching them. Darling-Hammond and Sclan (1996) presented a range of
consequences of the shortage problem including, inadequate educational experiences
for students, reduced achievement levels in students, and insufficient competence of
graduates in the workplace.
Special education teacher attrition is higher than general education teacher
attrition in all public schools (Boe et al., 1997). Determining the extent to which
teachers exit and rearrange themselves in the workforce requires careful follow-up
study that is difficult, time consuming, and costly, thus an obvious drawback to
studying teacher attrition. This may be one reason that the majority of special
education researchers do not actually study special education teachers’ career
behaviors; rather, they examine existing populations of current teachers to determine
their intent to leave as a proxy for attrition (Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Cross &
Billingsley, 1994; Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff, & Harniss, 2001; Littrell, Billingsley,
& Cross, 1994; Singh & Billingsley, 1996; Westling & Whitten, 1996; Whitaker,
2000). Although the causes of the special educator shortage are complex,
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understanding issues is critical to solving the problem. Moreover, the shortage will
not be solved by recruiting thousands of new people into teaching, if after a few short
years many of them leave (Ingersoll, 2001). Given the high turnover rate and its
negative consequences, Ingersoll (2001) argued, “Teacher recruitment programs
alone will not solve the staffing problems of schools if they do not also address the
organizational sources of low retention” (p. 501).

Cost of Teacher Attrition
Inexperienced teachers are often found to be noticeably less effective than
more senior teachers and concentrations of under-prepared teachers create a drain on
schools’ financial as well as human resources (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 1999).
There are direct disadvantages for student learning as well. The skills and
understandings that make for quality teaching take time to acquire, and research
shows that new teachers are less effective at producing student learning than more
experienced teachers (Hawley, 1992).
Kauffman, Johnson, Kardos, Liu, and Peske (2002) found that schools with
high turnover continually pour money into recruitment efforts and professional
support for new teachers without reaping student achievement dividends from these
investments. This study indicated that new teachers hired into schools with high
turnover and limited opportunities for mentoring by accomplished teachers often feel
lost, while other teachers, including the few who could serve as mentors, are stretched
thin and feel overburdened by the needs of their colleagues as well as their students.
The authors suggested that, instead of using funds for needed school improvements,
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monies are spent re-teaching the basics each year to new teachers who come in with
few tools and leave before they become skilled (Boe et al., 1997).

Demographics of Teachers Who Leave
Certain teacher demographics have been studied as they pertain to teacher
attrition. These include age, experience, gender, ethnicity, and teaching assignment.
Each area is discussed separately in the following sections.

Age
Young teachers leave in far greater numbers than do older teachers (Boe et al.,
1997; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Morvant, Gersten, Gillman, Keating, & Blake,
1995). However, Boe et al. (1997) reported that age functions differently for those
who exit public school teaching when compared to those who simply changed
positions. The authors show that leavers demonstrate the characteristic U-function
with age, whereas the percentage of movers declines regularly with increasing age
(e.g., high among new, young teachers, low in mid-career, and high approaching
retirement). Boe et al. (1997) found this relationship holds for both general and
special educators. Miller et al. (1999) reported that younger special educators were
more likely to transfer than older teachers; however, this finding did not hold for
leavers.
Teachers who began their teaching careers before they were 40 years of age
were 43% more likely to leave than teachers who began their teaching careers at 40 or
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older (Snyder, 1999). The reasons for higher attrition among younger teachers have
been discussed fairly extensively in the literature. While some new teachers find the
job of teaching satisfying, others encounter frustrations and initial difficulties that
discourage them from continuing in their positions (Grissmer & Kirby, 1987; Heyns,
1988; Singer, 1993). Grissmer and Kirby pointed out that newer teachers are usually
younger and have fewer debt obligations and are less invested in occupation- and
location-specific human capital. Experienced teachers who leave also face retraining
costs, as well as the loss of tenure and an experienced teacher's salary. Therefore,
younger teachers have greater degrees of freedom when considering leaving (Singer,
1993).

Teaching Experience
Grissmer and Kirby (1987) also demonstrated that teacher attrition patterns for
both general and special educators followed a U-shaped curve for teaching
experience, much as with age. It is high among new teachers, low for teachers during
the mid-career period, and high again as teachers retire. Age and teaching experience
are highly correlated and young teachers with less experience are leaving (Cross &
Billingsley, 1994; Miller et al., 1999; Morvant et al., 1995; Singh & Billingsley,
1996). However, because today many people begin teaching when they are older,
often as a second career, it is important to control for age when examining
experience.
Most professions gradually increase the novice's work responsibilities over
time. In the teaching profession, beginners often start out with the same or more
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responsibilities than veteran teachers and are expected to perform at the same level of
expertise as experienced professionals (Kurtz, 1983). New teachers are often given
the most time-consuming and least rewarding assignments (Kurtz, 1983) as well as
larger classes, more difficult students, and more duties than experienced teachers
(Romatowski, Dorminey, & Voorhees, 1989).
Schools have many formal rules and procedures that are new and unclear to
novice teachers, as well as many informal routines and customs that are even more
difficult for new teachers to discover (Corley, 1998). Conflicting expectations of
administrators, other teachers, students, and parents contribute to what Corcoran
(1981) has referred to as the condition of not knowing. A study of first-year teachers
(Kurtz, 1983) revealed that a common complaint of novice teachers was that they
never knew what was expected of them. Kurtz also found that this complaint was
most common among those who left teaching early.
Beginning teachers often suffer from emotional isolation when they are
assigned to the most physically isolated classrooms (Kurtz, 1983). They may also
suffer from social and professional isolation (Dussault, Deaudelin, Royer, & Loiselle,
1997). Experienced teachers are not likely to offer assistance to beginning teachers,
even when beginners are clearly experiencing severe difficulties (Ryan, 1979). Some
studies indicated that experienced teachers may avoid assisting new teachers because
they believe that beginning teachers need to go through rites of passage alone, just as
the veterans did in their first years (Houston & Felder, 1982; Ryan, 1979).

26

Gender
The relationship between gender and attrition has been included in only a few
studies and the findings are mixed. National data show that proportionately male and
female teachers tend to stay, move, and leave teaching at approximately the same
rates. Boe et al. (1997) did not find a relationship between gender and attrition for a
national sample of general or special educators. Moreover no relationship between
gender and turnover was found in state studies of attrition behavior (Miller et al.,
1999) and intent (Cross & Billingsley, 1994). However, in a study of urban special
educators, Morvant et al. (1995) found that male teachers are more likely to indicate
intention to leave. Yet, Singer (1993) found that young female special educators
actually leave the classroom at a higher rate than do their male counterparts. Other
studies suggest that the likelihood of women leaving a school district was
approximately 37% greater than the risk of men leaving (Snyder, 1999).

Ethnicity
The majority of elementary and secondary school teachers are female and
White. Snyder (1999) found that White teachers are nearly 4 times as likely to leave
their district as African Americans and 57% more likely to leave than Hispanics.
However, no differences in attrition behavior were found among teachers of different
ethnicity in a national study of special educators (Boe et al., 1997). Specific state
studies of general and special educators in Florida (Miller et al., 1999), North
Carolina, Michigan (Singer, 1993), and Virginia (Cross & Billingsley, 1994) found
that White teachers were more likely to stay. However, these studies focused on
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intent rather than actual behavior of leaving. In one study of special educators
working in an urban system, a higher proportion of White teachers left than did
African American teachers (Billingsley, Pyecha, Smith-Davis, Murray, & Hendricks
(1995).

Teaching Assignment
Special education, math, science, bilingual and ESL teaching specialties suffer
greater attrition than most (Ingersoll, 2001). Special educators are significantly more
likely than general educators to transfer to other teaching assignments. A higher
percentage of special educators transfer to general education than the reverse (Boe et
al., 1997). Schnorr (1995) reported that of teachers who plan to leave special
education, 12% want to transfer to general education, and most general education
teachers who hold both general and special education certification are not interested
in transferring to special education (Billingsley & Cross, 1991).

Teaching Assignment in Special Education
In a large-scale study, Singer (1993) found that special educators in secondary
schools stayed an average of 1.6 years less than their colleagues in elementary
schools. The study indicated that teacher attrition varied by disability area taught with
teachers of students with learning disabilities, physical/multiple disabilities, and
mental retardation the least likely to leave. Singer found that special education
teachers working with students with emotional/behavioral problems were somewhat
more likely to leave. Teachers working with students with speech, hearing, or vision
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impairments were the most likely to leave, perhaps because of greater opportunities
outside of education (Singer, 1993).
In an investigation of teacher burnout, Embich (2001) concluded that special
education teachers who work primarily in general education classrooms were at
greater risk of burnout than teachers who worked in more traditional settings (e.g.,
resource, self-contained classrooms). Embich stated that responsibilities of those who
team-teach have expanded and include a wider range of services than those working
in resource or self-contained models. These team teachers are often involved in
working where they are not wanted and in areas in which they have had little
preparation.
George, George, Gersten, and Grosenick (1995) found that self-contained
teachers of students with emotional disorders plan to leave the field significantly
more often than resource room teachers. They indicated that, as districts have moved
toward greater inclusion, some special educators have struggled with changing roles
and lack support for these new roles. Morvant et al. (1995) learned that special
education teachers indicated a desire to spend more time providing direct
instructional services to students and less time coordinating with classroom teachers
and serving essentially as case managers of students’ schedules and programs. They
further suggested that the move toward inclusion might have contributed to role
dissonance or conflict for some special educators. The study implied that special
educators who have trouble implementing inclusive programs due to inadequate
support systems or resistance from general educators may find their work unfulfilling
and look elsewhere for employment.
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Characteristics of Teachers Who Leave
Certain teacher characteristics have also been studied as they pertain to
teacher attrition. These include the teachers’ reason for leaving, academic degree
earned, participation in staff development, type of teacher preparation, and
participation in induction or mentoring programs. It should be noted that most studies
of teachers leaving the profession are based upon data of intent; few studies have
developed data from persons after they have left their teaching positions. However,
studies often report these data as “having left.”

Reason for Leaving
What reasons do teachers cite for leaving their positions? While retirement
and school staffing cutbacks cause some teachers to leave, personal and family
matters and job dissatisfaction are more frequently cited reasons (Ingersoll, 2001).
Ingersoll found that 42% of all teachers report leaving due to job dissatisfaction or a
desire to pursue a better job, another career, or to improve career opportunities.
A federal report, the 1995 “Condition of Education,” provided a list of reasons
cited by teachers for leaving the teaching profession. It was reported that 27% retired
and 24% left because of a move or because of child rearing or pregnancy. Just over
6% stated they were leaving for a better salary or benefits. About 12% cited
dissatisfaction with teaching or “personal reasons” for leaving. An earlier study of
teacher retention and turnover conducted at the University of Pennsylvania and
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published by the National Center for Education Statistics reported a strong
relationship between teacher transfers, attrition and lower salaries (Boe et al., 1997)
A study was conducted to examine the factors associated with the high
attrition rate of public school teachers in Texas (Marshall, 2002). The factors that
were examined were monetary, personal, organizational, and teaching preparation
factors. Monetary factors were those associated with employment salaries and
benefits. Personal factors encompassed the allowances individuals make in the
decision making process regarding personal and family transitions such as child
rearing, marriage and relocations. Organizational factors were the conditions in the
working environment such as classroom considerations, administrative controls and
facility constraints. Teacher preparation factors included the preparation the teaching
candidate receives prior to entering the field of teaching. Marshall found that teachers
left most frequently for personal reasons. However, teachers who were unhappy with
student discipline and the work environment were more than twice as likely to leave
than were those who were not unhappy with these variables. Seventy percent of the
teachers felt that their salaries were inadequate, and 50% stated that monetary factors
played a role in their decision to leave their districts. Ninety percent of the
respondents believed that colleges were not adequately preparing teachers for the
reality of teaching, and 100% felt that colleges should get teacher candidates into the
classrooms earlier in the teacher preparation process.
Ingersoll (1997) found that low salaries, rampant student discipline problems,
and limited faculty input into school decision making all contributed to teachers
leaving their profession to choose other careers. A study prepared by the Texas
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Center for Educational Research (1999) also attributed family moves, family and
child rearing considerations and working conditions to the attrition rate. It also
suggested that an additional complicating factor involved the skilled labor shortage in
the Texas economy and how this demand increased the demand for people with math,
science, and technology backgrounds outside of education.
To some degree, the reasons teachers cited for leaving varied according to
their teaching context: teachers in rural schools were more likely to leave due to
social, geographic, cultural, and professional isolation than teachers in other
environments (Collins, 1999). Teachers in urban schools reported being least satisfied
with access to teaching resources and control over curriculum and pedagogy
(Claycomb, 2000). Teachers in small private schools reported that dissatisfaction with
salaries and campus administration were key in their decision to leave (Collins,
1999).
Increasing teachers’ job satisfaction is one of the most important ways to
reduce attrition, since job satisfaction and attrition are strongly linked in studies of
career intentions (e.g., Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Brownell, Smith, McNellis, &
Lenk, 1995; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Singh & Billingsley, 1996; Westling &
Whitten, 1996; Whitaker, 2000). Gersten et al. (2001) found that satisfaction and
teacher perception of rewards reflected greater differences between those intending to
stay and leave. Morvant et al. (1995) reported that stayers rated their perceived
effectiveness in making a significant difference in the lives of their students
significantly higher than leavers. Miller et al. (1999) did not find that satisfaction with
special education teaching was significantly related to attrition behavior, which may
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be related to differences in measures used, sample or to the fact that they only studied
leavers versus those who intended to leave.
Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) defined commitment as an attitude that
includes a strong belief in and acceptance of an organization/profession’s goals and
values, a willingness to exert significant effort on behalf of the
organization/profession, and a strong desire to maintain membership in the
organization/profession. Several special education studies suggested that teachers
with higher levels of professional and organizational commitment are more likely to
stay (Miller et al., 1999) or intend to stay in teaching (Billingsley & Cross, 1992;
Gersten et al., 2001; Schnorr, 1995).
Billingsley (1993) suggested there are several types of commitment including
commitment to the school, district, teaching field, and teaching profession. Teachers
may be committed to special education teaching, but not necessarily the employing
district or assigned school. In special education, higher levels of commitment are
associated with support from administrators (Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Cross &
Billingsley, 1994; Gersten et al., 2001), fewer role problems (e.g., conflict, overload,
dissonance) (Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Gersten et al.,
2001); Singh & Billingsley, 1996), lower levels of stress (Cross & Billingsley, 1994;
Gersten et al., 2001; Singh & Billingsley, 1996), more teaching experience (Cross &
Billingsley, 1994), and higher levels of job satisfaction (Billingsley & Cross, 1992;
Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Gersten et al., 2001; Littrell et al., 1994). What deserves
further consideration is the degree to which initial commitment contributes to
subsequent career decisions (Brownell et al., 1995; Billingsley, 1993).
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Academic Degree Earned
Few studies have addressed the relationship of attrition to academic ability,
degrees earned, or the quality of teacher preparation. Probably the strongest link is
between attrition and performance on standardized tests. Singer (1993) found that
teachers with higher National Teacher Exam scores were twice as likely to leave as
those with lower scores. Frank and Keith (1984) discovered that special educators
who were more academically able (as measured by the Scholastic Aptitude Test) were
more likely to leave teaching than those with lower academic performance. While
these measures are not indicators of teaching competence, it is of concern that
teachers with higher tested ability are leaving the field. Teachers with a Bachelors
degree were 68% more likely to leave the district than teachers with a graduate degree
(Snyder, 1999).

