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Abstract 

Background: Teacher turnover is a significant issue for schools and districts around the 

nation as they fail to retain highly qualified teachers. Educational researchers have taken 

an interest in turnover and many studies have explored the factors that contribute to 

teacher turnover, such as teacher characteristics, student characteristics, and 

organizational characteristics. Purpose: Research has not yet explored teacher 

engagement as a predictor of turnover, however, even though research from the human 

resources field has found engagement to be a significant predictor of employee turnover. 

Therefore, the goal of this study was to examine the magnitude and direction of the 

relationship between teacher engagement and teacher turnover. Methods: An internet-

based survey was used to gather teachers’ responses from a sample of 143 current, 

certified, secondary STEM teachers who completed the UTeach certification program at 

the University of Texas at Austin between 1998-2016. This study employed binomial 

logistic regression analysis to investigate the extent to which employee engagement helps 

to predict teachers’ intention to leave their position at the end of the year. Results: The 

results showed that of the three components of engagement, only behavioral engagement 

was a significant predictor, and it was negatively associated with teacher turnover intent. 

Conclusion: The findings from this study did not support the proposed hypotheses and 

raise questions about the role that teacher engagement plays in teachers’ decisions to stay 

or leave. Additional research is necessary to fully understand the impact and relationship 

of employee engagement on teacher turnover intent.
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Chapter I  

Introduction 

Why is there so much turnover in the teaching field? What factors contribute to 

teachers leaving the education field? These questions are important to investigate because 

studies show that retaining high quality teachers in the classroom is essential for 

improving student learning (Ronfeldt, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2013), and that the constant 

churn of teachers negatively affects student achievement (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010). 

Indeed, research suggests that student achievement improves when high quality teachers 

are consistently present in the classroom (Borman & Dowling, 2008). Additionally, 

turnover cost districts and schools tremendous amounts of financial and human capital. In 

fact, Texas, the state with the highest turnover rate in the nation, spent $505 million in 

turnover costs in 2007 (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 2007). 

For this and other reasons, school leaders and policy makers are working to develop 

innovative ways to increase teacher retention (Hannan, Russell, Takahashi, & Park, 

2015).  

The cost factor of employee turnover is an issue for many fields and 

organizations. Employee turnover represents sizable costs to organizations in terms of 

recruitment, advertising, training, and onboarding activities for new employees (Karsan, 

2007). Therefore, organizations across fields are interested in understanding and 

overcoming the trials of turnover. Employee engagement has become a topic of interests 

as it relates to employee turnover in the human resources field. The construct of 

engagement is defined as the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral energy an employee 

directs toward positive organizational outcomes (Shuck & Wollard, 2010). The human 
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resources field has found employee engagement to be a strong predictor of an employee’s 

intent to leave. Educational researchers also have taken an interest in turnover and many 

studies have explored the factors that contribute to teacher turnover, such as teacher 

characteristics, student characteristics, and school contextual factors, but research fails to 

explore engagement as a predictor of turnover. With engagement being presented as a 

significant predictor in the human resources field, it is essential to understand how 

engagement may or may not predict turnover in teachers.  

Background of the Problem 

Employee turnover is a concern for all organizations, but historically, it plagues 

the field of education at a particularly high rate with more than one in three new teachers 

leaving the classroom within their first three to five years of employment (Ingersoll & 

Merrill,  2012). A vast number of teachers leave the field prematurely, that is, prior to 

retirement age. Recent research by the National Center for Educational Statistics reports 

that 17 percent of teachers leave the field within their first five years (NCES, 2015). 

While 17 percent represents the overall national turnover rate, turnover is not equally 

distributed. Instead, schools that serve high poverty minority populations, urban 

communities, and special education populations experience disproportionately high rates 

of turnover (Barnes, Crowe, & Schaefer, 2015; Guin, 2004; Billingsley, 2004).  

Having identified teacher turnover as an issue, many researchers work to explore 

the contributing factors. According to Ingersoll (2001), “staffing problems are primarily 

due to excess demand resulting from a revolving door where large numbers of teachers 

depart their jobs for reasons other than retirement” (p. 5). The revolving door analogy, 
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coined by Ingersoll, suggests that as teachers are entering the field, others are leaving the 

field.  Research suggests that this phenomenon can be attributed to multiple factors. 

According to recent literature, teacher turnover factors fall into the categories of 

teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors and overall job 

satisfaction. While there is an abundance of research identifying the influential factors of 

teachers’ decision to stay or leave a school, there is a gap in the literature regarding 

teacher engagement. The research has failed to explore how employee engagement 

influences teacher turnover. Teacher turnover is a complex phenomenon that is a product 

of the interaction of elements from social capital, human capital, positive psychological 

capital, and structural capital (Mason & Matas, 2015). Much of the research explores 

physical job satisfaction, work conditions, and organizational commitment as they relate 

the teacher turnover, however current research does not fully capture the cognitive, 

emotional and behavioral components of engagement. The goal of this study is to 

examine the magnitude and direction of the relationship between employee engagement 

and teacher turnover. Specifically, this study investigates the extent to which employee 

engagement helps to predict the likelihood of teacher turnover.  

Statement of the Problem 

Teacher turnover negatively affects disadvantaged students and makes 

implementation of school wide improvement efforts difficult.  Unfortunately, teacher 

turnover is not an issue that is isolated to one particular geographic area or school type. 

Schools across the nation fail to retain highly qualified teachers (Ingersoll & May, 2010). 

Teacher retention in low-performing, high-poverty schools tends to be lower than in 

higher performing schools (Torlakson, 2011). Geographic location is a factor as well 
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since turnover rates are higher in urban schools. There is increasing evidence that in some 

urban areas, less effective teachers are often concentrated in lower-performing schools 

serving disadvantaged students (Adnot, Dee, Katz, & Wyckoff, 2016). This leaves the 

students at these schools with a constant influx of teachers who are likely to repeat the 

mistakes of the teachers from previous years. This makes the implementation of 

transformational education difficult, if not impossible. 

Consequences of turnover. Research shows that teacher turnover has negative 

consequences for students and schools more broadly. Teacher turnover has caused 

significant financial and achievement deficits and campus and district instability 

(Darling-Hammond, 2000; Hanushek, 2010; Kersaint, Lewis, Potter, & Meisels, 2007). 

The campus and district instability caused by teacher turnover results in “last minute 

hires of under-qualified teachers, inadequate orientation and induction, and the emotional 

and psychological effects of such change on children that are detrimental to student 

learning” (Kersaint et al., 2007, p. 775). Vacancies are mostly filled by teachers who are 

new to the school, and these changes can affect continuity, stability, and the functionality 

of the professional learning community teams (Cochran-Smith, McQuillan, Mitchell, 

Terrell, Barnatt, D’Souza, & Gleeson, 2012). Effective collaboration between teachers 

and teams can lead to commitment, satisfaction, and retention (Cochran-Smith, et al., 

2012; Donaldson & Johnson, 2010; Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006), but trust is a 

prerequisite (Bryk & Schneider, 2002). The revolving door of teacher entry and exit 

makes the action of building trust difficult, which can ultimately affect school stability 

and student achievement.  
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Teacher turnover is very costly for schools and districts. Over half a million U.S. 

teachers are classified as movers or leavers each year (NCES, 2014), which means over 

half a million teachers must be replaced each year. Replacing these teachers is a costly 

endeavor that involves various expenses. The National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future (NCTAF, 2014) conducted a pilot study on the cost of teacher turnover 

in five school districts, and found eight cost categories. These cost elements are: 

recruitment and advertising, special incentives, administrative processing, training for 

new hires, training for first-time teachers, training for all teachers, learning curve, and 

transfer cost. An inordinate amount of school capital – both human and financial – is 

consumed by the constant process of replacing beginning teachers who leave before they 

have mastered the ability to create a successful learning culture for their students (Barnes, 

Crowe, & Schaefer, 2007). Some costs occur at the school level, while others occur at the 

district level (Hertert, 1995; Miles & Roza, 2002). For example, school level costs 

include induction, mentoring, and the loss of institutional knowledge while district level 

costs include recruitment and onboarding (Karsan, 2007; Lee & Mitchell, 1994).  The 

total cost of turnover to public education nationally is estimated to range from $2.2 

billion (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2014) annually to over $7 billion per year 

(Carroll, 2007). Due to the purpose of this study, the cost factor will not be explored 

further.  

Districts must work to meet the needs of all learners and prove to be fiscally 

responsible to taxpayers; therefore, both student achievement and financial budgets are a 

focus when considering teacher turnover. Student achievement is measured by student 

performance on state assessments, and this bridges the connection between teacher 
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turnover and school accountability. In order to ensure that students are reaching specific 

levels of achievement and accountability, laws and requirements have been established. 

With teacher turnover being an issue inhibiting the fulfillment of the achievement goal, it 

is imperative that research be conducted to identify methods for overcoming the 

encumbrance. The research must first identify the root causes and influencing factors of 

teacher retention. 