Staff Development
Professional development may be thought of as one dimension under the
broader concept of support. Miller et al. (1999) did not find that satisfaction with
professional opportunities related to the attrition behavior of special educators.
Neither perceived preparedness nor self-rankings have been related to attrition
and retention. In their study of Florida teachers, Miller et al. (1999) did not find that
self-efficacy was significantly related to teacher attrition. Darling-Hammond (2001)
stressed, however, that if teachers were well prepared in both content and pedagogy,
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they would be more effective and more likely to stay in teaching. She further stated
that better preparation increases career longevity.

Type of Teacher Preparation
Some evidence links teacher qualification and certification status to teacher
attrition. Researchers have found that better prepared teachers stay in teaching at
higher rates. One of these studies detailed how those who completed well designed 4and 5-year teacher education programs stayed in teaching at much higher rates than
teachers hired through alternative program that offer only a few weeks of training
before recruits are left on their own in the classroom (Darling-Hammond, 2001). It
has been suggested that the effectiveness of alternative certification programs can be
assessed by the extent teachers from these programs stay in their positions when
compared to teachers that are traditionally trained (North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory, 2003). The Darling-Hammond study implied that, after
taking into account the costs to states, universities, and school districts of preparation,
recruitment, induction, and replacement due to attrition, the actual cost of preparing a
career teacher in the more intensive programs is likely to be significantly less than
that of preparing a greater number of teachers in shorter term programs who are less
likely to stay. Alternative certification will be discussed more thoroughly later in this
chapter.
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Mentoring
Mentoring has been defined as a personal relationship for professional
instruction and guidance (U.S. Department of Education, 1999). A number of
purposes for mentoring have been suggested; the cultivation of human interaction, the
transfer of values and beliefs, and the exchange of information about the social,
instructional, psychological, and philosophical aspects of teaching, all of which could
potentially combat teacher attrition (Bey, 1995). Mentoring has been implemented in
a variety of ways, but the basic premise has involved an experienced teacher helping
a less experienced one (Ganser, 1995).
Connecticut’s Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) program has
provided each new teacher with state-trained mentors during the first 2 years of
teaching and is felt to have contributed to the state’s consistently high performance on
National Assessment of Educational Progress assessments (National Commission on
Teaching and America’s Future, 1996). However, according to the Texas State Board
for Educator Certification (1998), personnel administrators described induction-year
programs and mentor programs as promising approaches to helping retain new
teachers, but noted that insufficient financial resources are available to provide
mentors with pay and release time.
Many optimistic and idealistic views of teaching held by beginners have been
replaced by disappointment, discouragement, and disillusionment when the
inexperienced teacher faces the challenges of teaching alone (Gold, 1996). New
teachers struggle with a range of problems such as discipline, parent difficulties,
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insufficient administrative support, and apathy from colleagues, all of which most
mentoring programs are designed to address (Gold, 1996; Veenman, 1984).
Early career teachers are at the greatest risk of leaving and have been the
target of mentoring programs. However, most of the literature on mentoring deals
with general education teachers (National Commission on Teaching and America’s
Future, 1996; Texas State Board for Educator Certification, 1998). Very few
mentoring studies have addressed special education. Whitaker (2000) investigated
what beginning special educators perceived as effective mentoring programs, and
examined the impact of such programs on their plans to remain in teaching. She
identified areas in which new special education teachers need support that included
(a) emotional support through listening, sharing experiences, and offering
encouragement, (b) system information on policies, paperwork, guidelines (c)
resources/materials, (d) discipline, (e) curriculum/instruction, (f) procedures for
scheduling, planning, and organizing daily routines, (g) interaction parents,
colleagues, and administrators.

Efforts to Address Teacher Attrition
Various combinations of incentives have been developed to address teacher
attrition. Some have been driven by federal Legislation. Most specifically are the
mandates found within the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001(2002) and the
Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004). However, these
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efforts have had varying levels of success (Chaddock, 1999a; The Council for Basic
Education, 2001; Hirsch et al., 2001).

Financial Incentives
Many districts and states have offered financial incentives to entice
prospective teachers. These incentives include college scholarships and loanforgiveness programs, signing bonuses, assistance with moving expenses and housing
subsidies (Chaddock, 1999b). Shields, Esch, Humphrey, Young, Gaston, and Hunt
(1999) found that money does matter when viewed as just one of many factors that
employees weigh when assessing the relative attractiveness of any particular job, such
as opportunities for advancement, difficulty of the job, length of commute, and
flexibility of working hours. However, the study indicated that salary matters less
when other characteristics of the workplace are personally or professionally
satisfying. When they are not, or if the work itself is significantly more demanding,
salary matters more and can be the tipping point that determines whether teachers
stay or leave. Adjusting salaries upward can compensate for less appealing aspects of
jobs; conversely, improving the relative attractiveness of jobs can compensate for
lower salaries (Shields et al., 1999). Nearly half of California teachers surveyed in
1998 named pay scale and benefits as the most, second most, or third most important
reason they chose the district where they work (Shields et al., 1999). In this study,
teachers in high-poverty, high-minority districts named pay and benefits as the
important reason for teaching in such districts. Kirby, Naftel, and Berends (1999)
found that increases in teacher pay significantly lowered teacher attrition, particularly
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in high-poverty school districts. In high-poverty districts in Texas, the authors found
that a $1,000 increase in beginning teacher salaries reduced teacher attrition by an
estimated 6.2%, compared to 1.6% in medium-poverty districts, and 1% in lowpoverty districts.
Hanushek et al. (1999) concluded that higher salaries could overcome teacher
reluctance to work in hard-to-staff schools, but to be effective the increases would
have to be substantial; pay raises of 20%, 30%, or even 50% would be needed to
offset the disadvantages that some schools face in the teacher labor market. The
authors suggested that the amount of additional compensation required to attract and
retain teachers need not be as daunting if schools improve the relative attractiveness
of these positions in other ways. However, the researchers concluded that isolated
rural schools have not succeeded in luring veteran teachers, even by offering
generous financial incentives (Hanushek et al., 1999). The study also concluded that,
while such incentives were often effective in the short term in some districts, it was
not clear that they have the desired long-term benefit of keeping good teachers in the
classroom, especially in hard-to-staff schools (Hanushek et al., 1999). Some have
suggested that a reliance on financial incentives could place poorer schools and
districts at a significant disadvantage when competing for good teachers (Olson,
2000). Claycomb (2000) discovered that few teachers will be convinced to stay based
on financial incentives alone if they suspect that they are purely compensatory
measures to make up for bad working conditions, lack of resources, and poor
leadership, rather than part of a larger plan to make teaching in hard-to-staff schools
personally and professionally rewarding. However, most data suggest that paying
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teachers more money to take on tougher assignments is an essential part of the
solution (Viadero, 2000).

Alternative Certification
Alternative certification has gained widespread support in addressing teacher
shortages. The first alternative teacher certification program was launched in
September 1984 by the New Jersey Board of Education and since then over 40 states
and the District of Columbia followed suit (Feistritzer 1998a). Edelen-Smith and
Sileo (1996) defined alternative certification programs as achieving state teaching
certification through non-traditional methods, which may include the alternatively
certified teacher assuming full classroom responsibilities at the outset of the program,
but with no training specific to teaching. The focus of these various programs has
been to streamline teacher preparation using on-the-job training, with professional
supervision typically without enrollment in traditional university-based teacher
preparation programs (Ludlow & Wienke, 1994). Kwiatkowski (1999) suggested that
some goals of alternative certification programs have included increasing the teacher
pool, the number of teachers in under represented areas, and the number of teachers in
urban schools, as well as decreasing the use of emergency certification. Most
alternative certification programs reduce the length of time that teacher candidates
spend in formal teacher preparation coursework (Feistritzer, 2001a).
Advocates for alternative certification programs argue these programs attract
members of ethnic minority groups who would not otherwise enter teaching due to
family or job responsibilities and that once certified these candidates are more likely
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to stay in the profession (Feistritzer & Chester, 2000; Kwiatkowski, 1999). In terms
of diversity, Feistritzer and Chester (2000) noted that 9% of teachers and 26% of U.S.
students are minorities and have suggested that alternative certification programs
have the potential to recruit qualified people of color into the teaching profession.
Alternative certification programs may offer the chance to circumvent inadequate
schools of education and to increase the number of minorities entering the teaching
profession (Education Commission of the States, 1999). However, other research has
indicated that a teacher’s skill and knowledge were more important for minority
student achievement than the teacher’s minority status (Education Commission of the
States, 1999). A national study compared alternatively certified with traditionally
certified teachers and found little difference in gender, but those alternatively certified
included a higher percentage of non-White teachers from urban locations, especially
in majority/minority student population secondary schools (Shen, 1997).
Critics of alternatively certified teachers have suggested that alternatively
trained teachers do not have sufficient training to acquire the complex skills necessary
to help all students achieve high standards (National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education, 1997; Otuya, 1992). Opponents also assert that providing less
preparation is hardly an answer to concerns about teacher quality and attrition (Tozer
& Miretzky, 1999). They have postulated that alternative certification programs do
not help teachers develop an understanding of the complex context that schools are
embedded within and that lack of adequate preparation has been assumed to lead to
discouragement and teacher burnout (National Center for Education Statistics, 1998).
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Legislation Addressing Teacher Attrition
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) is the latest iteration of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). It was enacted January 8, 2002
and the major focus of the reauthorization was to provide all children with fair, equal
and significant opportunities for education. Its intent was also to expand choices for
parents, use resources supporting proven educational methods, and provide
accountability for results.
One major thrust of the reauthorization requires each state to develop a plan to
have highly-qualified teachers teaching core subjects no later than the end of 20052006 school year. Core academic subjects include English, reading, language arts,
mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts,
history and geography (NCLB, 2002). In general, a highly qualified teacher is a
teacher that has at least a bachelor’s degree, full state certification and has a strong
content preparation for all core classes taught.
The Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004) was
also recently reauthorized. The portions of this law that apply to highly qualified
teachers for all intents and purposes “rubber stamps” the requirements of the NCLB.
Special education teachers, to earn their credentials, must already meet special
requirements related to teaching students with disabilities. Now, under NCLB, many
special education teachers are not considered highly qualified to teach their special
education students in some special education settings (e.g., resource or self-contained
settings) because they have not demonstrated content preparation in core academic
subjects that they teach. These teachers now must meet more stringent content
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requirements if they want to continue teaching. NCLB mandates that these teachers
earn degrees, pass exams, have significant college credits or demonstrate significant
experience to be considered highly qualified in every subject that they teach, over and
above the requirements mandated for special education certification. Even if the
students are taught below their grade level, the special education teacher must be
certified at the grade level of the curriculum taught (NCLB, 2002).
To address the teacher shortage, the NCLB and Individuals With Disabilities
Education Improvement Act encourage states and districts to develop alternative
certification programs to facilitate entry of content experts with no teaching
experience into the profession. The rationale behind this strategy is based on the
premise that high-quality instruction is more dependent upon on content mastery than
pedagogical training. Pedagogical training that provides instruction in methods of
teaching children with special needs, according to the NCLB, will come from high
quality professional development that is sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused
(NCLB, 2002). These teachers will be the highly qualified answer to the teacher
shortage. However, there is a glaring bias against special education in this policy.
The content expert sought by the NCLB for alternative certification refers to a
person who has completed specific, subject-driven preparation in one of the core
academic subjects (e.g., Math or Science), but is not working in public education.
However, since special education alternative certification programs have historically
focused on how to teach, not what to teach students with disabilities, many existing
alternative certification programs had little core academic content focus. With the
new content emphasis in the NCLB, the existing alternative education programs for
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special education teachers no longer fit the highly qualified teacher requirements
described in the laws. Since the previous alternative certification programs were a
valuable source of special education teachers throughout the country, loss of these
programs will further exacerbate the special education teacher shortage.

Organizational Climate Factors Relating to Teacher Attrition
Hoy and Miskel (1987) defined organizational climate as “the set of internal
characteristics that distinguishes one school from another and influences the behavior
of people” (p. 225). They further noted that organizational climate is the end product
of school groups—students, teachers, and administrators—as they work to balance
the organizational and individual aspects of a social system. Many organizational
climate factors have been explored within the context of teacher attrition.

Working Conditions
National survey data show that teachers’ plans to remain in teaching are
highly sensitive to their perceptions of their working conditions (Darling-Hammond,
1997). Darling-Hammond also found that there are large differences in working
conditions that affect teachers in high-wealth and low-wealth schools. Teachers in
more advantaged communities experience much easier working conditions including
smaller class sizes and pupil loads, and more control over decision-making in their
schools. Teachers as a group have reported that they were dissatisfied by insufficient
autonomy and control over teaching (Prince, 2002). According to Spring (1996), a
historian of education, the satisfaction that teachers have gained from autonomous
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decision making and creativity has been threatened by expanding bureaucratic
structures and attempts to control teacher behavior in the classroom. In fact, there is
evidence that the high-stakes environment associated with the standards and
accountability movement has contributed to the decisions of experienced teachers to
leave the profession (Hansel, Skinner, & Rotberg, 2001; Prince, 2002). For special
education teachers, poor working conditions associated with administrator and
collegial support, autonomy, input into decision-making, and class sizes have
contributed to the high rate of special educators leaving the field, teacher burnout, and
substandard quality of education for students with special needs (Gersten et al.,
2001).

Teacher Support
Survey data (Darling-Hammond, 1997) have indicated that the proportion of
teachers who planned to remain in teaching was strongly associated with how
teachers felt about their administrative support, allocated resources, and teacher voice
and influence over policy in their schools (Darling-Hammond, 1997).
Without adequate support from administrators and colleagues, teachers are
more likely to indicate intent to leave. Administrative support likely influences
attrition through other key mediating variables (e.g., role problems, stress, job
satisfaction, commitment, and professional development). In a national study, Boe et
al. (1999) reported that teachers who stay in their positions are almost four times
more likely than leavers to perceive administrators’ behavior as supportive and
encouraging. Miller et al. (1999) also found that perceived support from building
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administrators was significantly related to attrition behavior. George et al. (1995)
found that when teachers of students with emotional disorders perceived supervisory
support as “adequate” or “more than adequate,” there was a greater likelihood that
they planned to remain in the field. Special and general educators who reported
higher levels of principal support were more likely to be less stressed, more satisfied
with their jobs, and more committed to their employing school divisions than those
who received less support (Billingsley & Cross, 1992).
Westling and Whitten (1996) found that regular and special education teachers
who planned to stay were more likely to indicate that they received support from
school administrators for inclusion, program enhancement, students taught, and
problem solving. In a study of incentives to teach in special education, Schnorr
(1995) reported that the primary incentive for a teacher to stay at a school was a
supportive principal. An important finding of these studies was that teachers who
perceived greater principal support also perceived fewer role problems than those
who received less support.
Although administrative support is found to be important in the special
education attrition literature, less attention has been given to the relationship of
colleague support and attrition, and the findings from these studies are contradictory.
Miller et al. (1999), in a large-scale study, found that lower levels of colleague
support were reported by teachers who left and higher levels were associated with
those who stayed. George et al. (1995) found that about a fourth of teachers of
students with behavioral disorders indicated that support from classroom teachers was
“totally inadequate,”; however, collegial support did not discriminate between those
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who intended to stay or those who intended to leave. In a study of 99 teachers who
left an urban setting, 4 leavers indicated that problems with colleagues contributed to
their decisions to leave (Billingsley et al., 1995). In an open-ended study of 42
teachers who left their positions, none of the respondents identified collegial factors
as contributing to their decisions to leave (Billingsley, Bodkins, & Hendricks, 1993).
Reasons for these differences may have to do with differences in how teachers were
required to respond (e.g., open-ended survey versus questionnaire items), differences
in measuring intent versus leaving behavior, and dramatic differences in the sample
sizes.
Singh and Billingsley (1996) recommend that principals enhance commitment
through fostering a collegial environment. They suggested that principals who shared
goals, values, and professional growth with staff fostered supportive and collegial
learning communities. Gersten et al. (2001) found that it made more sense to examine
building level support as the overall impact of the building principal, assistant
principal, and fellow teachers rather than to examine support from the building
principal separately. Although administrators clearly have important roles in
supporting teachers, it is limiting to think of support as something that one person
provides and another receives. Important to creating a positive school climate is
reciprocity of support among special and general educators, administrators, parents,
paraprofessionals, and other service-providers (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b).