School accountability and teacher turnover. School and teacher accountability 

is the driving force for many of the educational policies and practices related to the 

teaching field. Studies show that accountability pressures can demoralize teachers 

(Finnigan & Gross, 2007) and decrease their autonomy and flexibility (Szczesiul, 2009; 

Loeb, 2013). Increased pressures within low-performing schools can potentially increase 

teacher attrition (Allensworth, Ponisciak, & Mazzeo, 2009). In addition to decreased 

autonomy and demoralization, a stigma is associated with teaching at schools that failed 

to meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). This stigma not only pushes teachers away 

from the school, but also repells any potential newcomers, making retention and 

recruitment difficult (Ingersoll, 2004). Along with accountability comes a perception of 

increased workload. This perception has the same effect as the AYP failure stigma. All of 

these pressures and consequences are aligned with teacher overall job satisfaction which 

is one of the factors contributing to teacher retention decisions.  

Conceptual Framework 

Employee engagement surfaced as a concern for researchers in the area of human 

resources development and management. Several human resources studies have shown 

linkages between Human Resources Development (HRD) practices and performance and 
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organizational outcomes. For example, “the BEST Awards recognize enterprise-wide 

HRD initiatives and their connections to strategic performance outcomes such as 

employee’s intention to turnover and heightened levels of employee engagement” 

(Shuck, Twyford, Reio Jr., Shuck, 2014, p. 240). The concept of engagement stems from 

employee engagement research in other fields, such as the health care industry and the 

business field, and only recently has engagement appeared in education literature as a 

potential cause of turnover (Klassen, Yerdelen, & Durksen, 2013; Bakker & Bal, 2010). 

Many of the educational studies focus on work engagement rather than employee 

engagement, and the difference between work engagement and employee engagement is 

explored in the literature review. This study does not subdivide the construct of employee 

engagement. Rather, it adopts the HRD employee engagement definition, theoretical 

framework and measurement scale for the sub-context of teachers. There is currently no 

precedent for this in the field of education. 

Why is it necessary to study employee engagement in relation to teacher 

turnover? Scholars have found an empirical link between turnover and engagement in 

other fields of study; however, this area has not been given much attention in the field of 

education (Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). Employee 

engagement has been defined in the human resource development field as the cognitive, 

emotional, and behavioral energy an employee directs toward positive organizational 

outcomes (Shuck & Wollard, 2010). This definition is grounded by a three-dimensional 

framework proposed by Shuck and his colleagues (2014), and will serve as the theoretical 

underpinnings of this study. Shuck (2011) connects this definition to the theoretical 

framework and a measurement tool. While engagement has been widely associated with 
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positive and favorable work conditions (Macey & Schneider, 2008), schools and teachers 

have not been studied in this light. This study serves to fill this gap in the research 

literature. 

Purpose Statement 

 The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between teacher turnover 

and teacher engagement. Specifically, the goal is to understand how a teacher’s level of 

engagement predicts his or her intentions to leave his or her current position. To achieve 

this goal, the relationships between teacher turnover and teacher engagement is i-

nvestigated and modeled quantitatively. This study intends to contribute to the literature 

body on factors that help to explain teacher turnover.  

Research Questions 

 To fulfill this study’s purpose, the following research questions guided the 

investigation.  

1. To what extent does engagement help predict the likelihood of a teacher’s intent 

to leave his or her current position? 

2. In what ways does engagement help predict the likelihood of a teacher’s intent to 

leave his or her current position? 

A binomial logistic regression will be used to examine the magnitude and direction of 

this relationship. 

Methods 

Context. This study employed a cross-sectional design that utilized a survey to 

collect data from teachers who graduated from the UTeach teacher preparation program. 

UTeach began at The University of Texas at Austin within the College of Natural 
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Sciences in 1997. It serves to recruit undergraduate science, technology, engineering and 

mathematics (STEM) majors and prepare them to become teachers. Over 1,000 students 

have graduated from this program. This study invited teachers who are members of the 

UTeach Alumni Network and who gave permission to be contacted by the program. The 

survey was successfully delivered to 946 UTeach alumni. 

Design. This research study used a non-experimental, cross-sectional design. A 

non-experimental design was utilized due to the inability to perform a randomized 

experiment. This correlational study only collected data at one point in time, making it a 

cross-sectional study. The study employed binomial logistic regression to explore the 

extent to which teacher engagement helps explain teachers’ intent to leave their schools, 

or their “turnover intent”. For this research, teacher turnover intent is defined as a 

teacher’s declaration of leaving his/her current position the following year. Data were 

analyzed using IBM’s Statistical Package, SPSS. 

Limitations 

There were limitations to the study that were out of the control of the researcher. 

These limitations include the willingness of teachers to participate in the study; the 

honesty of participant responses on the survey; and the distribution of the survey 

instrument by the university personnel. The researcher is a member of the UTeach 

Alumni Network. This may alter the participation or integrity of the teacher survey 

responses. The survey sample is a voluntary sample where the possible nesting of 

teachers is not a consideration. The responses will not be completely independent, and 

could bias the standard errors. This study does not include a measurement of teacher 

quality, which has been shown to serve as a predictor of turnover intent (Boyd, 
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Grossman, Ing, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2011). Additionally, quantitative data 

identifies a correlation, which does not imply causation. Therefore, this study does not 

include findings related to whether engagement causes turnover. This study does not 

include a qualitative component that would potentially offer reasons and explanations for 

the correlations. Another limitation is that the survey included participants for various 

districts across Texas and other states. Therefore, the findings are not generalizable to an 

entire district. Lastly, this study focuses on teacher turnover intent. There is a possibility 

that the actual turnover rate differs from the turnover intent.  

Significance 

Some researchers emphasize teacher quality and evaluation when examining 

teacher turnover. Specifically, education research suggests teachers’ turnover intentions 

may be determined by pre-service qualifications and measures of teacher effectiveness 

in-service (Boyd et al., 2011). This study focuses on addressing the research question 

related to teacher engagement as a predictor of teacher turnover aside from teacher 

quality and effectiveness. 

Engagement has been shown to be a solid predictor of an employee’s intent to 

turnover in companies across the business sector (Berry & Morris, 2008). Due to its 

relative infancy, there is lack of information exploring teacher engagement and teacher 

turnover. It is essential to understand how engagement may or may not predict teacher 

turnover. This information hopefully causes positive changes within the field of 

educational human resource development and management. 

This study is timely because the results of this study can help inform future policy 

decisions regarding teacher retention and provide a closer look into the effects of teacher 
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engagement. This information helps increase teacher retention rates and reduce financial 

losses across the nation. The identification of teacher engagement as a predictor to the 

likelihood of teacher turnover intent provides practitioners with a starting place to address 

staffing shortages in a positive light locally. 

Definition of Terms 

Attrition: Attrition is the process of teachers leaving their current positions (Billingsley, 

2004).   

Employee Engagement: Engagement is defined as the intensity and directionality of 

energy an employee directs toward positive organizational outcomes such as student and 

overall school performance (Shuck & Wollard, 2010). 

Highly Qualified Teacher: Highly Qualified Teacher is a teacher that meets state 

certification and licensing requirements including, but not limited to, (1) earning a 

bachelor’s degree in the subject taught (2) full state certification or (3) demonstration of 

knowledge competency in the subject area(s) taught (NCLB, 2001).  

Job Satisfaction: Job Satisfaction refers to the contentment an individual has with her or 

her job (Berry & Morris, 2008) 

Leavers: Leavers are teachers who leave the teaching profession (NCES, 2014). 

Movers: Movers are teachers who remain in the teaching profession but move to a 

different school than the previous year (NCES, 2014).  

Retention: Teacher retention involves educators who remain in the same teaching 

assignment and in the same school as the previous year (Billingsley, 1993)  

Stayers: Stayers are teachers who remain teaching in the same school as the previous year 

(NCES, 2014). 
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Teacher Shortage: Teacher shortage in the labor market occurs when demand exceeds 

supply and is a result of an increase in demand, a decrease in supply, or both occurring 

simultaneously (Guarino, Santibañez, & Daley, 2006) 

Turnover: Turnover refers to the migration of teachers between schools or districts and 

the attrition of teachers from the profession (Ingersoll & Perda, 2009).  

Turnover Intent: Turnover intent refers to the voluntary intention of an employee to leave 

an organization (Berry & Morris, 2008) 

Summary  

This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter I provides an introduction to the 

study, the purpose and significance of the study, and the research questions. Chapter II 

provides a literature review of empirical studies focused on the turnover intent of 

teachers. It also includes the theoretical framework and model that guide the present 

study. Chapter III explains the method of the research, including how it was conducted, 

sample sizes, and diagrams representations. The data is presented and analyzed in 

Chapter IV of this study. Finally, Chapter V summarizes the findings, offers implications 

for practitioners, suggestions for policy makers, and recommendations for further 

research.  
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Chapter II  

Review of Literature 

“The challenge today is not just retaining talented people, but fully engaging them, 

capturing their minds and hearts at each stage of their work lives” (Lockwood, 2007, p. 1) 

In this chapter, each contributing factor towards teacher turnover is explored 

through relevant research. This review of literature includes an analysis of the major 

topics that are closely related to teacher turnover and retention. While the focus of this 

study will be turnover, teacher turnover and teacher retention are two sides to the same 

coin; turnover refers to those who leave and retention to those who stay. Each of these 

factors is then subcategorized and include teacher characteristics, student-body 

characteristics, school contextual factors, job satisfaction, and salary satisfaction. The 

known factors that are related to teacher turnover are followed by a review of 

organizational management literature and human resources development literature on 

employee engagement.  

This chapter is organized as follows. First, Chapter II contains an examination of 

the composition of the teaching force and how it has evolved over the last few decades. 

This is followed by an examination of the impact of teacher turnover and the contributing 

factors. The literature review organizes the relevant research related to teacher turnover 

into the aforementioned categories. Broad themes such as job satisfaction and working 

conditions are discussed in detail citing relevant literature. The gap in research and the 

possible relation of employee engagement to turnover is presented as an argument and 

supported by research literature from the human resources development and management 
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field. This study relies on the transferability of general employee engagement in 

organizational research to the field of education specifically for teacher engagement.  

Composition of the Teaching Force 

This section provides an overview of the existing literature and recent data 

analysis on the composition of the teaching force. Before identifying who is teaching, the 

question of who goes into teaching is explored through the literature. Newly hired 

teachers can be first-time teachers or returning teachers, therefore, the literature is 

categorized and explored for both subsets. The literature provides information on 

demographic characteristics of entering teachers and the relationship between teaching 

ability and the decision to enter the field. Specifically, the following demographic 

characteristics will be discussed: Teacher sex, age, experience, and race. 

Data gathered by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) represent 

the current age, gender, and education trends of the teaching force. This data is collected 

from the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), which has been conducted seven times 

and dates back to the 1987-1988 school year. According to the NCES, in 2011-2012, 76 

percent of public school teachers were female, 44 percent were under the age of 40, and 

56 percent held a master’s degree or higher. The fact that 44 percent of the teaching force 

is under 40 implies that 56 percent of the teaching force is older than 40 years old. There 

is a trend known as the “grayer trend”, which implies the teaching force has been getting 

older. Ingersoll’s research confirms the teaching force has gotten older on average since 

1987, and that retirements have steadily increased (2014). However, Ingersoll and 

colleagues, in a 2014 analysis, suggests that the grayer trend is over: The modal age of a 

teacher in 1987 was 41, in 2008 the modal age was 55, but in 2012 the modal age had 
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dropped to 30 (Ingersoll et al., 2014). Retirements followed the same trend going from 

35,000 in 1988-89, to 87,000 in 2004-05, to 85,000 in 2008-09 (Ingersoll et al., 2014). 

Retirement only accounts for about 18 percent of school level attrition while the 

remaining 82 percent of teacher turnover is due to teachers transferring between schools 

and teachers leaving the professional entirely (NCES, 2014).   

During the early 1990s, it was common to meet teachers who had been teaching 

for 25-30 years, however, in more recent times, it is more common to meet teachers who 

have five years of experience or less. For example, in 1987-1988 about 37 percent of all 

teachers had ten or fewer years of teaching experience; in 2001-2008, this percentage had 

doubled to about half of the teaching force, a change that can be attributed to recruitment 

issues and the overall economic downturn (Ingersoll et al., 2014). In 1987–88, the modal, 

or most common experience level, was fifteen years; by 2008, the typical teacher was in 

his or her first year of teaching. These changes in the composition of the teaching force 

are depicted in Table 1. With the advent of the economic downturn that began in 2007-

2008, and the subsequent decrease in hiring, accompanied by layoffs, this increase in 

younger teachers slowed down. However, the teaching force is still composed of majority 

younger teachers. In 2011-2012, only about a quarter of all school teachers had 20 years 

or more of experience and the modal teacher was someone in his or her fifth year 

(Ingersoll et al., 2014). These changes are known as the ‘greener trend,’ which is the 

dramatic increase in the number of teachers who are beginners, regardless of their age. 

Therefore, in order to address teacher retention issues, the turnover of new teachers must 

be taken into consideration. The annual attrition rate for first-year teachers has increased 

by over 40 percent in the past two decades (NCTAF, 2014). The influx of new teachers 
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has neither stabilized the teaching workforce nor improved teaching quality (Kersaint et 

al., 2007).  

Table 1 

Composition of the Teaching Field 

      

  

1987-

88 

1990-

91 

1993-

94 

1999-

2000 

2003-

04 

2007-

08 

2011-

12 

Sex        

    Male 29.5 28.1 27.1 25.1 25.0 24.1 23.7 

    Female 70.5 71.9 72.9 74.9 75.0 75.9 76.3 

Age        

    Under 30  13.5 10.0 10.9 17.0 16.6 18.0 15.3 

    30 to 39 35.4 26.7 22.4 22.0 24.5 26.4 28.9 

    40 to 49 32.8 40.4 41.8 31.8 25.9 23.7 25.1 

    50 to 59  15.4 18.7 21.1 26.2 29.0 25.8 23.1 

    60 and over 2.9 4.2 3.8 3.1 4.0 6.1 7.6 

Experience        

    Less than 3 8.1 8.7 9.7 12.9 12.2 13.4 9.0 

    3 to 9 26.0 4.8 25.5 28.8 32.9 33.6 33.3 

    10 to 20 44.5 40.0 35.0 28.5 28.4 29.3 36.4 

    Over 20 21.4 26.5 29.8 29.8 26.5 23.7 21.3 

Race        

     White 86.9 86.5 86.5 84.3 83.1 83.1 81.9 

     Black 8.2 8.3 7.4 7.6 7.9 7.0 6.8 

     Hispanic 3.0 3.4 4.2 5.6 6.2 7.1 7.8 

     Asian 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.3 1.2 1.8 

     Pacific Islander --- --- --- --- 0.2 0.2 0.1 

     American Indian 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.5 

     Two or more races --- --- --- --- 0.7 0.9 1.0 

Degree Earned        

     Less than 

bachelor's 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 1.1 0.8 3.8 

     Bachelor's 52.3 51.9 52.0 52.0 50.8 47.4 39.9 

     Master's 40.1 42.1 42.0 41.9 40.9 44.5 47.7 

     Education 

specialist 6.3 4.6 4.6 4.7 6.0 6.4 7.6 

     Doctor's 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.2 0.9 1.1 
Note: Percentage distribution of teachers. SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 

Education Statistics, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), "Public School Teacher Data File," 1987-88 
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through 2011-12; "Private School Teacher Data File," 1987-88 through 2011-12; and "Charter School 

Teacher Data File," 1999-2000. (This table was prepared July 2013.) 

Teacher Turnover 

Teacher turnover is defined as the departure of teachers from their teaching jobs 

(Ingersoll, 2001). This definition includes both the migration of teachers (those who 

remain in the field but switch schools) and the attrition of teachers (those who leave the 

profession all together). According to the National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future (NCTAF, 2014), the annual teacher turnover rate is about four percent 

higher than other professions. Results from the 2012-2013 Teacher Follow-up Survey by 

the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2014) indicates that of the 3,377,900 

public school teachers who were teaching during the 2011–2012 school year, 84 percent 

remained at the same school (“stayers”), 8 percent moved to a different school 

(“movers”), and 8 percent left the profession (“leavers”) during the following year. 

Migration accounts for half of the turnover while the other half is due to attrition.  

New teacher turnover is an issue that not only causes negative impacts on student 

achievement, but also inhibits teacher growth. Twenty percent of teachers with between 

one and three years of experience left their schools after the 2011-2012 school year 

(NCES, 2014). Schools that lose new teachers and replace them with other novice 

teachers ensure that instruction, on average, will be persistently weak, since there is 

general consensus that teaching effectiveness increases within at least the first few years 

of a teacher’s career (Hanushek et al., 2004; Rockoff, 2004). When teachers repeatedly 

leave the field before building competency, and newer teachers replace them, students, on 

average, are taught by less effective teachers than more experienced ones (Johnson, Berg, 

& Donaldson, 2005). 
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As new teachers move, there are not only vacancies that must be filled, but there 

are also fluctuations within instructional teams that must be accounted for. When schools 

experience high turnover, teachers change the subjects they teach year after year in order 

to deal with staffing shortages and variations. This has a direct effect on student learning 

(Allensworth et al., 2009) because there is a shift in the teacher’s instructional plans. The 

teachers are not able to adequately plan year after year to sharpen their craft and polish 

their lesson plans. When teachers switch teaching assignments, the result is similar to 

teacher attrition because the teacher’s grade-specific human capital is wasted (Ost, 2014). 

What’s more, schools with high turnover commonly employ a disproportionately large 

number of novice teachers, who, on average, are less effective than those with more 

teaching experience (Clotfelte, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2005; Grissom, 2011; Rivkin, Hanushek, 

& Kain, 2005), which causes a slew of subsequent issues. While these turnover issues are 

damaging to the field of education, they are beyond the scope of this study and will 

therefore not be explored further.  

Teacher turnover can result in broken relationships which can affect teacher trust 

and willingness to collaborate with colleagues. (Archinstein & Ogawa, 2011; Bryk & 

Schneider, 2003). Bryk and Schneider, (2003) explore the importance of and the 

obstacles to building and maintain trust in schools. High teacher turnover and teacher 

isolation are two of the roadblocks that must be addressed if making meaningful and 

lasting change within school communities is a priority (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). The 

development of the trust necessary to achieve effective relationships takes time, but can 

be worth the investment. Relationship building is necessary for students and teachers to 

be cohesive and for authentic learning to take place. These relationships develop 
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overtime and are vital components of effective education. Stable relationships between 

students, teachers and administration are important for the school environment and work 

conditions, both of which affect student achievement (Ronfeldt et al., 2013).  