47

Stress
Stress was one of the most powerful predictors of attrition behavior in a largescale study in Florida (Miller et al., 1999). Others found that stress was related to
intent to leave (Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Gersten et al.,
2001; Schnorr, 1995; Singh & Billingsley, 1996). Morvant et al. (1995) stated that
almost 80% of those who planned to leave indicated that they felt under a great deal
of stress on a weekly or daily basis, compared to just over half of those teachers who
stayed. Leavers indicated significantly more frequent stress than stayers due to the
range of students’ needs and abilities, bureaucratic requirements, and conflicting
expectations, goals, and directives. Most of these researchers identified stress as a
major contributing factor in burnout. Burnout refers to exhaustion, powerlessness,
and depersonalization in response to chronic work stress (Maslach, 1982). Not all
burned-out employees leave. Of particular concern in the literature is the quality of
education delivered to students by teachers experiencing burnout (Weber & Toffler,
1989). The relationship between the stress/burnout literature and the attrition
literature needs integration. Some of the factors that influence burnout are also
associated with attrition (e.g., age, support systems).
Littrell et al. (1994) found that emotional support (e.g., showing appreciation,
taking an interest in teachers work, maintaining open communication) by the
principal was perceived as most important to special educators. They also found that
emotional support and instrumental support (e.g., helping teachers with work tasks,
such as providing needed materials, space, and resources, and ensuring adequate time
for teaching and non-teaching duties) correlated positively with both job satisfaction
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and school commitment. Conversely, if the environmental difficulties and specific
needs of beginning teachers are not addressed, negative emotional, physical,
attitudinal, and behavioral problems may result (Cameron, 1994; Schmidt &
Knowles, 1994). The beginner may suffer from insomnia or nightmares leading to
fatigue and physical exhaustion or a sense of failure and depression (Ryan, 1979).
Ryan also found that outbursts of crying, loss of temper, and occasional vomiting
were not uncommon. Excessive and prolonged work problems may lead to negative
affective reactions such as increased stress, lower job satisfaction, and reduced
organizational and professional commitment (Schmidt & Knowles, 1994). The
combination of multiple, interacting work-related problems (e.g., too many students,
too much paperwork, too little support, and the lack of needed resources) clearly
weakens teachers’ ability to be effective and therefore reduces their opportunities for
the positive intrinsic rewards (Billingsley et al., 1995). Organizational health may be
an effective conceptual framework for integration of these variables.

Job Design
Research in occupational literature (Hothschild, 1983) has indicated that many
jobs create high degrees of role dissonance and that, unless these conflicts are dealt
with in a serious fashion by management or administration, commitment to the job
decreases. Issues of role conflict and ambiguity have repeatedly surfaced in studies of
special education teaching, particularly as sources of stress, dissatisfaction, and
burnout (Greer & Wethered, 1984). Such threats to teacher retention and
effectiveness are alterable aspects of job design that are amenable to improved
49

understanding and resolution (Gersten et al., 2001). The researchers suggested that
administrators should address job design to determine if the job makes sense and is
feasible. Rosenholtz (1989) suggested that, for many types of jobs, the same factors
used to predict attrition could be used to predict low job involvement and
commitment.

Role Overload/Conflict
Problems with role overload and design have also been strongly linked to
special education attrition, as much or more than any other work-related factor.
Research has provided evidence that role problems have significantly interfered with
special educators’ ability to be effective with their students and with their job
satisfaction (Billingsley et al., 1993; Billingsley et al., 1995). Billingsley et al. (1995)
suggested that many different problems interact and create what teachers have
perceived as overwhelming situations at work.
A number of researchers (Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Cross & Billingsley,
1994; Gersten et al., 2001; Singh & Billingsley, 1996) have reported a relationship
between special education teacher roles (e.g., role problems, role overload, role
conflict and ambiguity, role dissonance) and intent to leave teaching. Teachers who
planned to leave special education teaching as soon as possible were significantly
more likely to rate their workload as “not at all manageable” compared to those who
indicated the intent to stay (Carlson & Billingsley, 2001). Morvant et al. (1995)
found that only half of the special educators in their study agreed that their workload
was manageable, 68% felt they had too little time to do their work, and almost one
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third found conflicting goals, expectations, and directives a frequent source of stress.
In contrast, Miller et al. (1999) did not find that role conflict or manageability had an
effect on leaving special education; however, it should be noted that they studied
teachers in Florida and found that in that state, the school psychologist and counselors
handled much of the testing and paperwork burden. In general, research results have
suggested that role problems have created stress (Gersten et al., 2001) and decreased
job satisfaction for special education teachers (Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Gersten et
al., 2001).

Paperwork
Paperwork is a major contributor to role overload and conflict and many
studies have identified paperwork as a problem that might have contributed to teacher
attrition, especially for special education teachers (Billingsley et al., 1993; Billingsley
et al., 1995). Findings from a large-scale study (Carlson & Billingsley, 2001)
suggested that paperwork problems were significantly related to special educators’
intent to leave teaching, after controlling for many other working conditions.
Westling and Whitten (1996) reported that those planning to leave teaching rated
adequate time to complete paperwork significantly lower than those planning to stay.
In a study of Alaskan teachers, Schnorr (1995) found that 71% of respondents
indicated that paperwork was a major deterrent to special education teaching. In
open-ended interviews, Billingsley et al. (1995) found that 60% of special educators
who planed to leave teaching in an urban district cite paperwork as a major
contributor to their decision. Carlson and Billingsley (2001) found that the extent of
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paperwork was also significantly related to the overall manageability of special
educators’ jobs. They learned that the typical special education teacher spent 5 hours
per week completing forms and doing administrative paperwork, which equaled the
amount of time they spent preparing for lessons. In contrast, Billingsley et al. (1995)
reported that general educators were less likely than special educators to view
paperwork as a problem.

Student Issues
Related to caseload issues are the problems that teachers have encountered
with students. Many researchers have linked a range of student-related problems to
attrition, such as discipline problems (Billingsley et al., 1993; Billingsley et al., 1995;
Brownell et al., 1995), attitudes of students (George et al., 1995), lack of student
progress (Brownell et al., 1995), safety issues (Billingsley et al., 1995; Brownell et
al., 1995), and diversity of student needs (Billingsley et al., 1995; Brownell et al.,
1995). In a review of general education teachers who departed due to low job
satisfaction, Ingersoll (2001) found that a quarter or more of the teachers left because
of student discipline problems and a lack of student motivation. However, not all
researchers agreed with the existing research on student problems and teacher
attrition and few conclusions can be drawn about the extent to which student issues
have contributed to the attrition of special educators. For example, Miller et al. (1999)
did not find a link between satisfaction with student relationships and attrition.
Billingsley et al. (1995) found that student issues were less of an issue in attrition than
other types of problems such as inadequate administrative support, caseload, and role
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problems. Westling and Whitten (1996) found that teachers who planned to leave did
not do so because of the students they were teaching or the type or severity of their
disabilities. Morvant et al. (1995) suggested that 83% of teachers felt satisfied with
their accomplishments with students, 85% felt they were making a significant
difference in their students’ lives, and 96% enjoyed their students.

Studies of Organizational Health as a Climate Variable
Many studies have used the Organizational Health Index (OHI; Hoy et al.,
1991) as the primary data collection instrument to elicit information of school
organizational health. In a study examining the interrelationships between
organizational health and the quality of student life for early adolescents in middle
school, Sabo (1993) used the OHI and found that directive principal behavior and
Institutional Integrity were the only health dimensions that significantly related to any
of the quality of school life dimensions and that cooperative learning and common
planning time for teachers were negatively related. El-Hage (1980) studied the
relationship between organizational health and organizational effectiveness at the
school level system. The assumption of the study was that the school organization, in
ways similar to the human body, functioned better when it was healthier. The findings
of the study indicated that there was a significant positive relationship between the
independent variable and the dependent variable only when school welfare was
included as a predictor. Another study (“A High-Quality Teacher for Every
Classroom,” 2002) used the elementary school version of the OHI, the OHI-E (Hoy &
Tartar, 1997a) to determine the extent to which achievement varies in low
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socioeconomic status (SES) schools that differed in organizational health. The data
analysis revealed a statistically significant relationship between achievement and the
Teacher Affiliation and Academic Emphasis dimensions.

Summary
It has been estimated that nearly one half of America’s teachers will be
leaving the public school system over the next decade to retire or change careers.
Teacher attrition is expensive to districts and unduly impacts special education
students and poorer, urban, and rural districts. Research is varied regarding teacher
characteristics common to teachers who leave. Age was the only demographic
variable that was consistently linked to teacher attrition in the special education
literature. The relationship between gender and attrition has been included in only a
few studies, and the findings are mixed. No differences in attrition behavior were
found among teachers of different ethnicities. The number of teachers leaving for
non-retirement reasons is 3 times the number leaving to retire. Teachers are more
likely to quit when they work in districts with lower wages and when their salaries are
low relative to alternative wage opportunities and there is some evidence that links
teacher qualification and certification status to teacher attrition. However, few studies
have addressed the relationship of attrition to academic ability, degrees earned, or the
quality of teacher preparation. National survey data show that teachers’ plans to
remain in teaching are highly sensitive to their perceptions of their working
conditions. Some research has indicated that teachers who rated school working
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conditions positively were more likely to stay than those who had less positive views
of school climate. There have been three broad-ranging initiatives to entice teachers
to stay in the profession: (a) financial incentives, (b) alternative certification
programs, and (c) mentoring programs for new teachers once hired. The literature has
been mixed in terms of the effect on attrition. Organizational health, metaphorically,
reports who is healthy or sick. Organizations can be healthy or otherwise. However,
the effect of organizational health on teacher attrition has been minimally explored.
This study explores this relationship.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Introduction
This study explored the relationship of organizational health to teacher
attrition. It utilized a non-experimental, comparative design, analyzing quantitative
data developed from participant responses to the OHI (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b).
Quantitative data permitted comparison and contrast of variables associated with
organizational health and teacher attrition.
A large central Texas school district provided approval and served as the site
of this study. The district serves over 70,000 students and employs over 4,700
teachers in over 80 schools. The Human Resources Department of the school district
identified all teachers who left the district after the 2003–2004 school year. These
teachers were defined as the total of teacher attrition in the school district.

Research Questions
1. What perceptions of school organizational health are held by teachers who
leave their teaching positions?
2. Do teachers who differ in race, gender, age, teaching assignment, or
teaching experience hold different perceptions of their school’s
organizational health?
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3. Do teachers who have different professional training, teaching experience,
continuing professional development, participation levels in
induction/mentoring, and expressed reasons for having left their teaching
position hold different perceptions of their school’s organizational health?

Research Design
A non-experimental, comparative design was employed to explore the
relationship between perceptions of organizational health of teachers who left
teaching in the district as compared to the Hoy and Tarter (1997a, 1997b) national
normative sample. The dependent variable was teacher perception of the
organizational health of the school. The independent variables included various
characteristics and demographics of the departing teachers.
These data were collected using the Organizational Health Inventory (OHI;
Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b) that measures perceptions of organizational health (see
Appendices A–C). These data were supplemented by a questionnaire descriptive of
the demographics/characteristics of the leavers (see Appendix D).

Methods of Procedure
The district where the study was conducted required a formal application
requesting permission to do the research. This application explained the scope of the
research, the timelines involved, and the nature of support required from the district.
Approval was granted, and the Assistant Superintendent for Human Resources was
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assigned as the key point of contact for the district. Approval was also granted from
the Institutional Review Board at the University of Texas, Austin. Information was
provided by the district in the form of a database that provided all of the requisite
contact information, the school where the departing teachers had taught, and their
expressed reasons for leaving. A preaddressed, postage-paid return envelope with The
University of Texas–Austin insignia was provided with the survey. The researcher
paid the cost of postage. The surveys were returned to The University of Texas at
Austin for analysis.

Participants
Participants in this study were the 204 teachers who left the district after the
2003–2004 school year who voluntarily participated in the study. This total did not
include the 290 teachers who elected to not participate in the study, the 126 teachers
who chose to retire and then be re-hired by the district, or the 23 teachers who were
on leave of absence. All teachers who left the district were sent an appropriate form
of the OHI (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b) dependent upon the level of school they
had taught, elementary, middle, or high school. All participants received a common
teacher demographic/characteristic questionnaire.

Instrumentation
The OHI instruments describe perceptions of behavior and interactions in
schools. Based on a concept introduced by Miles (1969) to account for an
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organization's ability to function effectively and grow into a more fully functioning
system, Hoy and Tartar (1997a, 1997b) developed instruments for elementary,
middle, and secondary schools. The scales and questionnaire utilized in this study
required about 15 minutes to complete. These instruments provided a composite of
how teachers perceived their school’s organizational health. Each of the three OHI
instruments has a set of dimensions that specifically target teachers’ perceptions of
the behavior of the campus teachers and principal. These dimensions, measured on a
4-point scale, allowed a descriptive, quantitative analysis of the data (e.g.,
computation of standard scores, comparative analysis, measures of central tendency,
and variability).

The Secondary School OHI
The Secondary School OHI (OHI-S) was the initial version of the OHI (Hoy
& Tartar, 1997b; Hoy, Tartar, & Kottkamp, 1991) developed to examine the
organizational health of secondary schools. It is a 44-item questionnaire for secondary
(junior high and high) schools on which educators are asked to describe the extent to
which specific behavior patterns occur in their school (see Appendix C). The
responses vary along a 4-point scale defined by the categories rarely occurs,
sometimes occurs, often occurs, and very frequently occurs. Organizational health is
measured at the institutional level, the administrative level, and the teacher level. A
summary of the norming process is provided in Table 3.1, and the dimensions are
presented in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.1
Secondary School Organizational Health Index (OHI-S) Synopsis of Development of
Validity and Reliability
The preliminary version of the
OHI-S contained 95 potential
items. A random sample of
teachers from 72 secondary schools
was selected to test items.

Correlations
Dimension

AE

M

11

RS

C

IS PI

Academic Emphasis (AE) (.93)*

A series of exploratory factor
analyses of the pilot data was
performed and the number of items
was reduced by one half. Seven
factors were identified.