Impact of teacher turnover. While new teachers can offer schools fresh ideas 

and renewed energy, research has cited some potential negative implications of having a 

largely inexperienced staff. These implications include obstacles towards student 

achievement and higher dropout rates (Rivkin et al., 2005). Gaining teaching experience 

makes a huge difference, especially at the beginning of a teacher’s career. Teachers learn 

a vast amount of knowledge and make tremendous improvements during the first three to 

five years on the job. In fact, researchers have suggested that teachers’ effectiveness at 

improving students’ test scores increases significantly through their first several years on 

the job (Henry, Fortner, & Bastian, 2011; Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger, 2008). 

Recent studies have explored the idea that not all turnover is bad turnover. Adnot, 

and colleagues (2016) suggest that turnover can potentially have large positive effects if 

low-performing teachers can be accurately identified and replaced with effective 

teachers. Specifically, they evaluated the effects of teacher turnover on student 

achievement in the District of Columbia Public Schools under the IMPACT incentive 

system. IMPACT was implemented during the 2009-2010 school year, and is an 

evaluation system that rewards teachers who are rated as “Highly Effective” both 

financially and non-financially, and removes teachers who are rated as “Ineffective” or 

“Minimally Effective” twice consecutively (Adnot et al., 2016). As a result of the 

IMPACT quasi-experimental event study, researchers found that student achievement 
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improved by a statistically significant amount when low-performing teachers were 

replaced.  

Teacher turnover plagues the education field nationally, but it is more prevalent in 

math and science classrooms than in other subjects and in low-income high poverty areas. 

Reports from organizations such as the John Glenn Commission on Mathematics and 

Science Teaching for the 21st Century (2000), the National Research Council (2002), and 

the National Academy of Sciences (2007) have directly tied teacher shortages, especially 

in mathematics and science, to a host of educational and societal issues. These problems 

range from the inability to meet student achievement goals, to low U.S. educational 

performance compared to other nations, to the minority achievement gap, to national 

economic competitiveness, and to as far as the security of the nation (Ingersoll et al., 

2014). Researchers suggest that teacher turnover has a significant and negative impact on 

student achievement in both mathematics and ELA. Moreover, teacher turnover is 

particularly harmful to the achievement of students in schools with large populations of 

low-performing and minority students (Ronfeldt et al., 2013).   

Factors contributing to teacher turnover. In addition to exploring the 

consequences of teacher attrition, researchers attempt to determine the indicators and 

contributors to teacher attrition decisions. In analysis of national data, it is found that 

neither the mathematics and science teacher shortage (Ingersoll & Perda, 2010) nor the 

minority teacher shortage (Ingersoll & May, 2011) can be attributed to insufficient 

production of new teachers. Conversely, research indicates that the “revolving door,” 

where a vast number of teachers leave the field prior to retirement, is directly related to 

school staffing issues (Ingersoll & May, 2012).  
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Teacher turnover research can be categorized by examining the relationship 

between teacher turnover and teacher characteristics, student characteristics, and school 

contextual factors. The next sections explore the current literature on these relationships. 

In addition to exploring these relationships, literature on job satisfaction and salary 

satisfaction is also discussed. Teacher characteristics, student characteristics and school 

contextual factors are identified from a review of the literature and are discussed in detail. 

Teacher characteristics and teacher turnover. Many characteristics may 

contribute to teacher quality and subsequently teacher turnover such as level of 

commitment, satisfaction, experience, and skill. According to Boyd and colleagues, 

(2011), teacher characteristics consistently predict turnover. The moderator variables for 

teacher characteristics include gender, race/ethnicity, experience, and degree level 

attained. Teacher characteristics that might help a teacher be more successful and content, 

thereby reducing turnover, are explored in the following paragraphs.   

The composition of the teaching field helps researchers frame the discussion of 

the role of teacher gender as a predictor for teacher turnover. According to the NCES, in 

2011-2012, 76 percent of public school teachers were female. In a field where more than 

three fourths of the employees are a single gender, researchers explore the effects and 

implications that gender has on student outcomes teacher turnover.  

Studies have explored the ways in which teacher gender impacts teacher turnover 

intentions. Provasnik and Dorfman, (2005) found that males are more likely to leave the 

teaching field than females due to low salary, while females are more likely to leave than 

males due to personal issues. Borman and Dowling (2008) conducted a meta-analysis and 

narrative review of the research regarding teacher attrition and retention. Across the 34 
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studies included/analyzed, 19 contrasted the attrition of male and female teachers. The 

studies that included gender as a moderator of attrition suggests that the differences 

between men and women are statistically significant and that the odds of women leaving 

the profession are 1.3 times those for men. This study controlled for gender but did not 

address which gender is more effective in the classroom. Exploring the student-teacher 

gender relationship and how it impacts student achievement is beyond the scope of this 

study.  

The nation’s population is becoming increasingly more diverse and the student 

body composition mirrors it, however there is not an increasing number of minority 

teachers in the workforce. For the state of Texas specifically, in 2011-2012, while 72 

percent of the student population were categorized as minority, only 35 percent of 

teachers were minority (Texas Education Agency, 2010-2011). The high percentage of 

White teachers has remained constant over the past several decades (NCES, 2014).  

Whether or not the teaching staff’s ethnicity mirrors the student body’s ethnicities 

is a concern for school leaders. After conducting a quantitative analysis in Texas, 

researchers found that students learn best when matched with teachers of the same race 

(Hanushek, Kain, O-Brien, and Rivkin, 2005). Achinstein et al. (2010) and Ingersoll and 

May (2011) found similar results in that there is an underrepresentation of minority 

teachers in the teaching workforce and that those who are teaching, are teaching in the 

poorest working conditions. Yet, these teachers had a better retention rate than White 

teachers in the same circumstances (Achinstein et al., 2010). Substantial research has 

been conducted on teacher ethnicity concerning teacher turnover. As a result of the 

Borman and Dowling (2008) meta-analysis of 12 studies comparing White and non-
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White teachers, findings conclude the teacher race/ethnicity variable also had a 

statistically significant effect size, indicating that White teachers are 1.36 times more like 

to leave teaching than non-White teachers. This study controls for ethnicity as a teacher 

characteristic while investigating the predictors of teacher turnover intent. 

Other studies also examined teacher age. These studies have taken on a variety of 

form when contrasting older versus younger teachers. The studies that treated age as a 

continuous measure in years found that older teachers were less likely to leave teaching 

than were younger teachers (Borman and Dowling, 2008). Of the studies that compared 

age ranges, one study suggested that younger teachers were slightly less likely to 

experience attrition (Borman and Dowling, 2008). This study also included studies 

covering teachers’ family structure and marital status, finding that the odds of married 

teachers leaving the profession were 1.4 times greater than those of non-married teachers. 

Although the number of children in a teachers’ family was not associated with any 

difference in attrition outcome, the event of having a child made teachers 6.69 times more 

likely to leave teaching (Borman and Dowling, 2008).  

The Borman and Dowling (2008) study also quantitatively analyzed teacher 

qualifications and attrition. Thirteen studies compared teacher attrition outcomes with the 

absence or presence of teacher graduate degrees. Evidence from these studies suggest that 

teachers with a graduate degree are more likely to leave teaching (Imazeki, 2005). In the 

same vein, teachers who hold math or science undergraduate degrees where found to be 

approximately twice as likely to leave the profession than those with other degrees, and 

teacher with high scores on college admission and placement exams were more likely to 
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leave than teachers with lower scores (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004; Loeb, Darling-

Hammond, & Luczak, 2005).  

Although teacher characteristics including years of experience, skills and personal 

characteristics such as gender race and age are helpful measures in determining potential 

teacher effectiveness and turnover, other considerations must be taken. Clotfelter and 

colleagues suggest that “often what is relevant is not the teacher’s characteristics alone,” 

but “how those characteristics relate to [the] teaching assignment” (Clotfelter et at., 2005, 

p. 378). For example, a teacher trained in physics may not be as effective in a chemistry 

position and the wrong placement could lead to turnover. Researchers find that those who 

teach hard-to-staff subjects are less like to remain in hard-to-staff schools (Ingersoll & 

May, 2011). Therefore, it is important that principals and administrators of these schools 

be mindful of the teacher’s training area when considering placement. For, example, if a 

teacher is trained in biology, administrators should ensure they are assigned as a biology 

teacher. This may decrease the potential of having to replace those incorrectly assigned 

teachers in the near future. 

Over the past two decades, alternative teacher preparation programs have 

emerged around the nation. Does pre-service preparation play a role in building teacher 

competence?  Johnson and Birkeland (2003) report that new teachers who find that they 

cannot achieve a “sense of success” with students are less likely to find teaching 

rewarding work and more likely to flee the classroom. It is plausible to say teachers who 

are more effective with students in turn feel confident and satisfied and are more likely to 

remain in the classroom. However, it must be noted that there is a difference between 

teacher efficacy and a teacher’s sense of efficacy. Given that some teachers are dismissed 
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based on administrative evidence of ineffectiveness, it is a teacher’s own sense of 

efficacy that figures into retention (Johnson et al., 2005).  