The 44-item instrument was tested
again using a second order factor
analysis with a new random sample
from 72 pilot schools.

All of the dimensions of
organizational health had strong
factor loadings. (See the authors’
table to the right for details.)

Morale (M)

.45

(.92)

Institutional Integrity (II) .11

.46

(.91)

Resource Support (RS) .40

.37

.18

(.95)

Consideration (C)

.36

.42

.32

.25

(.90)

Initiating Structure (IS)

.47

.34

.31

.23

.39

(.89)

Principal Influence (PI)

.44

.30

.37 .47

.28

.58

(.87)

Note. Alpha coefficients of reliability for the subtests are displayed in
the parentheses. From Open Schools, Healthy Schools, 1991, by W.
Hoy, J. Tartar, and R. Kottkamp, London: Sage.
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Table 3.2
Secondary School Organizational Health Index Dimensions

Dimension

Definition

Institutional
Integrity

Institutional Integrity is the school's ability to cope with its environment in a way
that maintains the educational integrity of its programs. Teachers are protected from
unreasonable community and parental demands.

Principal
Influence

Principal Influence is the principal's ability to influence the actions of superiors.
Being able to persuade superiors, to get additional consideration, and to be
unimpeded by the hierarchy are important aspects of school administration.

Consideration

Consideration is principal behavior that is friendly, supportive, open, and collegial;
it represents a genuine concern on the part of the principal for the welfare of the
teachers.

Initiating
Structure

Initiating Structure is principal behavior that is both task and achievement oriented.
Work expectations, standards of performance, and procedures are clearly articulated
by the principal.

Resource
Support

Resource Support refers to a school where adequate classroom supplies and
instructional materials are available and extra materials are readily supplied if
requested.

Morale

Morale is a collective sense of friendliness, openness, enthusiasm, and trust among
faculty members. Teachers like each other, like their jobs, and help each other; they
are proud of their school and feel a sense of accomplishment in their jobs.

Academic
Emphasis

Academic Emphasis is the extent to which the school is driven by a quest for
academic excellence. High but achievable academic goals are set for students, the
learning environment is orderly and serious, teachers believe in their students' ability
to achieve, and students work hard and respect those who do well academically.

The Elementary School OHI
Given the success of the health metaphor in understanding and measuring the
climate of secondary schools, Hoy and Tartar (1997a) then directed their attention to
elementary schools. The Elementary School OHI (OHI-E) is a 37-item questionnaire
for elementary schools on which educators are asked to describe the extent to which
specific behavior patterns occur in their school (see Appendix A). Like the OHI-S,
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the responses vary along a 4-point scale defined by the categoriesrarely occurs ,
sometimes occurs, often occurs, and very frequently occurs. However, the authors
noted that elementary schools were substantially different from secondary schools in
structure, complexity, and climate and found that an OHI for the elementary school
differed in several important aspects. The Consideration and Initiating Structure
dimensions combined to form a factor called Collegial Leadership. The Resource
Support and Principal Influence dimensions combined to form a factor called
Resource Influence. A summary of the norming process is provided in Table 3.3; the
dimensions are in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.3
Elementary School Organizational Health Index (OHI-E) Synopsis of Development of
Validity and Reliability
The preliminary version of the OHI-E
contained 65 potential items. A random
sample of elementary school teachers at 72
schools was selected to test the items.

Correlations

Dimension

A series of exploratory factor analyses of
the pilot data was performed and the
number of items was reduced to 43. Six
factors were identified.

The 43-item instrument was tested again
using a second order factor analysis with a
new random sample from 72 pilot schools.
The number of items was reduced to 37.
Five factors were identified.

All of the dimensions of organizational
health had strong factor loadings. (See the
table to the right.)

TA

II

CL

RI

Teacher Affiliation (TA)

(.87)

Institutional Integrity (II)

.15

(.90)

Collegial Leadership

.64

.17

Resource Influence (RI)

.48

.17

.50 (.89)

Academic Emphasis (AE)

.67

.17

.45

AE

(.95)

.40 (.87)

Note. Alpha coefficients of reliability for the subtests are
displayed in the parentheses. From Open Schools, Healthy
Schools, 1991, by W. Hoy, J. Tartar, and R. Kottkamp,
London: Sage.
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Table 3.4
Elementary School Organizational Health Index Dimensions
Dimension

Definition

Institutional
Integrity

Institutional Integrity measures the degree to which the school is able to continue its
mission unhindered by one of the groups it most immediately serves, the local
constituency.

Collegial
Leadership

Collegial Leadership joins the setting and monitoring of tasks with support and
concern for teachers as a social group. The principal treats people as equals, shows
appreciation of teachers, and generally looks out for the welfare of the school staff.

Resource
Influence

Resource Influence describes the success of the principal in influencing superiors for
the maintenance and supply of classroom materials.

Academic
Emphasis

Academic Emphasis emerges as the teachers’ view of how much the students’ care
about their own schoolwork.

Teacher
Affiliation

Teacher Affiliation measures the sense of friendliness and strong association with the
school. Teachers feel good about each other, their job, and their students.

The Middle School OHI
The Middle School OHI (OHI-M; Hoy & Tartar, 1997a) is a 45-item
questionnaire especially developed for middle schools (see Appendix B). The OHI-S
was revised for specific use at the middle school level. Like the OHI-S and the OHIE, the responses vary along a 4-point scale defined by the categoriesrarely occurs ,
sometimes occurs, often occurs, and very frequently occurs. It describes the health of
interpersonal relations in schools among teachers, students, administrators, and
community members at the middle school level. A summary of the norming process
is provided in Table 3.5 and the dimensions are in Table 3.6.
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Table 3.5
Middle School Organizational Health Index (OHI-M) Synopsis of Development of
Validity and Reliability

Correlations

The preliminary version of the OHI-M contained
72 potential items. A random sample of middle
school teachers at 86 schools was selected to test
the items.

Dimension
Academic Emphasis
(AE)

A series of exploratory factor analyses of the pilot
data was performed and the number of items was
reduced to 49. Six factors were identified.

The 49-item instrument was tested again using a
second-order factor analysis with a new random
sample from 72 pilot schools. The number of items
was reduced to 45. Six factors continued to define
the inventory at this level.

II

(.94)a

Teacher Affiliation (TA)

.48(.94)

Collegial Leadership
(CL)

.32.49(.94)

Principal Influence (PI)

.26.28 .31 (.94)

Resource Support
(RS)

.61.52 .46 .39 (.96)

Institutional Integrity
(II)

All of the dimensions of organizational health had
strong factor loadings. (See the table to the right.)

AE TA CL PI RS

-.09.09 .26 .21 .21 (.93)

Note. Alpha coefficients of reliability are reported in
the parentheses. From Quality Middle Schools,
1998, by W. Hoy and D. Sabo, Thousand Oaks,
CA: Corwin Press.
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Table 3.6
Middle School Organizational Health Index Dimensions

Dimension
Institutional
Integrity

Definition
Institutional Integrity is the school's ability to cope with its environment in a way
that maintains the educational integrity of its programs. Teachers are protected
from unreasonable community and parental demands.

Principal
Principal Influence is the principal's ability to influence the actions of superiors.
Influence
Being
able to persuade superiors, to get additional consideration, and to be unimpeded by the hierarchy are
important aspects of school administration.
Collegial
Leadership

Collegial Leadership measures principal behavior that is friendly, supportive,
open, and guided by norms of equality.

Resource

Resource Support refers to a school where adequate classroom supplies and
instructional materials are available and extra materials are readily supplied if
requested.

Support
Teacher
Affiliation

Teacher Affiliation measures the sense of friendliness and strong association with
the school. Teachers feel good about each other, their job, and their students.

Academic
Emphasis

Academic Emphasis is the extent to which the school is driven by a quest for
academic excellence. High but achievable academic goals are set for students, the
learning environment is orderly and serious, teachers believe in their students’
ability to achieve, and students work hard and respect those who do well
academically.

Demographic/Teacher Characteristic Questionnaire
To answer Research Questions 2 and 3, a questionnaire was constructed to
gather personal demographic, experience, and other teacher characteristic information
(Appendix D). To obtain the demographic data, the respondents were asked to
provide information about their age, ethnicity, gender, teaching assignment, and
teaching experience. Teacher characteristic information was garnered by requesting
the teachers’ reason for leaving, academic degree obtained, appropriateness of staff
development, type of teacher preparation, appropriateness of teaching position, and
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participation in induction/mentoring. A comparison of overall organizational health (a
composite of all dimensions of the OHI) by demographic variable to the norm was
made, and then each demographic, experiential, and other personal characteristic
variables were compared to the norm group by dimension (e.g., various ages
compared to Academic Emphasis, Collegial Leadership, etc.).

Data Analyses
The data gathered for this study were coded by OHI subtest to be suitable for
comparative analysis. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 11.5 (SPSS,
2002) and Microsoft Excel software were used to perform the statistical functions and
to create the charts, tables and graphs to illustrate the results of the analysis.
All research questions’ data were analyzed using the procedure suggested by
the authors (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b). A separate composite organizational health
standardized score was derived for district elementary, middle, and secondary schools
using the following procedure (the items and dimensions from the OHI-M are
presented to help illustrate the example):
Step 1: Each inventory item from every respondent was scored with the
appropriate number based on the applicable coding guide (e.g., 1-4).
Step 2: An average district item score was calculated for each item on the OHI
by first summing the score and then dividing it by the number of respondents. The
scores were rounded to the nearest hundredth.
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Step 3: The average district dimension scores were then computed, as follows
in Equations 1–6.

Institutional Integrity (II) = items 8 + 13 + 18 + 23 + 25 + 26 + 33 / 7

(1)

Collegial Leadership (CL) = items 1 + 4 + 5 + 10 + 14 + 24 + 30 + 35 + 39/ 9

(2)

Principal Influence (PI) = items 3 + 9 + 19 + 34 + 41 + 43/ 6

(3)

Resource Support (RS) = items 6 + 11 + 15 + 20 + 36 + 40/ 6

(4)

Teacher Affiliation (TA) = items12 + 21 + 28 + 31 + 32 + 37 + 42 + 45/ 8

(5)

Academic Emphasis (AE) = items 2 + 7 + 16 + 17 + 22 + 27 + 29 + 38 + 44/ 9

(6)

Each district dimension score was converted to a standard score (SS) with a
mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100 using the information at Table 3.7 and
the following formulas in Equations 7–12.
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Table 3.7
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Health Dimensions
Health dimension

Mean

SD

Institutional Integrity (II)

16.41

2.82

Collegial Leadership (CL)

26.61

3.71

Principal Influence (PI)

16.37

2.12

Resource Support (RS)

16.72

2.63

Teacher Affiliation (TA)

28.34

2.57

Academic Emphasis (AE)

20.11

2.80

Note. From The Road to Open and Healthy Schools (elementary and middle
school ed.), 1997, by W. Hoy and J. Tartar, Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

SS for Institutional Integrity = 100(II - 16.41)/2.82 + 500

(7)

SS for Collegial Leadership = 100(CL - 26.61)/3.71 + 500

(8)

SS for Principal Influence = 100(PI - 16.37)/2.12 + 500

(9)

SS for Resource Support = 100(RS -16.72)/2.63 + 500

(10)

SS for Teacher Affiliation = 100(TA - 28.34)/2.57 + 500

(11)

SS for Academic Emphasis = 100(AE - 20.11)/2.80 + 500

(12)

To illustrate, consider the following example. The average district dimension
score for the OHI-M Teacher Affiliation dimension items was 24. This score was
converted to a standard score using the formula provided by the authors (Hoy &
Tartar, 1997a, 1997b).

SS for Teacher Affiliation = 100(TA-28.34)/2.57 + 500 where:
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TA = the summed mean of all Teacher Affiliation Dimension items (25.64 in
this example).
28.34 = the sum of all Teacher Affiliation means from the Hoy and Tarter
(1997a, 1997b) norm sample.
2.57 = the standard deviation for the sum of all Teacher Affiliation means
from the Hoy and Tarter norm sample.
500 = the mean standard score of the Hoy and Tartar norm sample.
Standard Score for Teacher Affiliation from this study =
100(25.64-28.34)/2.57 + 500 = 395 (rounded)

Hoy and Tartar (1997a, 1997b) provided a conversion table (see Table 3.8) to
help categorize and interpret the obtained standard scores when compared to the
normative sample.
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Table 3.8
OHI Standard Score Conversion Table
Standard score

Category

Above 600

Very high

551-600

High

525-550

Above average

511-524

Slightly above average

490-510

Average

476-489

Slightly below average

450-475

Below average

400-449

Low

Below 400

Very low

Note. From The Road to Open and Healthy Schools, 1997, by
W. Hoy and J. Tartar, Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

To aid in further interpretation, the standard scores were then converted to z
scores using the following formula in Equation 13. The derived standard score from
the elementary school Academic Emphasis dimension in this study was used to
illustrate the formula.
x = the derived standard score
sd = the standard deviation of the organizational health
0 = the mean of the OHI
z = (x - 0)/sd or

(13)

z = (395 – 500)/100 = -1.05

The z score of 1.05 was then converted to a percentile rank 14 using a conversion
table (Lyman, 1971).
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To illustrate, a score on Institutional Integrity of 700 would be two standard
deviations above the average score on Institutional Integrity of all schools in the
normative sample. That is, the district’s Institutional Integrity, as perceived by
teachers who left the district, would be higher than 97% of the normative sample.
An overall index of organizational health for each level of school in the
district (e.g., elementary, middle, and high school) was computed by summing the
dimension results and then obtaining an average, as shown in Equation 14:

OH = (SS for II) + (SS for CL) + (SS for PI) + (SS for RS)+ (SS for TA)

(14)

+ (SS for AE)/ 6

This overall OHI is interpreted the same way as the dimension scores; that is,
the mean from the normative sample is 500. Thus, a score of 650 on the health index
represents a very high (healthy) score, one that is one and one half standard
rd
deviations above the normative mean at the 93 percentile. A score of 350 is one and

a half standard deviations below the normative mean and represents very deficient
perceptions of school health at the 6th percentile.
The second and third research questions querying differences in the
perceptions of organizational health held by teachers with different characteristics and
varied demographic information were addressed by following the procedures above
and disaggregating the responses by demographic category. Each category was then
compared to the norm and a rating was assigned (from very low to very high) as well
as a percentile ranking. Since this study was based on examining organizational
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health indicators that might have influenced the teachers’ decision to leave, OHI
dimensions that were perceived to be lower than average were the focus of the data
analysis. When potentially unhealthy perceptions were noted, a more detailed analysis
was conducted examining specific inventory items of the unhealthy dimension to gain
insight into possible reasons for the unhealthy perceptions. This information was then
used to answer the research questions.