Teachers who are competent in their subject area and in the pedagogy are 

effective in the classroom. Researchers have found a positive relationship between the 

number of college-level courses teachers had completed and students’ scores on 

mathematics and science assessments (Monk, 1994). Goldhaber and Brewer (1996) also 

found that teachers with master’s degrees in math were associated with higher student 

test scores. The question of many researchers is whether or not teacher preparation 

programs play a role in developing teacher competency. Researchers have studied the 

effects of traditional versus alternative certification programs on teacher efficacy, teacher 

education level on efficacy and content knowledge and pedagogical preparation on 

efficacy. Review of this literature is from a belief in the transitivity of efficacy to student 

achievement to job satisfaction to teacher retention. A teacher believes he/she can, 

therefore the teacher does, and is satisfied, thereby resulting in retention.  

The following hypothesis, which is supported by the conceptual framework 

established in the literature review, guide the investigation of this study.  

H1 = Positive teacher characteristics is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

Student characteristics and teacher turnover. Similar to teacher characteristics, 

student characteristics can influence a teacher’s decision to remain on a campus or in the 

field. In examining student body characteristics, three categories must be considered. The 

key components of student characteristics are school socioeconomic composition, student 

achievement levels, and the schools’ racial/ethnic composition. To fully understand how 
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student characteristics are related to or impact teacher turnover, literature associated with 

each of these categories is reviewed in the following paragraphs.  

Past studies have measured socioeconomic status in a variety of forms. For 

instance, some refer to class stature according to financial status, while others reference 

the percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced lunch. The results of eight 

studies analyzed by Borman and Dowling (2008), suggest that schools with higher 

percentages of students qualifying for free or reduced-price meals had higher odds of 

teacher turnover. Numerous studies have produced findings that indicate that schools 

servicing high minority and high poverty populations experience higher turnover rates 

(Hanushek et al., 2004, Murnane & Olsen, 1989; Shen, 1997). Schools and districts do 

not have control over the origins of the students that they serve, and therefore the 

organizational support for teachers must be considered when attempting to rectify 

turnover issues related to socioeconomic composition.  

Student achievement also has implications regarding teacher retention. A growing 

body of evidence indicates that teachers who produce higher student achievement gains 

are at least as likely, and sometimes more likely, to stay in schools than their less 

effective peers (Boyd et al, 2011; Goldhaber et al., 2007; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010). In 

fact, Borman and Dowling’s (2008) meta-analysis found that schools that had high or 

above-average achievement scores had lower odds of attrition among their teachers than 

did schools with lower achievement scores. This goes to show that teachers leave schools 

where students are not performing well (Feng, 2006). Additionally, Boyd and his 

colleagues (2005) found that schools with low performing students find difficulty 

keeping effective teachers. Moreover, higher percentages of students with poor 



27 

 

 

achievement performances were associated with increased odds of attrition (Borman & 

Dowling, 2008).  

Schools’ racial/ethnic composition can be utilized to examine the differences in 

attrition rates between predominately non-minority schools and those schools with a 

majority of African American, Latino, or African American and Latino populations. 

Research suggests teachers who are most effective are likely to leave the schools that 

need them most, and the high poverty schools where the minority students represent the 

majority of the population experience the most turnover (Allensworth et al. 2009). 

However, there is an exception. When compared to White teachers, teachers of color are 

more likely to stay teaching at the schools that serve low-income and minority children 

(Achinstein et al., 2010; Hanushek et al., 2004; Ingersoll & May 2011; Marinell & Coca, 

2013). This suggests that in addition to student characteristics, teacher personal 

characteristics can influence their career decisions. Literature shows that students learn 

more from teachers that share their ethnicities and teachers prefer to work with students 

of their ethnicity (Cloudt & Stevens, 2009). If ethnicity plays a role in teacher turnover, 

then it should be a consideration for districts that are recruiting teachers for specific 

student populations.  

Schools that service a majority of low-income and minority students are at times 

labeled as hard-to-staff schools. Research says high rates of turnover make it difficult for 

schools to attract and develop effective teacher, and the hard-to-staff schools are 

routinely served by the least experienced, least effective teachers (Borman & Dowling, 

2008; Carroll et al., 2000; Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Wheeler, 2006; Hanushek et al., 

2004; Ingersoll, 2011).  Ingersoll, Merrill, & May (2012) cite that it is highly more likely 
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that children of low-income families will be taught by inexperienced teachers, and 

Downey, VonHippel, and Hughes (2008) suggest that students who attend high-poverty 

schools are especially dependent on their teachers. With this being the case, staffing 

stability should be a top priority for these schools and districts.  

The following hypothesis, which is supported by the conceptual framework 

established in the literature review, guide the investigation of this study.  

H2 = Positive teacher perception of student characteristics is associated with 

teacher turnover intent. 

School contextual factors and teacher turnover. While much attention has been 

given to teacher characteristics and student characteristics when analyzing attrition, the 

importance of school contextual factors is a significant factor related to teacher turnover 

that must be explored. Research findings regarding school contextual factors are 

promising for the education field, because unlike student demographics, work conditions 

can be addressed. School contextual factors reflect the organizations commitment to 

education through administrative support, working conditions, school culture and climate, 

collaboration, and salary. 

 In a recent meta-analysis, Simon and Johnson (2015), reviewed six studies 

analyzing teacher turnover as a function of school characteristics (Allensworth et al., 

2009, Boyd et al., 2011; Johnson Kraft, & Papay, 2012; Ladd, 2011; Loeb, Darling-

Hammond, & Luczak 2005; Marinell & Coca, 2013). Each of these articles provide 

perspectives on the role of school contextual factors. The six overarching studies 

reviewed, collectively, suggest that teachers who are leaving high poverty schools are not 

fleeing their students, but rather poor working conditions. School contextual factors are 
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also known in the field as organizational characteristics or overall working conditions. 

According to Simon and Johnson (2015) the best predictors of teacher satisfaction and 

retention are school leadership, elements of school culture, and collegial relationships. 

The six articles analyzed by Simon and Johnson along with other relevant literature are 

presented in this section.  

School leadership plays an important role in effective education and teacher 

turnover. Menchaca (2003) states that quality teaching cannot happen without quality 

instructional leadership. While other factors associated with overall working conditions 

proved to be important, “principal leadership remained a strong, significant predictor of 

teacher stability” (Allensworth et al., 2009, p. 26). Stability rates are higher in schools 

with strong instructional leaders as principals, coherent instructional programs, and some 

level of trust in the administration (Allensworth et al., 2009). School administration plays 

a particularly important role in teachers’ career decisions (Boyd et al., 2011). Boyd and 

colleagues based their study survey on the SASS questionnaire, and focused on six 

primary factors to measure school working conditions: teacher influence, administration, 

staff relations, student composition, quality of facilities, and school safety. When all 

factors were considered in a full model, perceptions of the school’s administration 

remained the only statistically significant predictor of teacher turnover. 

Similarly, Ladd (2011) analyzed teachers’ responses to North Carolina school 

climate surveys and found that teachers’ perceptions of school leadership are more 

predictive of teachers’ intentions to remain in the school or to find alternative jobs than 

are their perceptions of any other school working condition.  In a North Carolina study, 

schools where teachers held positive views of their principals experienced less actual 
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turnover one year later than schools where teachers did not view their principals 

positively (Ladd, 2011). Likewise, Marinell and Coca (2013), in a comprehensive study 

of middle school teacher turnover in New York City Schools, found that teachers were 

more likely to remain at schools where they considered the principal “trusting and 

supportive of the teaching staff, a knowledgeable instructional leader, an efficient 

manager, and adept at forming partnerships with external organizations” (p. 26). 

According to Ingersoll and May (2011), efforts to solve the staffing issues that 

result from turnover have primarily focused on recruiting, and little attention has been 

given to systematically supporting and retaining teachers once they are hired. Knowing 

that insufficient support from administrators has been identified as a condition that 

influences teachers’ decision to leave the profession (Ng & Peter, 2010), campus 

administrators have a task that needs to be addressed. Research suggests implications for 

practitioners and policymakers to address the area of administrative support. 

Administrative support refers to the extent to which principals and other school leaders 

make teachers work easier and help them to improve their teaching (Boyd et al., 2011). 

Principals have the ability to set a positive professional tone by building trust (Bryk & 

Schneider, 2002) and rewarding teachers (Rosenholtz, 1989). They can also create 

systematic structures that support instruction such as developing professional learning 

communities and establishing consistent disciplinary systems (Borman & Dowling, 2008; 

Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001). Administrative support includes providing teachers with 

professional development opportunities and protecting the teachers from district 

mandates (Hirsch & Emerick, 2007). Teachers value principals who help them grow 

(Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Wheeler, 2007) and listen to their concerns (Bryk et al., 
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2002). Moreover, teachers want to be in schools where principals foster a professional 

culture and provide growth support (Peske, Liu, Johnson, Kauffman, & Kardos, 2001). 