Study Limitations
1. Although conceived to measure the same areas, the three forms of the OHI are
not identical, and therefore in aggregate, certain presumptions and
comparisons should not be made between the three instruments.
2. Respondents were limited to one large central Texas school district, and
therefore generalizations from the study may be limited.
3. This data is only representative of the teachers who left and responded to this
survey. Caution should be used generalizing this data to teachers who left, but
chose to not participate in the study, or any other population.
4. Some comparisons could not be made due the small n that is a byproduct of
disaggregation of data.
5. The perceptions of organizational health might be different after a teacher
leaves than while still in the organizational context. The data of this study
were collected from teachers who had actually left their teaching positions.
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Summary
This was an exploratory study that described the organizational health of
schools in a large central Texas school district as perceived by teachers who had left
their teaching positions. The focus of the study revolved around three research
questions. The first question explored how teachers that left their schools perceived
the organizational health of their schools. The second and third questions sought the
same information, but disaggregated data by demographic category and teacher
characteristics, respectively. A non-experimental, comparative design was employed
to explore the relationship between the findings of this study and a normative sample.
These data were collected using the OHI (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b) that measured
organizational health. These data were supplemented by a demographic questionnaire
descriptive of the demographics and characteristics of the leavers. The data were
analyzed using the procedure suggested by the authors (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b)
using achieved standard scores and percentile ranking from the elementary, middle,
and secondary schools and comparing these scores to normative data. Since this study
was based on examining organizational health indicators that might have influenced
the teachers’ decision to leave, OHI dimensions that were perceived to be lower than
average were the focus of the data analysis. When these less healthy perceptions were
noted, a more detailed analysis was conducted to answer the research questions and
attempt to gain additional insight through disaggregation.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

In this study, 494 surveys were sent to teachers who had left a central Texas
school district. The rate of return was 38% (n = 94),for the district’s former
elementary school teachers, was 44% for middle school teachers (n = 46), and was
44% for secondary (high) school teachers (n = 64).

Organizational Health Results
The organizational health in the school district was measured by comparing
the data derived from this study with the normative sample provided by Hoy and
Tartar (1997a, 1997b). As a tool for analysis and interpretation, Hoy and Tartar
developed a conversion table that allowed derived standard scores from the three
inventories—Elementary School Organizational Health Index (OHI-E), Middle
School OHI (OHI-M), and Secondary School OHI (OHI-S)—to be classified as very
high to very low. This conversion table was modified to include percentile ranks (see
Table 4.1).
When compared to the Hoy & Tartar (1997a, 1997b) normative group
categories ranging from very low to very high (see table 4.1), the aggregate
organizational health standard scores for this school district were average or above for
elementary, middle, and secondary schools. The organizational health for the
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elementary schools was slightly above average, the middle schools’ was average, and
the secondary schools’ was above average.

Table 4.1
Organizational Health Index Standard Score and Percentile Conversion Table
Standard score

Category

Percentile range

700 & over

Very high

97–99

650–699

Very high

93–97

601–649

Very high

84–93

551–600

High

68–84

525–550

Above average

58–68

511–524

Slightly above average

53–58

490–510

Average

45–53

476–489

Slightly below average

39–45

450–475

Below average

30–39

400–449

Low

16–30

350–399

Very low

6–14

300–349

Very low

2–6

300 & below

Very low

1–2

Note. Adapted from The Road to Open and Healthy Schools, 1997, by W. Hoy
and J. Tartar, Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

The data from this study were disaggregated to answer the three research
questions for each of the three school levels. To answer Research Question 1 (What
perceptions of school organizational health are held by teachers who leave their
teaching positions?), the data were analyzed by dimension, standard score, and
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percentile rank to determine how they compared to Hoy and Tartar’s (1997a, 1997b)
normative sample.
The study data were disaggregated by demographic and categorical variables
to answer Research Question 2 (Do teachers who differ in race, gender, age, teaching
assignment, or teaching experience hold different perceptions of their school’s
organizational health?) and Research Question 3 (Do teachers who have different
professional training, teaching experience, continuing professional development,
participation levels in induction/mentoring, and expressed reasons for having left
their teaching position hold different perceptions of their school’s organizational
health?). After this disaggregation, the data were further analyzed by combining other
demographic or categorical variables to determine possible influence and potential
interaction/explanation.

Elementary Schools
In response to Research Question 1 (What perceptions of school
organizational health are held by teachers who leave their teaching positions?), all
OHI-E dimensions were categorized as average or above with the exception of the
Academic Emphasis dimension, which was categorized as very low (standard score =
th
399, the 14 percentile; see Figure 4.1).
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523

518

547

524

Institutional
Integrity

Resource
Influence

Teacher
Affiliation

Average

635

Specific Dimension

399

Collegial
Leadership

700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Academic
Emphasis

Standard Scores

Elementary School Organizational Health

Normative Mean

Dimensions
Figure 4.1. Elementary organizational health.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Elementary School Organizational Health and Academic Emphasis
The Academic Emphasis dimension measures teachers’ perceptions of how much the
students care about their schoolwork. The Academic Emphasis items that were rated
as the least healthy by departed elementary school teachers were Item 4 (standard
score of 232, the 1st percentile) and Item 5 (standard score of 332, the 4th percentile;
see Figure 4.2 and Table 4.2). A two-tailed correlation for these items was significant
at the .01 level (see Appendix E). These results suggested student motivation might
have contributed to the low perceptions of Academic Emphasis.
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600
500

332

232

547

300
200

512

400
402

Standard scores

Elementary School Academic
Emphasis Inventory Items

Academic
Emphasis

100
0
Item 1

Item 2

Item 3
Item 4 Item 5
Inventory items

Normative mean

Figure 4.2. Elementary school Academic Emphasis items by standard scores.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Table 4.2
Elementary School Organizational Health Academic Emphasis Items Perceived as
the Least Healthy
Item no.

Item description

4

Students seek extra work so they can get good grades.

5

Students try hard to improve on previous work.

Elementary School Organizational Health and Academic Emphasis by Demographic
and Categorical Variables
To answer Research Question 2 (Do teachers who differ in race, gender, age, teaching
assignment, or teaching experience hold different perceptions of their school’s
organizational health?) and Research Question 3 (Do teachers who have different
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professional training, teaching experience, continuing professional development,
participation levels in induction/mentoring, and expressed reasons for having left
their teaching position hold different perceptions of their school’s organizational
health?), the data were disaggregated by the various demographic and categorical
variables (e.g., gender, age, teaching experience, and participation in
induction/mentoring). Table 4.3 provides the “n” of each categorical and
demographic variable.

Table 4.3
Elementary School Frequencies of Teacher Demographics and Characteristics
Age
2 0 -2 9
3 0 -3 9
4 0 -4 9
5 0 -5 9
6 0 -6 9

ye a rs
ye a rs
ye a rs
ye a rs
ye a rs

o ld
o ld
o ld
o ld
o ld

E th n ic ity
A fric a n A m e ric a n
H is p a n ic
W h ite
O th e r

F re q u e n c y
19
24
17
26
8
F re q u e n c y

2

F e m a le
M a le
T e a c h in g E x p e rie n c e
0 -4 ye a rs e xp e rie n c e
5 -9 ye a rs e xp e rie n c e
1 0 -1 5 ye a rs e xp e rie n c e
1 6 -2 0 ye a rs e xp e rie n c e

F re q u e n c y
90
5

11
10

In d u c tio n /m e n to rin g

F re q u e n c y

Yes
No

80
15

A p p ro p ria te n e s s o f T e a c h in g p o s itio n

F re q u e n c y

A p p ro p ria te to c e rtific a tio n

90

A p p ro p ria te to tra in in g
N o t a p p ro p ria te
T e a c h in g A s s ig n m e n t

2
2
F re q u e n c y

G e n e ra l e d u c a tio n
S p e c ia l e d u c a tio n
ESL
T e a c h e r P re p a ra tio n

60
23
3
F re q u e n c y

T ra d itio n a l c o lle g e p re p a ra tio n
A lte rn a tiv e c e rtific a tio n
D e g re e E a rn e d

11

58
35

F re q u e n c y

Yes
No

5

2 1 -2 5 ye a rs e xp e rie n c e
2 6 -3 0 ye a rs e xp e rie n c e
O ve r 3 0 ye a rs e xp e rie n c e

17
31
5
34
5
2

S ta ff D e v e lo p m e n t

F re q u e n c y
22
20
16

F re q u e n c y

P e rs o n a l

2
26
65

G ender

R e a s o n fo r L e a v in g
R e tire m e n t
R e lo c a te
L e a ve T e a c h in g
D is s a tis fie d w ith n is d
S ta y H o m e

81
12
F re q u e n c y

B a c h e lo rs d e g re e

51

M a s te rs d e g re e

43
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Each variable was assigned a standard score and percentile ranking based on
the criteria set forth by Hoy and Tartar (1997a, 1997b). Teachers’ perceptions of
Academic Emphasis differed by their participation in induction/mentoring and staff
development programs. These perceptions also varied by teaching assignment
(general versus special education).
Elementary School Academic Emphasis Data by Participation in
Induction/Mentoring and Staff Development
The results of this study provided direct perceptual data on
induction/mentoring and staff development for increasing academic emphasis (see
Figure 4.3).

Standard Scores

Academic Emphasis by Participation in
Induction/Mentoring and Staff Development
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

449
405

Induction Mentoring

260

245

257

Staff Development

Program participation

Yes
No

430

Both
Normative Mean

Figure 4.3. Elementary Academic Emphasis by mentoring and staff development.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475
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These results clearly indicated that teachers who participated in
th
induction/mentoring (standard score = 405, the 16 percentile) and staff development

programs (standard score = 449, the 30th percentile) perceived student Academic
Emphasis to be much higher than those teachers who did not participate in these
programs (standard score = 257, the 1st percentile, and standard score = 245, the 1st
percentile, respectively). It has been asserted that motivational strategies and
techniques can be only be partially addressed in an educator preparation program and
that further development of these skills must come from actual practice (HulingAustin, 1992; Ponessa, 1996). The results of this study suggested that teachers who
were involved in induction/mentoring and staff development perceived student
motivation much more healthily than did teachers who did not participate in these
programs. Yet, did this finding apply to all teachers? The data were further
disaggregated to help answer this question.

Elementary School Academic Emphasis Data by Participation in
Induction/Mentoring, Staff Development, and Teaching Assignment
To gain additional perspective, Academic Emphasis results were further
analyzed by combining participation in induction/mentoring or staff development
programs with the demographic variable of teaching assignment, focusing on general
and special education teachers. The results are illustrated in Figure 4.4.
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Standard Scores

Academic Emphasis by Induction/Mentoring,
Staff Development, and Teacher Assignment
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

405
443

Mentoring
yes

389

370
396

Mentoring
no

452

Staff
Development
yes

Program Participation

395

Special Education
332

General Education

Staff
Development
no
Normative Mean

Figure 4.4. Elementary school Academic Emphasis by induction/mentoring and
teaching assignment.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Participation in mentoring generally resulted in more positive perceptions of
Academic Emphasis for both general and special education teachers. Participation in
staff development resulted in more positive perceptions of Academic Emphasis for
special education teachers. However, participation in mentoring and staff
development programs seemed to suggest a greater positive effect on how special
education teachers rated Academic Emphasis, whereas participation in these same
programs seemed to have little impact on perceptions of Academic Emphasis for
general education teachers. General education teachers who participated in
induction/mentoring programs rated academic emphasis very low (standard score =
405, the 16th percentile), but special education teachers who participated in these
programs rated Academic Emphasis higher (standard score = 443, the 27th percentile).
83

The same relationship existed between general education teachers and special
education teachers when participation in staff development was examined. General
education teachers who participated in staff development programs perceived student
th
Academic Emphasis to be very low (standard score = 389, the 13 percentile),

whereas special education teachers viewed the dimension as low (standard score =
452, the 30th percentile). These data suggested that techniques and strategies provided
to elementary school special education teachers by participating in
induction/mentoring and staff development programs may have affected how they
perceived student motivation.

Middle Schools
Overall Organizational Health in Middle Schools
In response to Research Question 1 (What perceptions of school
organizational health are held by teachers who leave their teaching positions?), the
overall organizational health for middle schools in the district when compared to the
normative sample was average (standard score = 501, the 50th percentile). All
dimensions were categorized as average or above, with the exception of Teacher
Affiliation, which was categorized as very low (standard score = 395, the 14th
percentile), and Collegial Leadership, which was viewed as slightly below average
(standard score = 479, the 39th percentile). See Figure 4.5.
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Dimensions

501

OHI-M
Dimensions

Average

Teacher
Affiliation

395

540

Resource
Influence

514

Principal
Influence

552

Institutional
Integrity

479
Collegial
Leadership

525

600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Academic
Emphasis

Standard Scores

Middle School Organizational Health

Normative Mean

Figure 4.5. Middle school Organizational Health Index (OHI-M) results.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Middle School Organizational Health and Teacher Affiliation
The Teacher Affiliation dimension measures teachers’ perceptions of a sense
of friendliness and strong association with the school. When these perceptions are
healthy, teachers feel good about each other, their job, and their students (Hoy &
Tartar, 1997a, 1997b). The OHI-M Teacher Affiliation dimension inventory items
that were perceived to be the least healthy were Items 3, 7, and 8 (see Figure 4.6 and
Table 4.4). A two-tailed correlation for these items was significant at the .01 level
(see Appendix E).
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Figure 4.6. Middle school Teacher Affiliation inventory items.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Table 4.4
Middle School Organizational Health Teacher Affiliation Items Perceived as the
Least Healthy
Item no.

Description

3

Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm.

7

Teachers volunteer to help each other.

8

Teachers do favors for each other.

All three items were rated very low, but Item 3 was perceived as the least
healthy Teacher Affiliation item (standard score = 228, the 1st percentile), much lower
than Item 7 (standard score = 331, the 4th percentile) and Item 8 (standard score =
337, the 5th percentile). Although results for Items 7 and 8 might imply that teachers
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did not go out of their way to help their coworkers, the larger issue seemed to be the
perceived lack of teacher enthusiasm. This is significant because teacher enthusiasm
has been linked to teacher attrition (Friedman, 1995; Rosenholtz, 1989). Using Hoy
and Tartar’s (1997a) rationale, the data from this study also suggested that middle
school teachers perceived teachers not liking each other (Items 7 and 8). Yet, how
does teachers’ liking each other relate to teacher attrition? Research has suggested
that teachers who share a good relationship at school manifest a higher level of
teacher retention (Shen, 1997). The data were further disaggregated to address
Research Questions 2 and 3.

Middle School Organizational Health and Teacher Affiliation by Demographic and
Categorical Variables
To answer Research Question 2 (Do teachers who differ in race, gender, age,
teaching assignment, or teaching experience hold different perceptions of their
school’s organizational health?) and Research Question 3 (Do teachers who have
different professional training, teaching experience, continuing professional
development, participation levels in induction/mentoring, and expressed reasons for
having left their teaching position hold different perceptions of their school’s
organizational health?) for the Teacher Affiliation dimension, the data were
disaggregated by the various demographic and categorical variables. Table 4.5
provides the “n” of each categorical and demographic variable.
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Table 4.5
Middle School Frequencies of Teacher Demographics and Characteristics

Age
20-29 years old
30-39 years old
40-49 years old
50-59 years old
60-69 years old
Ethnicity
African American
Hispanic
White
Other

Frequency
13
10
3
16
2

Female
Male

2
8
32

Frequency
36
9

Teaching Experience

Frequency

0-4 years experience
5-9 years experience
10-15 years experience

12
9

16-20 years experience
21-25 years experience
26-30 years experience
Over 30 years experience

1
2
11

Induction/mentoring

Frequency

Yes
No

Retirement
Relocate
Leave Teaching
Dissatisfied with nisd
Personal

Frequency

1
Gender

Reason for Leaving

7

2

31
14

Staff Development
Yes
No

Frequency
9
15
2
13
4
Frequency
40
5

Appropriateness of Teaching position

Frequency

Appropriate to certification
Appropriate to training

43

Not appropriate

1

Teaching Assignment
General education
Special education
Vocational
Teacher Preparation
Traditional college preparation
Alternative certification
Emergency certification
Degree Earned

1

Frequency
37
7
1
Frequency
41
3
1
Frequency

Bachelors degree

23

Masters degree

22

Each variable was assigned a standard score and percentile rank based on the
criteria set forth by Hoy and Tartar (1997a, 1997b).
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Middle School Teacher Affiliation Data Disaggregated by Age and Experience
The data when disaggregated by age suggested that younger teachers viewed
Teacher Affiliation as less healthy than did older teachers. See Figure 4.7.
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Figure 4.7. Middle school Teacher Affiliation by age.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

The three youngest groups of teachers perceived this dimension as very low.
Teachers who were 20–29 years old perceived this dimension at the 9th percentile,
teachers aged 30–39 rated this dimension at the 8th percentile, and teachers aged 40–
49 viewed this dimension at the 3rd percentile. These results supported research
related to teacher burnout (Shann, 1998), studies that have suggested early and midcareer teachers leave due to low teacher enthusiasm (Friedman, 1995; Rosenholtz,
1989), and other research findings that suggest breakdown in the day-to-day
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interactions between coworkers is an organizational cause of burnout (Maslach &
Leiter, 1997).
Since age and experience have been determined to be closely related in other
attrition studies (Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Miller, Brownell, & Smith, 1999;
Morvant, Gersten, Gillman, Keating, & Blake, 1995; Singh & Billingsley, 1996),
these data were also disaggregated by teacher experience. The results for teacher
experience generally indicated that less experienced teachers had a less healthy view
of Teacher Affiliation than did more experienced teachers (see Figure 4.8).
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Figure 4.8. Middle school Teacher Affiliation by experience.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

The data were further disaggregated to determine how age and experience
interacted to effect perceptions of teacher affiliation. The results implied that age
might contribute more significantly to perceptions of teacher affiliation than
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experience (see Figure 4.9). When teachers had like experience, generally, the
younger teachers had an unhealthier view of this dimension.
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Figure 4.9. Teacher Affiliation by participation in induction/mentoring and staff
development, age, and experience.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Middle School Teacher Affiliation Data by Age, Experience, and Participation in
Induction/Mentoring and Staff Development Programs
To explore potential explanations for why younger teachers had an unhealthier
view of Teacher Affiliation than did older teachers with the same amount of
experience, two variables from this study were analyzed that involved teacher
interactions: Induction/Mentoring and Staff Development. The results indicated that
departed middle school teachers who participated in an induction/mentoring program
actually perceived Teacher Affiliation much lower (standard score = 346, the 5th
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percentile) than did teachers who did not participate in an induction/mentoring
nd
program (standard score = 459, the 32 percentile). One might expect the opposite

results to be true. It has been suggested that for an induction/mentoring program to be
successful, a meaningful relationship between the mentor and mentee must be in
place to establish an effective mentoring experience (Covey, 1997). The results from
this study may indicate a higher level of expectation related to teacher enthusiasm and
camaraderie by those who participated in induction/mentoring than by those who did
not participate in these programs. This expectation may have held true for teachers
who participated in the staff development program (see Figure 4.10).
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Figure 4.10. Teacher Affiliation by participation in induction/mentoring and staff
development programs.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

These data were further disaggregated by age. Teacher Affiliation perceptions
by those who participated in an induction/mentoring program versus those who did
not participate varied much more for teachers in the 20–29 and 30–39 age groups than
did the perceptions in the other age groups (see Figure 4.11).
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Figure 4.11. Middle school Teacher Affiliation by induction/mentoring and staff
development, and age.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

These results may suggest that younger teachers have higher expectations of
teacher enthusiasm and camaraderie. The literature portrays mentoring as a program
that focuses on young and/or inexperienced teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2001;
Miller et al., 1999). Unlike overall staff development, which can be conducted largely
off campus by subject-matter experts and is not so closely tied to teacher
relationships, mentoring is usually an internal program developed by each individual
campus or district. Research has noted that positive teacher relationships and attitude
toward mentoring are key to successful induction/mentoring programs (Freedman &
Jaffe, 1993; Shaughnessy & Neely, 1991). The unhealthy perceptions of mentoring
may be at the root of the low Teacher Affiliation perceptions by young teachers.
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Middle School Organizational Health and Collegial Leadership
The Collegial Leadership dimension measures principal behavior that is
friendly, supportive, open, and guided by norms of equality. The principal also lets
the teachers know what is expected of them (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b). Although
the Collegial Leadership dimension was perceived to be only slightly below average
(standard score = 479, the 39th percentile), several of the dimension inventory items
were perceived to be below the normative mean (see Table 4.6 and Figure 4.12). The
two-tailed correlation for these items was significant at the .01 level (see Appendix
E).

Table 4.6
Middle School Organizational Health Collegial Leadership Items Perceived as the
Least Healthy
Item no.

Item description

1

The principal explores all sides of topics and admits that other opinions exist.

4

The principal treats all faculty members as his or her equal.
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Figure 4.12. Middle school Teacher Affiliation by participation in
induction/mentoring and staff development programs.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

The two unhealthiest items were Item 1 (standard score = 436, the 25th
percentile) and Item 4 (standard score = 280, the 1st percentile). These responses
suggested that middle school teachers who left perceived their principals as rigid,
lacking objectivity in their viewpoints, and not treating all faculty members as peers
(Hoy & Tartar, 1997a). Between the two items, perceptions of peer relations with
their principal were far less healthy. Singh and Billingsley (1996) found that
principals who share goals, values, and professional growth with their teaching staff
foster supportive and collegial learning communities and aid in teacher retention
efforts. To determine how teachers meeting certain characteristic and demographic
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conditions perceived these variables, these data were further disaggregated to address
Research Questions 2 and 3.

Middle School Organizational Health and Collegial Leadership by Demographic and
Categorical Variables
To answer Research Question 2 (Do teachers who differ in race, gender, age,
teaching assignment, or teaching experience hold different perceptions of their
school’s organizational health?) and Research Question 3 (Do teachers who have
different professional training, teaching experience, continuing professional
development, participation levels in induction/mentoring, and expressed reasons for
having left their teaching position hold different perceptions of their school’s
organizational health?) for the Collegial Leadership dimension, the data were
disaggregated by the various demographic and categorical variables. Each variable
was assigned a standard score and percentile ranking based on the criteria set forth by
Hoy and Tartar (1997a, 1997b).
When the data were further disaggregated to address Research Questions 2
and 3, interesting perceptual differences for general and special education teachers
emerged relating to age and teacher assignment (see Figure 4.13).
The results from this study suggested that 20-39 year old special education
teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s willingness to be flexible, open minded, and
equitable when dealing with their questions and concerns (Items 1 and 4) were much
less healthy than were the perceptions held by general education teachers of the same
age, as well as all older teachers (see Tables 4.9, 4.10, and Figure 4.13).
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Collegial Leadership by Age and Teaching
Assignment
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Figure 4.13. Collegial Leadership by age and general or special education.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Overall Organizational Health in Secondary Schools
Research Question 1 asked the following: What perceptions of school
organizational health are held by teachers who leave their teaching positions? In
response, the overall organizational health composite score for secondary schools in
the district when compared to the normative sample was above average (standard
score = 532, the 61st percentile). All dimensions were rated average or above. See
Figure 4.14.
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Figure 4.14. Secondary school organizational health.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

The two dimensions perceived as the least healthy were Academic Emphasis
and Institutional Integrity. The results from the Academic Emphasis dimension were
relatively consistent with the dimension’s overall score, but when the data were
disaggregated by the Institutional Integrity dimension, some interesting information
emerged. Although the Institutional Integrity dimension was perceived to be average
(standard score = 490, the 45th percentile), several of the inventory items were
perceived to be below the normative ranking. The least healthy responses relative to
Institutional Integrity from high school teachers in this study were Items 2 and 5 (see
Figure 4.15 and Table 4.7) indicating that the school’s vulnerability involves outside
influence with the school board. The two-tailed correlation for these items was
significant at the .01 level (see Appendix E). These data were further disaggregated to
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address Research Questions 2 and 3 to gain further insight into how these variables
were perceived by specific groups of teachers.
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Figure 4.15. Secondary school Institutional Integrity item standard scores.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

Table 4.7
Secondary Organizational Health Institutional Integrity Items Perceived as the Least
Healthy
Item no.

Description

2

The school is vulnerable to outside pressures.

5

Select citizen groups are influential with the board.
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Secondary School Organizational Health and Institutional Integrity by Demographic
and Categorical Variables
To answer Research Question 2 and Research Question 3 for the Institutional
Integrity dimension, the data were disaggregated by the various demographic and
categorical variables, and standard scores were obtained. Table 4.8 provides the “n”
of each categorical and demographic variable.

Table 4.8
Secondary School Frequencies of Teacher Demographics and Characteristics
Age
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1

Each variable was assigned a standard score and percentile rating based on the criteria
set forth by Hoy and Tartar (1997a, 1997b).
When disaggregated by demographic and categorical variables, the data
addressing Research Question 2 suggested that perceptions of Institutional Integrity
were sensitive to the age of the respondent. Specifically, younger teachers (ages 20–
39) perceived outside pressures as much less of an issue than did older teachers (see
Figure 4.16).
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Figure 4.16. Secondary school Institutional Integrity by age.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475
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However, is this result a function of age or experience? To answer this
question, perceptions of Institutional Integrity were compared, disaggregating for age
and experience (see Figure 4.17).
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Figure 4.17. Institutional Integrity by age and experience: 20–29 and 30–39 age
groups.
Note: Very Low = Below 400; Low = 400 to 449; Below Average = 450-475

The results suggested that less teaching experience had a noted effect for
younger teachers (ages 20–39). Less experience for younger teachers equaled less
healthy perceptions of Institutional Integrity. Put in terms of the authors of the OHI,
data measuring Institutional Integrity from this study implied that relatively new,
younger teachers (0–4 years of experience, 20–39 years old) felt more vulnerable and
were more overwhelmed with parental demands and whims of the public than their
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more experienced, same-aged peers (Hoy & Tartar, 1997b). Experience allows
teachers to base their views on precedence and less on preconceived notions that
might be a part of the perceptions of inexperienced young teachers. Supporting this
interpretation are the data from this study indicating that this relationship diminished
with age and additional experience.

Summary of Results
The organizational health in the subject school district was measured by
comparing the results of this study with the normative sample provided by the authors
of the OHI instruments. The aggregate OHI standard scores for this school district
were average or above for elementary, middle, and secondary schools when
compared to the normative group.
The elementary school results indicated that all dimensions were rated as
average or above, with the exception of the Academic Emphasis dimension, which
was very low. The results suggested that teacher views of low student motivation may
have played a role in the departed teachers’ perceptions of Academic Emphasis.
Departed elementary school teachers who participated in induction/mentoring and
staff development programs rated Academic Emphasis higher than those who did not.
A difference was noted between general and special educations teachers who
participated in induction/mentoring and staff development programs. Special
education teachers perceived Academic Emphasis to be much healthier than did their
general education peers.
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The composite middle school results indicated that the overall organizational
health was average. All dimensions were categorized as average or above, with the
exception of Teacher Affiliation and Collegial Leadership, which were categorized as
very low and slightly below average, respectively. The results implied that the
departed middle school teachers’ view of Teacher Affiliation could be linked to their
perceptions of teacher enthusiasm and collegial interactions. The perceptions varied
by the teachers’ age and participation in an induction/mentoring program, suggesting
that younger teachers and teachers who participated in induction/mentoring had a less
healthy view of Teacher Affiliation. The data related to Collegial Leadership
suggested that young special education teachers perceived their principals’ Collegial
Leadership to be much less healthy than did young general education teachers (20–39
years old).
The overall organizational health for secondary schools was above average,
and all dimensions were rated average or above. However, with the disaggregation of
the data from the Institutional Integrity dimension, it was noted that perceptions of
this dimension were sensitive to age and experience. Less experience equaled less
healthy perceptions of Institutional Integrity, especially where perceptions of undue
influence with the school board by individuals outside of the school were concerned.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate teacher attrition from the
perspective of a climate variable called organizational health. Attrition studies have
traditionally explored teachers’ perception by asking, “Will they leave teaching?” or
“What are their future plans?” However, this study addressed teacher attrition from
the perspective of teachers who already had left their teaching position (e.g., the
decision to leave had been made and acted upon) rather than just indicating the intent
to leave. It was assumed that this allowed the teacher the opportunity to respond
genuinely and frankly without any concerns of influence or repercussions that might
otherwise have influenced their perceptions. A non-experimental, comparative
design, analyzing quantitative data was used and addressed the following research
questions:
1. What perceptions of school organizational health are held by teachers who left
their teaching positions?
2. Do teachers who differ in race, gender, age, teaching assignment, or teaching
experience hold different perceptions of their schools’ organizational health?
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3. Do teachers who have different professional training, teacher preparation,
continuing professional development, participation levels in
induction/mentoring, and expressed reasons for having left their teaching
position hold different perceptions of their school’s organizational health?

Data were collected and analyzed by school level (e.g., elementary, middle,
and high school). The instruments used to collect these data were the elementary,
middle, and secondary versions of the Organizational Health Inventory (OHI; Hoy &
Tartar, 1997a, 1997b). A questionnaire gathered from each participant information on
teacher characteristics and demographics. Composite scores for organizational health
were obtained for each school level. These data were disaggregated by dimension to
determine the health of each school in more detail. This analysis was further
disaggregated by teacher demographics and characteristics to ascertain teacher
perceptions that might have been hidden in aggregate as a way to help explain
aggregated composite scores. The data obtained from the various forms of the OHI
were analyzed using standardized scores, the procedure suggested by the authors
(Hoy & Tartar, 1997a, 1997b).
The results of this study are presented as findings by school level. Each
finding was followed by a discussion presenting implications based on the data from
researcher experience and existing teacher attrition research. Appropriate
recommendations are also presented. The focus of the findings in this study was on
variables that were perceived as low or very low that interacted with other study
variables and, through this interaction, provided a possible explanation or insight into
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the perceptions held by former teachers of their previous schools’ organizational
health.

Organizational Health Findings
The composite perceptions of teachers who left were that the district was
organizationally healthy. Departed teachers perceived the organizational health of this
district to be average or above when compared to the Hoy and Tartar (1997a, 1997b)
normative sample for each level of OHI. According to Hoy and Tartar (1997a,
1997b), when viewed from the composite, aggregated perspective, such ratings could
indicate that the school district maintained integrity in its academic programs and
teachers were protected from unreasonable demands. Principals earned the respect of
their teachers and superiors, led by example, and were able to deliver whatever
resources their teachers needed. Teachers responded to their principals with esprit de
corps and respected each other as colleagues. There were high expectations for
teachers and students, and students respected the academic achievement of their
peers. In other words, this district was organizationally healthy.
However, when these results were disaggregated and analyzed by school level
(e.g., elementary, middle, and high school) and by individual organizational health
dimensions, less healthy perceptions began to emerge. It should be noted that, due to
the nature of disaggregation, some of the unhealthy perceptions were from categories
of teachers with a small representation in the overall sample population (i.e., the n
was small). Although interesting, conclusions or recommendations derived from these
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small samples should be interpreted carefully as they may not necessarily be
representative or descriptive and represent the perceptions of this population of
departed teachers. However, these findings represent perceptions of departed
teachers from a healthy district. It should be noted that the same data from an
unhealthy district could very well look different from these results.