The next generation of teachers: Changing conceptions of a career in teaching. Phi Delta 

Kappan, 83(4), 304-311., 2001). Schools where principals “interrupt, abandon, criticize 

and maintain control over the teachers” employ teachers who report “low 

motivation…and feelings of being manipulated or abused” (Johnson et al., 2005 p. 72). 

These problems often drive teachers to leave (Bryk et al., 2002).  

It is no secret that the issues of teacher turnover need to be addressed. The 

question is just where the most notable changes can be made. School leadership is related 

to many other school working conditions that ultimately influence teacher retention 

decisions (Hallinger, 2005). Analysis of Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and 

Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) data over multiple years suggest a strong relationship 

between teacher perceptions of their school leadership and their retention decisions 

(Boyd et al., 2011). Specifically, novice teachers’ perceptions of their school’s 

administration were the strongest predictor of decisions to transfer from their current jobs 

or to leave teaching all together (Boyd et al, 2011). Teacher turnover may be impacted 

more by the quality of principal leadership in a disadvantaged, traditionally hard-to-staff 

school than in an average school (Grissom, 2011). Aligned with other studies, Ladd 

(2011) found that teachers’ perception of school leadership was the most dominant factor 

predicting school-level turnover. As a means for examining administrative support, 

studies have measured the percentage of beginning teachers who were provided with a 

mentoring program, utilized 5-point Likert-type scales for predicting attrition probability, 

and utilized the percentage of teachers participating in school-based induction programs 
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(Borman & Dowling, 2008). Hall, Pearson, and Carroll (1992) considered the 

relationship between attrition and teachers’ perception of the opportunities for 

advancement provided by the teaching profession.  

Elements of school culture are difficult to disentangle from other components of 

school context. High levels of collaboration, teacher collegiality, cohesive teaching 

communities, and genuinely positive teacher-administration relationships experience 

higher retention ratings and are all components of school culture (Allensworth et al., 

2009). Since school culture overlaps with so many elements of school context, there is 

not one agreed upon definition of school culture. Johnson and colleagues, defined culture 

as “the extent to which the school environment is characterized by mutual trust, respect, 

openness, and commitment to student achievement” (Kraft & Papaya, 2012, p. 480). 

Peterson and Deal (2002) define school culture as the conscious, yet intuitive, entity that 

is indigenous to every school. It is known simply as the way that things are done in a 

school. According to Peterson and Deal (2002), “climate emphasizes the feeling and 

contemporary tone of the school, the feeling of the relationships, and the morale of the 

place” (p. 9). Schools with strong instructional cultures retain more of their top teachers 

and help students learn more.  

According to The New Teacher Project (2012), teachers value schools where the 

entire faculty shares a clear vision of excellent instruction, and where school leaders 

focus on helping all teachers reach their full potential. Not only that, but a stronger 

instructional culture is within reach of any committed school leader (TNTP, 2012). 

Teachers value working in an environment that promotes respect for colleagues and 

students and fosters a genuine atmosphere of trust (Achinstein & Ogawa, 2011; Bryk & 
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Schneider, 2002). Johnson and colleagues (2012) analyzed data from the statewide 

Massachusetts Teaching Learning and Leading survey (Mass TeLLS) and reported that of 

nine key theory based factors predicting turnover, working conditions that mattered most 

to teachers were the principal’s leadership, collegial relationships, and the school’s 

organizational culture. 

Another dimension of school culture is student discipline and parental 

involvement. Allensworth and colleagues (2009), through a study of Chicago Public 

Schools, found that student behavior plays an important role in turnover in high schools. 

Teachers tend to leave schools with more student behavior and safety issues. Tied to 

behavior is the factor of parental involvement. Teachers not only work with school 

administrators and other teachers, but they rely on parental support. Teacher-parent 

relationships are statistically significant predictors of turnover in both primary and 

secondary schools. In fact, teachers leave schools where they find it difficult to establish 

trusting relationships with parents at particularly high rates (Allensworth et al., 2009) 

This is often the case at schools servicing high-poverty areas. The lack of parent-teacher 

relationships results in higher reports of student disciplinary infractions (Gregory, Skiba, 

& Noguera, 2010).  

It is known that schools do not have control over which students they serve and 

what parents they work with, but schools do have control over the systems and policies 

used to encourage positive relationships and collaboration. Teachers who experience 

struggles with student discipline and parental involvement, often express frustration with 

their teacher preparation trainings that failed to prepare them to work in similar 

circumstances. Marinell and Coca (2013) report that not only does student behavior 
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influence teacher turnover, but it is also influenced by teacher turnover. These students 

act out at times because they have been “demoralized by teachers’ repeated departures” 

(Simon & Johnson, 2015, p. 23). When teachers leave the classroom due to their 

frustrations, the students are forced to start over with a new teacher and attempt to build 

new relationships. If the replacement teacher is not prepared to support the culture and 

lacks humanistic commitment or cultural sensitivity, the cycle repeats.    

Collaboration and collegiality are positively impacted by the school climate and 

culture. Ladd’s (2011) North Carolina study noted that elementary and middle school 

teachers who had time in their schedules for collaboration and planning were less likely 

to indicated plans to leave their jobs. Although many researchers in the past have 

insinuated that teachers prefer working in isolation (Lortie & Clement, 1975), since 1956, 

teachers have identified collaboration and collegiality as some of the top factors that help 

them teach (Wolman, 2010). This fact naturally leads to the relationship between 

collaboration and commitment (Allensworth et al., 2009). In fact, teacher turnover is 

lower in schools with higher levels of order and structure (Marinell & Coca, 2013) and 

defined professional learning communities (Charner-Laird, Ng, Johnson, Kraft, Papay, & 

Reinhorn, 2013). Strong professional learning communities that stress support and 

involvement in major decision making improve teacher retention as well (Brill & 

McCartney, 2008). 

The formal structures of collaboration are the most commonly implemented 

practices of collegiality in schools. The introduction of professional learning 

communities was a purposeful initiative that addresses the findings of Kardos and 

colleagues (2010) who considered how collaboration norms might influence teacher 



35 

 

 

satisfaction and retention. Troen and Boles (2011), report that while instituting 

collaborative teams could be beneficial, the mere development of the teams does not 

necessarily lead to better schools. To be effective, teams must receive adequate training 

and support and learn to foster a professional culture. Kardos and colleagues (2010) 

stated, “Teachers benefiting form an integrated professional culture reported greater 

satisfaction with the schools than did teachers in schools where the professional culture 

was exclusively oriented toward the concerns of novices or veterans” (p. 20). 

Collaboration norms are often observed in not only professional learning communities, 

but mentoring and induction programs as well. Many researchers have reported that well-

designed mentoring and induction programs are linked to teacher retention (Cochran-

Smith et al., 2012; Ingersoll, 2004).  

Collegial relationships are a motivational factor for many teachers that goes 

deeper than the idea of teacher collaboration or professional learning communities. Some 

teachers are motivated to work on team or in schools were teachers share a set of 

professional goals or purposes (Simon & Johnson, 2015). Achinstein and Ogawa (2011) 

interviewed 21 teachers of color and found that these teachers wanted to work with 

colleagues who shared their “humanistic commitments” (p. 19). Teachers working in 

low-income minority communities experience different struggles and find value in the 

ability to grow and learn with teachers who understand and care about social justice 

(Achinstein & Ogawa, 2011; Cochran-Smith et al., 2012). Allensworth and her 

colleagues (2009) found that teachers prefer to work in schools where their colleagues are 

committed to innovation, share a “can-do attitude” (p. 25), and take responsibility for 

bettering the school at-large (p. 30).  
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The following hypothesis, which is supported by the conceptual framework 

established in the literature review, guide the investigation of this study.  

H3 = Positive teacher perception of school contextual factors is associated with 

teacher turnover intent. 

 Salary scales are both push and pull factors regarding teacher turnover. High 

salaries in other districts and other fields have the potential to attract employees to new 

positions, while consistently lower salaries in current jobs have the potential to push 

teachers toward the exit door. Ingersoll (2001) found that teacher attrition is higher in 

schools with low salaries. On average, teachers with strong academic backgrounds are 

more likely to move to higher income schools with better student achievement (Alliance 

for Excellent Education, 2008; Boyd et al., 2005; Deangelis & Presley, 2007; Goldhaber, 

Choi, & Cramer, 2007). Simply put, the work demands are lower and the pay is higher. 

Hanushek and his colleagues (2004) suggest that policy makers ought to consider 

selective pay increases, preferably tied to quality, for work in inner-city schools. 

Research evidence is limited to support the claim that financial incentives make a 

difference in retaining teachers (Adnot, Dee, Katz, & Wyckoff, 2016).  However, Brill & 

McCartney (2008) found that “minor salary increases are not effective; pay raises would 

have to be major to keep leaving teachers in the profession.”  

Murnane and Olsen (1990) identify salary scales as indicators of turnover intent. 

Other researchers suggest, work conditions, pre-service preparation, teacher quality, 

school demographics, and opportunities for professional development contribute to 

keeping teachers in the profession and the best teachers in the classroom (Berry, Smylie, 

& Fuller 2008; Loeb et al., 2005; Goldhaber et al., 2007; Brill & McCartney 2008; 
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Hanushek & Rivkin 2007). Teacher perception and overall job satisfaction are also 

considerations that fall into the nonfinancial incentive category (Ingersoll & May, 2010). 