Elementary School Organizational Health Findings
Elementary school teachers who left viewed the overall organizational health
of their schools as slightly above average when compared to the normative sample.
All dimensions, with the exception of Academic Emphasis, were perceived as
average or above. However, the Academic Emphasis dimension was rated very low.

Academic Emphasis Organizational Health Findings
The OHI-E Academic Emphasis dimension was perceived to be unhealthy by
departed elementary school teachers. Academic Emphasis is the dimension that
measures teacher perception of the school’s drive for academic achievement and
excellence. The unhealthiest Academic Emphasis items all appeared to be related to
student motivation. In today’s environment of state and federal mandates measuring
student progress through standardized testing, the low perceptions of academic
emphasis found in this district are both surprising and troublesome. Research has
found that less motivated or disengaged students are passive, do not try hard, and give
up easily in the face of challenges, and teacher frustration caused by these behaviors
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has been linked to teacher attrition (Ingersoll, 2001; Skinner & Belmont, 1993).
Although students may bear some of the responsibility, the academic climate of the
classrooms and school building essential to student motivation should be primarily
the responsibility of the school professionals. The results from this study provide
specific perceptual evidence, which supports studies noting lack of student motivation
as a cause of teacher attrition.
Research has indicated that school professionals are responsible for
motivating students, but many may not be fully prepared to do so (Ponessa, 1996).
Motivating students is related to the education professional’s skill in matching
pedagogical procedures, academic content, reinforcement, and so forth to the specific
students in their classes. These skills are assumed to be developed in pre-service and
continuing education training. Research has suggested that effective
induction/mentoring and staff development programs may address these areas of need
and provide the tools that teachers need to motivate students (Huling-Austin, 1992).
Elementary teachers in this study who participated in induction/mentoring
and/or appropriate staff development programs viewed Academic Emphasis much
higher than did teachers who did not participate in these programs. The data from this
study generally supports the previous research on professional development
indicating that teachers need more than what they learned in their pre-service
preparation programs to effectively motivate students (Huling-Austin, 1992; Ponessa,
1996). Since induction/mentoring and staff development programs are the
mechanisms most often used to develop teaching expertise and skills, the differences
in perceptions of Academic Emphasis contingent upon the teachers’ participation in
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these programs were noteworthy and provides some optimism for teachers to impact
student motivation.
In the same vein, the differences in perceptions of Academic Emphasis
between general and special education teachers who participated in
induction/mentoring and staff development raises the question of why special
education teachers viewed student motivation higher than did their general education
peers. If the difference in perceptions was just between general education and special
education teachers, it might be explained by the added motivational advantage special
education teachers have due to the individualized nature of special education
teaching, smaller class sizes and additional technological and personnel support.
However, there was also a substantial difference between special education teachers
who participated in induction/mentoring and/or staff development and other special
education teachers who did not. Therefore, there appears to be a potential added
benefit from participation in these programs for special education teachers.
Yet, why did induction/mentoring and staff development produce a difference
in perception between general education and special education? The answer may be
found in the differences in training and development between general education and
special education mentoring and staff development programs. Generally, teachers in
general education are content experts, have strong collegial relationships, and their
mentoring and staff development and training focus is on what to teach, not how to
teach. Conversely, special educators have diverse responsibilities and are often
isolated from their peers. Thus, mentoring, staff development, and training for special
educators may focus upon techniques and strategies required by their different
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responsibilities. Also, motivating students (the focus of Academic Emphasis
perceptions in this study) is more of a challenge of how to teach than one of
presenting academic content. Thus, participation in special education
induction/mentoring and staff development programs possibly exposed the special
education teacher to new motivational strategies and techniques that would not have
been available in their isolated setting. A lack of opportunity for this enhanced
training in areas related to responsibility may explain the differences in perception of
worth of professional development and mentoring found for both general and special
education who did not have the benefit of mentoring and staff development.

Conclusions and Recommendations for Practice:
Elementary Academic Emphasis
Research has found that student motivation is linked to teacher attrition
(Ingersoll, 2001). These findings associated with elementary teachers raise some
interesting questions. Are these findings related to the ways elementary schools are
organized (e.g., one teacher typically responsible for all curriculum areas)? Do the
demands of addressing the achievement needs of students with disabilities suggest
greater need or perhaps sensitivity or recognition of the importance of greater
Academic Emphasis? District and elementary school leadership should consider the
following:
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1. Review or modify the induction/mentoring program to determine its
effectiveness for all participants.
2. Develop data that would provide information and/or diagnosis of teacher
understanding and skill in motivating students.
3. Examine special education teachers’ perceptions of the components of
mentoring and professional development and determine how these perceptions
are different from the perceptions of general education teachers.
4. Identify mentoring and professional development components unique to
special education services at the elementary school level, which might be
explanatory or generalizable to the general education teaching corps.

Middle School Organizational Health Findings
Middle school teachers who left the district viewed the overall organizational
health of their schools as average when compared to the normative sample. However,
when the results were disaggregated by teacher demographics and characteristics,
Teacher Affiliation and Collegial Leadership dimensions of the OHI-M were rated
lower than the normative sample.

Teacher Affiliation Organizational Health Findings
Teacher Affiliation is the dimension that measures the sense of friendliness
and affiliation strength teachers share within the school. It is manifested by teachers’
feeling good about themselves and their workplace (Hoy & Tartar, 1997a). Overall
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middle school teacher perceptions of the Teacher Affiliation dimension were rated
very low. The lowest ranked elements of the OHI-M were related to teacher
enthusiasm and teacher relationships. This study supported research that has found
that early and mid-career teachers leave due to low teacher enthusiasm (Friedman,
1995; Rosenholtz, 1989) and breakdown in the day-to-day friendly interactions
between coworkers (Maslach & Leiter, 1997).

Teacher Affiliation and Teacher Enthusiasm
Low teacher enthusiasm has been linked to stress, job dissatisfaction, and
teacher burnout—all conditions that have been associated with teacher attrition
(Friedman, 1995; Rosenholtz, 1989; Shann, 1998). It has also been identified as a
prominent teacher behavior that affects communication (Huitt, 2005). Although
enthusiasm is a difficult behavior to label, researchers have found that it is an
important behavior for teachers to exhibit because it affects student learning and
attitudes (Caruso, 1982). Teacher enthusiasm helps make a course more enjoyable
and entertaining for students and the teacher and has long been known to help the
learner retain larger amounts of information than when students are taught by a static
speaker (Coats & Smidchens, 1966). Teachers almost universally value student
responsiveness and enthusiasm as a vital factor in their own enthusiasm, and
conversely they list low motivation in students as a discourager (Stenlund 1995).
But, if enthusiasm is so critical to the success of teachers and students alike, can it be
taught? Some authors believe it can be and their research has attributed a definition
to enthusiasm comprised of positive verbal and nonverbal behaviors that convey an
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inner attitude of the teacher outwardly (Brigham, Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 1992).
Scruggs, & Mastropieri (1992) found that when nonverbal teacher behaviors are
manifested, students are able respond in a way that is beneficial to their learning.
Therefore, it would seem imperative for teachers to learn how to incorporate verbal
and nonverbal behaviors into their teaching repertoire that inspire their students,
producing enthusiasm and motivation to succeed in school.

Participation in an Induction/Mentoring Program and Teaming
Using Hoy and Tartar’s (1997a) interpreations, middle school teachers in this
study that participated in induction/mentoring perceived teacher camaraderie and
friendliness as unhealthy. One might expect the opposite result, since mentoring
programs are often designed to emphasize positive, facilitative teacher interactions
(Gold, 1996; Veenman, 1984). The unhealthy perception of Teacher Affiliation noted
in this study brought into question the effectiveness of the district’s
induction/mentoring program for middle schools teachers. Boreen & Niday (2003)
found that mentoring has, at best, been a poorly designed and ineffectively
implemented interaction between the mentor and the mentee. They believed that far
too many new teachers have experienced a disillusioning, unfriendly relationship that
provided little support during this crucial stage of their career. Yet, how do teachers’
liking each other relate to teacher attrition? Research on collaboration has indicated
that open communication, trust, and rapport within a school can result in a higher
level of teacher retention and the lack of these conditions can lead to attrition (Shen,
1997). What better place to manifest these behaviors than in the induction/mentoring
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programs. In fact, that there is a difference in perception of elementary and middles
school teachers relative to the value of professional development and mentoring
suggests these activities need to be tailored and unique to these different instructional
environments. Apparently, one size does not fit all.
Age and experience have been determined to be closely related in other
attrition studies examining mentoring (Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Miller, Brownell,
& Smith, 1999; Morvant, Gersten, Gillman, Keating, & Blake, 1995; Singh &
Billingsley, 1996), When the data from this study were further disaggregated by age
and teacher experience, an interesting pattern began to emerge that suggested younger
teachers may leave their teaching positions due to dissatisfaction with teacher
camaraderie and support (Shann, 1998). Shen (1997) noted that teachers want to
work in school settings where they are valued and engaged in substantive
collaborative work, but many teachers reportedly found little evidence of
collaborative teamwork in their middle schools. This study found that younger
teachers rated Teacher Affiliation lower than did older teachers with the same amount
of experience thus implying older teachers may be able to build better relationships
with their peers.
Interestingly, middle school teachers in the district were required to
participate in a collaborative strategy called vertical teaming. At the time the data for
this study was gathered, vertical teaming had only been implemented in the district
for a few years. Vertical teaming is defined as a small number of teachers with
complementary skills who are committed to a common purpose, performance goals,
and common working approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable
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(Bertrand, Roberts, & Buchanan, 2006). According to Bertrand, Roberts, &
Buchanan (2006), members of a vertical teaming group must foster a sense of
communication and camaraderie with other colleagues that may or may not be
involved with the vertical team initiative. The results of this study suggested that the
middle school teachers who departed the district did not perceive teacher camaraderie
as being healthy and this may have been an indictment of the vertical teaming
strategy as operationalized in the district. Research has noted that vertical teaming is
at times difficult to implement because it is the antithesis of the isolated teacher who
works autonomously. An examination of the organizational structure for fit with
vertical teaming and collegial relationships may be needed in this district.

Conclusions and Recommendations for Practice:
Middle School Teacher Affiliation
The results of this study suggested that middle school teachers who left their teaching
positions did not like each other or perform their duties with enthusiasm. Both areas
have been linked in the literature to teacher attrition. Interestingly, older teachers
rated teacher affiliation and mentoring higher than did younger teachers. Generally,
middle school teachers who participated in the induction/mentoring viewed teacher
affiliation less healthily than did those who did not participate. However, younger
teachers with the same amount of experience as older teachers viewed this dimension
the lowest. Leadership should consider the following:
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1. Examine the goals, objectives, content and process of mentoring at the middle
school level. Mechanisms to derive input from teachers relative to the
mentoring process (e.g., focus groups and support groups addressing
relationships, teamwork, teacher attitude and camaraderie) could prove to be
helpful.
2. Develop mechanisms for timely feedback and analysis relative to
induction/mentoring and teaming programs. Such feedback and analysis
should particularly focus upon the young teacher where more negative
perceptions exist.
3. Develop programs that encourage specific collaboration between younger and
older teachers that emphasize the necessity for positive relations among
teachers on vertical teams.
4. Examine the fit and success of vertical teaming as currently implemented for
dissonance with teacher affiliation needs.

Collegial Leadership Organizational Health Findings
Collegial Leadership is the dimension that measures principal behavior and
the extent that this behavior is perceived as friendly, supportive, open, and equitable.
Overall, middle school teachers who departed rated the Collegial Leadership
dimension slightly below average. However, when the results were disaggregated,
unhealthy perceptions began to emerge.
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In this study, the principal’s working relationship with staff was perceived as
formal, procedural, and autocratic. Ideally, the principal would strive to be perceived
as having a working relationship with everyone and to be predominantly collegial,
collaborative, inclusive, democratic, and participatory. Everyone would be considered
a part of the team (Hoy & Tartar, 1997b). The results of this study suggested limited
feedback and interactive communication between the middle school principal and
teachers. Ideally, there would be extensive ongoing feedback and interactive
communication between principal and all staff members.
Middle school special education teachers perceived Collegial Leadership to be
unhealthier than did general education teachers. Middle school general education
teachers, especially those in the 20-29 and 30-39 year old age groups, viewed
collegial leadership to be much healthier than did their special education peers. Why
would teaching assignment make a difference? According to the criteria established
by Hoy and Tartar (1997a), the results of this study suggested that the principal’s
willingness to treat special education teachers as a colleague and to be flexible, openminded and equitable were significantly lower than the perceived interactions with
general education teachers. Research consistently has shown that younger special
educators are more likely to express intent to leave than older special educators (Boe,
Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener, & Weber, 1997; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Morvant et al.,
1995; Singer, 1993), and the data from this study supported that research specifically
in the area of Collegial Leadership.
It has been found that the values and supportive actions of principals influence
special educators’ sense of collegial support (Billingsley, 1993; Billingsley & Cross,
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1991; Brownell et al., 1995) and these actions could encourage special education
teachers to stay in their positions. Although special education teachers often must do
all that general education teachers do, many also must accomplish added
requirements inherent to special education such as administrative paperwork and case
management duties, serve as the special expert, standing alone on decisions or
recommendations, and engaging more frequently in stressful parent interactions. All
of this suggests a need for greater principal leadership support. However, because
special education rules and regulations are diverse, principals often have limited
special education training and experience and hence may not be open to or feel
competent in discussing special education issues and problems. DiPaola and WaltherThomas (2003) found that many principals felt poorly prepared for these
responsibilities and identified implementing successful special education programs as
their greatest for need help and information.
Middle school special education teachers in this study also perceived that they
were not treated as equals by their principals. Research has found that the principal’s
relationships have a strong effect on almost all aspects of the special education
teachers’ job satisfaction (Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff, & Harniss, 2001). Special
education teachers’ perceptions of unequal treatment may relate to the nature of their
job because many of the added requirements inherent to their position are task
oriented. For example, special education teachers have a great deal of paperwork to
complete. In addition, they have the same kind of paperwork demands that general
education teachers do (e.g., attendance, discipline reports, and grading homework and
tests) but federal, state, and local school regulations and policies many times require
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more detailed and complicated reports by the special education teacher. Principals
often request special education teachers produce documentation of behaviors for
administrative or disciplinary purposes. The principal and the special education
teacher may hold differing views and interpretations of student behavior, leading to
misunderstandings of what is appropriate or expected student behavior and
interventions needed. Such differences in knowledge, experience, training, and
expectations may account for special education teacher perception of inequitable
treatment by their principal.

Conclusions and Recommendations for Practice:
Middle School Collegial Leadership
The perception that their principal does not treat them as equals and is not
open to discussion of special education issues may suggest why younger special
educators leave in higher numbers than other teachers. The following specific actions
may be needed by principals:
1. Consult with district special education leadership to develop mechanisms that
sense and address concerns and needs of their special education staff,
especially young teachers. Regularly schedule conversations, focus groups
and commitment to an open-door policy relative to special education.
2. Establish a dialogue with district special education leadership to improve
knowledge of and gain experience in administering special education.
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3. Provide young special education teachers the opportunity to discuss their
concerns with older and more experienced special education teachers who can
act as a sounding board for their concerns and act as a liaison with the
principal.

High School Organizational Health Findings
Overall Organizational Health
High school teachers who left viewed the aggregate organizational health of
their schools as above average when compared to the normative sample. High school
organizational health for all dimensions was average or above when compared to the
OHI normative sample. The lowest scores were in Academic Emphasis and
Institutional Integrity; however, both scores were within the average range. Yet, when
the results were disaggregated to address teacher demographics and characteristics,
certain unhealthy perceptions were noted relative to the Institutional Integrity
dimension.

High School Institutional Integrity
High school teachers in the 20-29 and 30-39 year age groups with less
teaching experience perceived the Institutional Integrity of their schools as less
healthy than did more experienced teachers in the same age group. The most common
unhealthy response relative to Institutional Integrity from high school teachers in this
study indicated that young teachers perceived their school as vulnerable to outside
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pressures. Perceptions of Institutional Integrity were not only sensitive to the age of
the teacher, but also to experience. Data from this study provided evidence that
experience is more influential than age relative to Institutional Integrity. Put in terms
of the OHI authors (Hoy & Tartar, 1997b), data measuring Institutional Integrity
suggested that teachers with 0-4 years of experience and 20-39 years old felt more
vulnerable and were more overwhelmed with parental demands and whims of the
public than their more experienced, same-aged peers. Conventional wisdom would
imply that experience allows teachers to develop more objective views and effective
responses. The Hoy and Tartar (1997b) interpretation is supported by the data in this
study where vulnerability diminished with age and additional experience.
Although not widespread nor specific to age or experience, related literature
did support teacher perceptions of inappropriate community involvement as a source
of teacher attrition. Ingersoll (2001) found that high school teachers left their schools
or the profession because of interference in teaching from parents and the community.
In Montana, high school teachers felt unnecessary interference or external burdens
from the community was a critical determinant in high school teachers’ decision to
either remain in or leave the profession (Governor's Task Force on Teacher
Shortage/Teacher Salaries in Montana, 2000).
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Conclusions and Recommendations for Practice:
High School Institutional Integrity
The results of this study suggest that teacher experience strongly influences
perceptions, particularly teachers within the 20-39 age groups. Therefore, leadership
should consider the following:
1. Develop induction programs for new and inexperienced teachers that provide
exposure and experience in dealing with outside groups (e.g., parents and
organizations such as cheerleading, band, athletics, etc.).
2. Pair younger, less experienced and more mature, experienced teachers where
they can share and explore their perceptions of issues, problems related to
outside influences.

Recommendations for Future Research
This exploratory study suggested several areas of further inquiry relative to
teacher attrition and organizational health. Specifically, how do induction and
mentoring programs affect teacher motivation of students at the elementary school
level? Since programs change over the years, data should be gathered to determine
how long the teachers have been in the district and their perceptions of needed
changes to these programs. What are critical moments and activities related to
development of teacher camaraderie and friendliness in the middle school and what is
the impact of vertical teaming? Have teachers been involved in specific training
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designed to develop strong relationships in a team environment? If so, how effective
were the perceptions of this training. What variables associated with age and
experience produces a greater sense of an unhealthy school environment? What
outside influences are particularly disturbing to the high school teacher’s perception
of organizational health? Which influences are most prevalent and/or disruptive?

Concluding Comments
The composite results of this study indicated that the organizational health for
this particular district was average or above for the elementary, middle, and high
schools. However, less than average perceptions of Academic Emphasis (elementary
school), Teacher Affiliation and Collegial Leadership (middle school), and
Institutional Integrity (high school) were noted when the data were disaggregated.
Younger teachers viewed organizational health as less healthy than did older teachers.
Experience was important to organizational health when teacher ages were similar.
Induction/mentoring had both positive (e.g., elementary school Academic Emphasis)
and negative effects (middle school Teacher Affiliation) on perceptions of
organizational health. Special education and general education teachers at times held
different views of organizational health.
The district that was the subject of this study should continue to focus on the
value of strong organizational health and its potential role in teacher attrition. While
this study may have provided some insight into certain aspects of organizational
health as related to teacher attrition, it is just the beginning of a complex research
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topic. It is hoped that this study will stimulate and support additional examination of
teacher attrition and organizational health variables to produce, as Hoy and Tartar
(1997b) put it, “a more productive and positive school environment for students,
teachers, administrators and parents” (p. 92).
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APPENDIX A
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL HEALTH INDEX (OHI-E)
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Organizational Health Inventory – Elementary School Campus

Directions: Please put a check ( ) next to each item that applies to you. When
you have completed this information, please turn the page over and complete the
reverse.

RO = rarely occurs; SO = sometimes occurs; O = often occurs; VFO = very
frequently occurs

STATEMENT

RO SO

1 The principal explores all sides of topics and admits that other
opinions exist.

2 The principal gets what he/she asks for from superiors.
3 The principal discusses classroom issues with teachers.
4 The principal accepts questions without appearing to snub or
quash the teacher.

5 Extra materials are available as needed.
6 Students neglect to do homework.
7 Students are cooperative during classroom instruction.
8 The school is vulnerable to outside pressures.
9 The principal is able to influence the actions of his/her
superiors.

10 The principal treats all faculty members as his/her equal.
11 The principal goes out of his/her way to show appreciation to
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O VFO

STATEMENT

RO SO

teachers.
12 Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their
classrooms.

13 Teachers in this school like each other.
14 Community demands are accepted even when they are not
consistent with the educational program.

15 The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them.
16 Teachers receive necessary classroom supplies.
17 The principal conducts meaningful evaluations.
18 Students respect others who get good grades.
19 Teachers feel pressure from the community.
20 The principal’s recommendations are given serious
consideration by his/her superiors.
21 The principal maintains definite standards of performance.
22 Supplementary materials are available for classroom use.
23 Teachers exhibit friendliness to each other.
24 Students seek extra work so they can get good grades.
25 Select citizen groups are influential with the Board.
26 The principal looks out for the personal welfare of faculty
members.
27 Teachers express pride in their school.
28 Teachers identify with the school.
29 The school gives in to the whims of the public.
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O VFO

STATEMENT

RO SO

O VFO

30 A few vocal parents can change school policy.
31 Students try hard to improve on previous work.
32 Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm.
33 The learning environment is orderly and serious.
34 The principal is friendly and approachable.
35 There is a feeling of trust and confidence among the staff.
36 Teachers show a commitment to their students.
37 Teachers are indifferent to each other.

Hoy and Tarter. The Road to Open and Healthy Schools: A Handbook for Change, Middle and Secondary
School Edition. Copyright © 1997, Corwin Press, Inc.
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APPENDIX B
MIDDLE SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL HEALTH INDEX (OHI-M)
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Organizational Health Inventory – Middle School Campus

Directions: Please put a check ( ) next to each item that applies to you. When
you have completed this information, please turn the page over and complete the
reverse.
RO = rarely occurs; SO = sometimes occurs; O = often occurs; VFO = very
frequently occurs

STATEMENT

RO SO

1 The principal explores all sides of topics and admits that other
options exist.

2 Students make provisions to acquire extra help from teachers.
3 The principal gets what he or she asks for from superiors.
4 The principal discusses classroom issues with teachers.
5 The principal accepts questions without appearing to snub or
quash the teacher.
6 Extra materials are available if requested.
7 Students neglect to complete homework.
8 The school is vulnerable to outside pressures.
9 The principal is able to influence the actions of his or her
superiors.
10 The principal treats all faculty members as his or her equal.
11 Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their
classrooms.
12 Teachers in this school like each other.
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O VFO

STATEMENT

RO SO

13 Community demands are accepted even when they are not
consistent with the educational program.
14 The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them.
15 Teachers receive necessary classroom supplies.
16 Students respect others who get good grades.
17 Good grades are important to the students of this school.
18 Teachers feel pressure from the community.
19 The principal’s recommendations are given serious consideration
by his or her superiors.
20 Supplementary materials are available for classroom use.
21 Teachers exhibit friendliness to each other.
22 Students seek extra work so they can get good grades.
23 Select citizen groups are influential with the board.
24 The principal looks out for the personal welfare of faculty
members.
25 The school is open to the whims of the public.
26 A few vocal parents can change school policy.
27 Students try hard to improve on previous work.
28 Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm.
29 The learning environment is orderly and serious.
30 The principal is friendly and approachable.
31 Teachers show commitment to their students.
32 Teachers are indifferent to each other.
33 Teachers are protected from unreasonable community and
parental demands.

133

O VFO

STATEMENT

RO SO

O VFO

34 The principal is able to work well with the superintendent.
35 The principal is willing to make changes.
36 Teachers have access to needed instructional materials.
37 Teachers in this school are cool and aloof to each other.
38 Teachers in this school believe that their students have the ability
to achieve academically.
39 The principal is understanding when personal concerns cause
teachers to arrive late or leave early.
40 Our school gets its fair share of resources from the district.
41 The principal is rebuffed by the superintendent.
42 Teachers volunteer to help each other.
43 The principal is effective in securing the superintendent’s
approval for new programs or activities.
44 Academically oriented students in this school are ridiculed by
their peers.
45 Teachers do favors for each other.

Hoy and Tarter. The Road to Open and Healthy Schools: A Handbook for Change, Middle and Secondary
School Edition. Copyright © 1997, Corwin Press, Inc.
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APPENDIX C
SECONDARY SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL HEALTH INDEX (OHI-S)
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Organizational Health Inventory – Secondary School Campus

Directions: Please put a check ( ) next to each item that applies to you. When
you have completed this information, please turn the page over and complete the
reverse.

RO = rarely occurs; SO = sometimes occurs; O = often occurs; VFO = very
frequently occurs

STATEMENT

RO SO

1 Teachers are protected from unreasonable community and
parental demands.

2 The principal gets what he or she asks for from superiors.
3 The principal is friendly and approachable.
4
The principal asks that faculty members follow standard rules
and regulations.
5 Extra materials are available if requested.
6 Teachers do favors for each other.
7 Students in this school can achieve the goals that have been set
for them.
8 The school is vulnerable to outside pressures.
9 The principal is able to influence the actions of his or her
superiors.
10 The principal treats all faculty members as his or her equal.
11 The principal makes his or her attitudes clear to the school.
12 Teachers are provided with adequate materials for their
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O VFO

STATEMENT

RO SO

classrooms.
13 Teachers in this school like each other.
14 The school sets high standards for academic performance.
15

Community demands are accepted even when they are not
consistent with the educational program

16 The principal is able to work well with the superintendent.
17 The principal puts suggestions made by the faculty into
operation
18 The principal lets faculty know what is expected of them.
19 Teachers receive necessary classroom supplies.
20 Teachers are indifferent to each other.
21 Students respect others who get good grades.
22 Teachers feel pressure from the community.
23 The principal’s recommendations are given serious
consideration by his or her superiors.
24 The principal is willing to make changes.
25 The principal maintains definite standards of performance.
26 Supplementary materials are available for classroom use.
27 Teachers exhibit friendliness to each other.
28 Students seek extra work so they can get good grades.
29 Select citizen groups are influential with the board.
30 The principal is impeded by superiors.
31 The principal looks out for the personal welfare of faculty
members
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O VFO

STATEMENT

RO SO

O VFO

32 The principal schedules the work to be done.
33 Teachers have access to needed instructional materials.
34 Teachers in this school are cool and aloof to each other.
35 Teachers in this school believe that their students have the
ability to achieve academically
36 The school is open to the whims of the public.
37 The morale of teachers is high.
38 Academic achievement is recognized and acknowledged by the
school.
39 A few vocal parents can change school policy.
40 There is a feeling of trust and confidence among the staff.
41 Students try hard to improve on previous work.
42 Teachers accomplish their jobs with enthusiasm.
43 The learning environment is orderly and serious.
44 Teachers identify with the school.

Hoy and Tarter. The Road to Open and Healthy Schools: A Handbook for Change, Middle and Secondary
School Edition. Copyright © 1997, Corwin Press, Inc.
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APPENDIX D
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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Directions: Please select or indicate the response that applies to you. When you
have completed this information, please turn the page over and ensure you have
completed the reverse.
1. Gender:
a. __ Female

6. Teaching Assignment

b. __ Male
a. __ General Education
2. Ethnicity

b. __ Special Education
c. __ Vocational Education

a. __ African American

d. __ ESL

b. __ Asian/Pacific Islander

e. __ Bilingual

c. __ Hispanic
d. __ White (Non-Hispanic)

7. Highest degree earned:

e. __ Other
a. __ BA/BS
3. Age (In Years): ____

b. __ MA/MS
c. __ Doctorate
d. __ Other

4. Teaching experience

(In Years):

5. Grade taught:

____

____
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8. Teacher Preparation

11. This past year my teaching
assignment was:

a. __Traditional
b. __Alternate Certification

a. __ Appropriate to or

c. __Emergency

within my certification

Certification

areas..
b. __ Appropriate to or
within my teacher training

9. I have participated in an
induction or mentoring program

areas.

at my school.

c. __ Appropriate to my
experience

a. __ Yes

d. __ Not appropriate to

b. __ No

my certification, teacher
training, or experience.

10. I was involved in a staff
development program at my

12. Reason for leaving NISD.

school that was pertinent to my

___________________________

job assignment.

___________________________
_______________________

a. __ Yes
b. __ No

141

APPENDIX E
CORRELATIONS OF LOWEST RESPONSES: OHI-E, OHI-M, AND OHI-S
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Table E-1
Elementary School Least Healthy Inventory Items: Academic Emphasis

Correlation

Students seek extra work so
they can get good grades.

Students try hard to improve
on previous work.

1

.429**

Students seek extra work so they
can get good grades.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)
N

.000
86

85

.429**

1

Students try hard to improve on
previous work.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)
N

.000
85

** Significant at the .01 level (two-tailed).
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89

Table E-2
Middle School Least Healthy Inventory Items: Teacher Affiliation

Correlation

Teachers accomplish their
jobs with enthusiasm.

Teachers volunteer
to help each other.

Teachers do favors
for each other.

1

.584**

.423**

.000

.003

46

45

46

.584**

1

.717**

Teachers accomplish their
jobs with enthusiasm.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)
N
Teachers volunteer to help
each other.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)
N

.000

.000

45

45

45

.423**

.717**

1

.003

.000

46

45

Teachers do favors for
each other.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)
N

** Significant at the .01 level (two-tailed).
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Table E-3
Middle School Least Healthy Inventory Items: Collegial Leadership

Correlation

The principal explores all sides
of topics and admits that other
options exist.

The principal treats all
faculty members as his or
her equal.

1

.813**

The principal explores all sides of
topics and admits that other
options exist.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)

.000

N

46

45

.813**

1

Select citizen groups are
influential with the board.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)

.000

N

45

45

** Significant at the .01 level (two-tailed).

Table E-4
Secondary School Least Healthy Inventory Items: Institutional Integrity

Correlation

The school is vulnerable to
outside pressures.

Select citizen groups are
influential with the board.

1

.445**

The school is vulnerable to
outside pressures.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)
N

.001
62

52

.445**

1

Select citizen groups are
influential with the board.
Pearson correlation
Sig. (two-tailed)
N

.001
52

** Significant at the .01 level (two-tailed).
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