Teachers are more satisfied and plan to stay longer in schools with stronger principal 

leadership, collegial relationships, and a positive school culture (Johnson, Kraft, & 

Papay, 2012).   

The following hypothesis, which is supported by the conceptual framework 

established in the literature review, guide the investigation of this study.  

H4 = Greater teacher satisfaction with salary is associated with teacher turnover 

intent. 

Teachers who serve hard-to-staff communities each have some degree of 

incentive or motivation. These can be intrinsic or extrinsic. Lortie and Clement (1975) 

explains that extrinsic rewards such as recognition or financial bonuses will never take 

the place of a teacher’s satisfaction of knowing they have stimulated their students’ 

growth and learning. Teachers have high aspirations and deep commitments to their 

students (Drury & Baer, 2011).  

The following hypothesis, which is supported by the conceptual framework 

established in the literature review, guide the investigation of this study.  

H5 = Greater job satisfaction is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

Conceptual Framework 

There is an abundance of research related to the relationships between teacher 

characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors, salary satisfaction, job 

satisfaction and teacher turnover, however, due to its infancy, little research exists 

exploring the relationship of teacher turnover intent and employee engagement. Human 
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resources development research has found employee engagement to be a significant 

predictor of turnover. Education researchers have identified many factors that are 

associated with teacher turnover, but have failed to investigate employee engagement as a 

potential factor. The conceptual model of this study no only includes the five constructs 

that have been shown to have significant impacts on teacher turnover intentions, but also 

includes employee engagement as a potential predictor of teacher turnover intent. This 

conceptual model may be more complex than what is depicted in Figure 1. Figure 1 is a 

simplified model that displays one-way interaction between each of these factors and 

turnover intent. The factors possibly interact with each other in multiple directions which 

would constitute more arrows.   

There is a gap in teacher turnover research, and this study intends to provide 

information that will be deemed integral in fully understanding the factors that are 

associated with turnover. A gap in the research exists in the lack of knowledge on how 

employee engagement influences an employee’s intention to turnover in the field of 

education. Scholars have shown an empirical link between turnover and engagement in 

other fields of study, however, this area has not been given much attention in the field of 

education (Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Rich et al., 2010). Employee engagement has been 

defined in the human resource development field as the cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioral energy an employee directs toward positive organizational outcomes (Shuck 

& Wollard, 2010). This definition is grounded by a three-dimensional framework 

proposed by Shuck, Twyford, Reio, and Shuck (2014), and will serve as the theoretical 

underpinnings of this study. Shuck (2011) connects this definition to the theoretical 

framework and a measurement tool. While engagement has been widely associated with 
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positive and favorable work conditions (Macey & Schneider, 2008), schools and teachers 

have not been studied in this light. This study hopes to fill this gap in the research 

literature.  

Much of the research that exists regarding employee engagement is from the 

human resources management field rather than the field of education specifically. Human 

resources development research has found that the presence of high levels of employee 

engagement influence an employee's intention to turnover or transfer (Shuck & Wollard, 

2010). The central argument is that if this relationship exists for general employees, then 

it should also be present in the teaching field. This argument is the basis of the conceptual 

framework. This study will utilize the employee engagement scale developed in the 

human resources field to explore turnover intent in the teaching field. There is a need to 

understand if and to what extent teacher engagement predicts teacher turnover intent. The 

question of focus is on the magnitude and direction of the relationship between teacher 

engagement and the likelihood of a teacher’s intent to leave his or her current position. 

As shown in Figure 1, the conceptual framework of this study operationalizes 

teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors, salary 

satisfaction, job satisfaction and employee engagement as factors contributing to a 

teachers’ retention decision.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model. 

Employee Engagement 

The construct of employee engagement has garnered increasing interest in the 

human resource development and management fields over the past decade. Employee 

engagement has been defined in the human resource development field as the cognitive, 

emotional, and behavioral energy an employee directs toward positive organizational 

outcomes (Shuck & Wollard, 2010). This definition is grounded by a three-dimensional 

framework proposed by Shuck, Twyford, Reio, and Shuck (2014), which includes a 

theoretical framework, a definition, and a measurement scale. A range of theories, 

definitions, and applications exists to assist researchers in defining and understanding the 

construct of engagement. Kahn (1990) explored the psychological conditions of personal 

engagement and disengagement at work through the premise that people can use varying 
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degrees of themselves, physically, cognitively, and emotionally in work role 

performances. He suggests that these conditions have employee implications for both 

work and experience. When employees are engaged physically, they obtain and work 

towards increased levels of actual performance (Macey & Schneider, 2008). Cognitively 

engaged employees appraise their work as meaningful or safe and ensure they have 

sufficient resources to complete the task with high levels of proficiency (Kahn, 1990; 

Shuck et al., 2014). In order for an employee to be emotionally engaged he or she must 

be willing to involve personal resources such as pride, belief, and knowledge following a 

positive cognitive appraisal (Shuck et al., 2014). Building upon Kahn's (1990) original 

conceptualization of personal engagement, Shuck, Anderson, and Reio (2016) provided a 

detailed theoretical framework for employee engagement aimed at both scholars and 

practitioners. Their work includes a grounded and positioned definition and a validated 

measurement tool. This framework serves as the foundation for this study.  

In defining employee engagement, Shuck and his colleagues (2016) reviewed 

previous researcher's definitions and measurements of engagement. In the field of human 

resources management, engagement has been researched as various constructs including 

work engagement (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Romá, & Bakker, 2002), job 

engagement (Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010), organizational engagement (Saks, 2006), 

social/intellectual engagement (Soane, Truss, Alfes, Shantz, Rees, & Gatenby, 2012), and 

most recently, employee engagement (Shuck, Twyford, Reio, and Shuck, 2014).  

Work engagement is commonly utilized to describe teacher engagement in the 

education field, but does not encompass the full breadth and depth of the engagement 

construct. Simply put, work engagement references only a portion of the what employee 
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engagement covers. Schaufeli and colleagues (2002) studied work engagement, defining 

it as the positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind characterized by vigor, dedication 

and absorption. Christian and colleagues (2011), defines work engagement as the 

motivation concept that refers to the voluntary allocation of personal resources directed at 

the range of tasks demanded by a particular vocational role. The distinguishing focal 

points of this study were work activity and work itself. The scale created to measure this 

construct includes items such as, "When I get up in the morning I feel like going to 

work." The difference between work engagement and employee engagement lies in the 

focal points: Work engagement focuses on the attentiveness of the employee at the work 

place; the primary focus of work engagement is work activity (Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

Employee engagement focuses on the active role and full spectrum of working including 

the cognitive, behavioral, and emotional components.  

Job engagement is defined as a multidimensional motivational concept reflecting 

the simultaneous investment of an individual’s physical, cognitive, and emotional energy 

in active, full work performance (Rich et al., 2010). Similar to work engagement, job 

engagement is focused on the job activity and the job itself: what the employee feels 

about his/her job. Items used to measure job engagement in the Job Engagement Scale 

(JES) include statements such as, “I work with intensity of my job,” or “I am excited 

about my job.” These statements are positioned with the postfix “my job.” Within the 

focus, lies the distinguishing difference between employee engagement and job 

engagement. Again, employee engagement is focused on the active work related role of 

the employee rather than the feelings related to the job itself.  
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Organizational engagement, the extent to which an individual is psychologically 

present in a particular organizational role, focuses on the individual’s identification and 

presences within the organization. Items used to measure this construct attempt to gage 

the employee’s feelings of belonging and membership, such as “Being a member of this 

organization is very captivating.” Employee engagement includes the focus membership 

or belonging, but only as a component, rather than the encapsulating definition. To this 

end, organization engagement is limited.  

One can be both socially and intellectually engaged in their work. The extent to 

which one is intellectually absorbed in work, experiences a state of positive affect 

relating to one’s work role, is socially connected to with the working environment, and 

shares common values with colleagues, is defined as the intellectual social affect (ISA).  

The work activity and alignment with colleagues is the distinguishing unique focal point 

of ISA engagement. Those who are socially and emotionally engaged identify with 

statements such as, “I share the same work values as my colleagues” and “I am 

enthusiastic about my work” (Soane et al., 2012). 

Although each of these constructs is similar to employee engagement, and may 

share components, employee engagement is not an umbrella term. Employee engagement 

is a distinct term, which has its own unique theoretical framework, definitional content, 

and measurement scale (Shuck et al, 2016). This theoretical framework, grounded in 

Kahn’s (1990) personal engagement framework, is tri-dimensional, as it takes account of 

the full range of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral energies an employee exhibits in 

their work roles while being engaged. The sub-dimensions are cognitive engagement, 

emotional engagement, and behavioral engagement. Cognitive engagement, the intensity 



44 

 

 

of mental energy expressed toward positive organization outcomes, focuses on the 

employee’s attentiveness and concentration toward work-relate tasks, experiences, and 

contexts (Rich et al., 2010; Shuck et al., 2014). Emotionally engaged employees are 

emotionally connected to their work. These employees offer personal resources, such as 

belief in their work, and have a sense of personal meaning to a situation, person, or 

context with the full experience of work. Emotional engagement is defined as the 

intensity and willingness to invest emotionally toward positive organizational outcomes 

(Macey & Schneider, 2008; Shuck et al., 2014). The third and final sub-dimension of 

employee engagement is behavioral engagement, the psychological state of intention to 

behave in a manner that positively affects performance (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rich 

et al., 2010). This dimension measures the employee’s willingness to put in extra effort, 

and to go above and beyond minimum expectations. The next section will discuss the 

underlying differences between employee engagement and similar job related constructs. 

Distinguishing similar constructs. The conceptual framework of this study 

hinges on the idea that since employee engagement has been proven to be a significant 

predictor of turnover in the human resources development field, this relationship will be 

present in the education field as well. It is necessary to address issues and conflicts that 

have been noted in the human resources development field with regards to employee 

engagement prior to introducing the construct in the field of education.  

Although research on employee engagement exists, its evolution is in the early 

stages and there has been little agreement, statistically speaking, about how, and if at all, 

engagement differs from other well-researched and documented job attitude constructs 

such as job satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational commitment (Shuck, Ghosh, 
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Zigarmi, & Nimon, 2012). The human resources development field holds high interest in 

the case that similar constructs can be misinterpreted as synonymous and ultimately 

misused in research and literature. Newman, Joseph, Sparkman, and Carpenter (2011) 

posed the question, “Is employee engagement different from an overall job attitude?” 

Newman and colleagues (2011), proposed that employee engagement is being labeled as 

a unique construct when it is similar if not the same as other constructs measuring like 

nomological networks. This issue, known as the jangle fallacy, is particularly common as 

new constructs emerge in research (Kelly, 1927; Shuck et al., 2012).  

Research in the human resources and development field are inconsistent in the 

support of the construct validation of employee engagement. In 2011, prior to the 

development of the tri-dimensional definition, scale, and framework of employee 

engagement by Shuck and colleagues, Newman and his colleagues proposed that 

employee engagement is no different from overall job-related attitudes. One the other 

hand, Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011) found that “[employee engagement] 

exhibited discriminate validity from, and criterion related validity over, job attitudes” (p. 

89).  Following is an exploration of the literature on job satisfaction, job involvement and 

organizational commitment and an explanation of how the constructs are indeed 

independent from employee engagement. This literature is valuable to this study as it 

shows why employee engagement must be compared to teacher turnover as its own 

construct alongside of job satisfaction rather than being nested within job satisfaction 
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Figure 2. Proposed nomological overlap model of employee engagement, job 

satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational commitment Shuck et al., (2012). 

Job satisfaction. Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, (1969) define job satisfaction as 

favorable evaluation of one’s work role. A host of researchers define employee 

engagement as a satisfaction concept (Fleming & Asplund, 2007, Harter, Schmidt, & 

Keyes, 2003; Perrin, 2003, 2007; Wagner & Harter, 2006). Perrin (2007) presents a 

model that suggests employee engagement is, at least conceptually, linked to satisfaction. 

This link is also considered to be nomological. That is not logically necessary or 

theoretically explicable, but simply taken as so. Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2003) Utrecht 

Work Engagement Scale parallels questions from Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) measure 

of job satisfaction. This literature alone would imply that employee engagement is simply 
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a repackaging of job satisfaction and, as a resultant, adds little value to understanding 

organizational performance.  

Contrary literature suggests that employee engagement is a progressively forward 

moving state in which satisfaction is stationary and is understood as fulfillment 

(Erickson, 2005). While employee engagement and job satisfaction are similar, these are 

two distinct constructs. Employee engagement represents an active psychological state, 

whereas, job satisfaction is a valuation of satiation “resulting from appraisal of one’s job 

or job experiences” (Locke, 1976, p. 1300; Shuck et al., 2012). Simply put, engagement 

can be seen as a behavioral output ultimately moving forward, whereas satisfaction, in its 

final measurable state, does not move forward (Shuck et al., 2012; Macey, Schneider, 

Barbera, & Young, 2009). Hegar (2007) suggests that employee engagement is a state of 

moving forward whilst job satisfaction is a state of fulfillment.  

To advance theory, research, and practice in human resources development Shuck 

and colleagues, (2012) propose the following:  

Proposition 1a: Employee engagement and satisfaction are similar in that they 

both measure a like dimension of work-related attitude.  

Proposition 1b: Employee engagement is unique in that it measures in-the-

moment expressions of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral energies directed 

toward organization outcomes (dynamic expressions of task focused energies) in 

which satisfaction measures general, global, and static expressions of an overall 

work-related attitude (p. 19). 

Job involvement and organizational commitment. Similar to the relationships 

between job satisfaction and employee engagement, researchers have uncovered clear 
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parallels between job involvement, organizational commitment, and employee 

engagement. This no clear agreed upon model explaining the relationship between job 

involvement and employee engagement. Therefore, to advance theory, research, and 

practice in human resources development Shuck and his colleagues (2012), propose the 

following:  

Proposition 2a: Employee engagement and job involvement are similar in that 

they both measure cognitive dimensions of work-related thought processes.  

Proposition 2b: Employee engagement provides uniqueness in that it measures 

psychological states of energy directed towards a task, or specific work role, 

while job involvement measures a cognitive judgment about the work or the job 

itself and has no known behavioral implication connected to identity development 

of the self.  

Proposition 2c: While job involvement is operationalized as a cognitive 

dimension of appraisal or judgment, employee engagement is thought to be made 

up of three distinct dimensions (a) cognitive, (b) emotive, and (c) behavioral, each 

facet each suggesting behavioral implication (p. 21) 

Proposition 3a: Employee engagement and organizational commitment are similar 

in that they both measure an attachment-like state directed toward work 

dimensions (organizational commitment is directed to the organization for which 

the work is being completed, and employee engagement is directed to the job or 

the task [emotional engagement].) 

Proposition 3b: Employee engagement provides uniqueness in that it measures an 

individual’s investment of cognitive, emotional, and physical energies directed 
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toward organizational outcomes and understood to be psychological state with 

implied directionality (positive, to the organization). Commitment is understood 

as a pledge or attachment to the organization as an entity and is not focused on the 

specific job, task, or role (p. 23). 

 Understanding how employee engagement is distinguished from job satisfaction, 

job involvement and organizational commitment is integral in the field of human resource 

development and anywhere the term is operationalized. It is necessary for scholars and 

practitioners who utilize the term to have an understanding of how engagement is 

developed and to abstain from using words such as involvement or phrasings such as 

satisfaction and enthusiasm for work synonymously for engagement. According to Shuck 

and his colleagues (2012), the inherent challenge is the intentional use of language when 

discussing the construct. Understanding the definition, focus, and process of employee 

engagement is just as important as utilizing the appropriate language of the term. 

Engagement should not focus on arrival, but rather an appraisal process an individual 

goes through while performing specified roles towards various work outcomes (Shuck et 

al., 2012).   

In the education field, job satisfaction has consistently been found to be a 

significant predictor of teacher turnover, therefore, it is important to build a clear case for 

their distinctions. Job involvement and organizational commitment have not been as 

heavily studied in educational research. Even though these constructs have been 

presented as having strong similarities to employee engagement in the human resources 

development field, job involvement and organizational commitment are not the focus of 

this educational research study. In order to support the conceptual framework of this 
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study the next section will review literature that will establish a relationship between the 

employee engagement research presented above and the construct of teacher engagement.  

Employee engagement for the education field. Literature presented thus far has 

been based on research from the field of human resources development and has been 

aligned with the business sector. Each of the definitions and construct foci discussed in 

previous sections stems from the thriving engagement research of the human resources 

development setting (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011). The same attention has not been 

paid to the construct in education partly due to the absence of context-relevant tools 

(Klassen, Yerdelen, & Durksen, 2013). Building an understanding of teacher engagement 

is vital for the advancement of theory and practice alike.  

More research is needed to understand how engagement works in the field of 

teaching. Klassen cites Pianta, Hamre, and Allen (2012) as they note that although data 

from observation systems provide some insight into how engaged and effective teachers 

behave, such methods still leave interpretation of teachers’ behaviors to the presence of 

external observers sitting in classes for relatively brief periods of time (Klassen et al., 

2013). There are no studies to date that explore indicators of teacher engagement or its 

antecedents and consequences. This study explores the predictive behavior of teacher 

engagement as it relates to the teacher turnover intent.   

To advance the engagement research in the education field, a measurement tool, 

that would offer the advantage of including content that reflects the unique characteristics 

of teachers and the teaching context, is necessary. There has been an attempt to develop a 

tool that would measure authentic teacher engagement. Klassen and colleagues worked to 

design and validate a teacher scale that reflects the particular context and demands 
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experienced by teachers working in classroom settings, and explored the scale in relation 

to teachers’ self-efficacy and to the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Klassen et al., 

2013). The limitations to this scale include that the sample was comprised largely of 

female teachers in two western Canadian provinces. This study found that social 

engagement with students and with colleagues should be considered as important 

dimensions of teacher engagement, alongside cognitive and emotional dimensions of 

engagement. It is suggested that the dimension of social engagement be considered for 

future studies in a wide range of vocational settings.  

Shuck and colleagues (2016) developed the theoretical framework, definition, and 

measurement scale for employee engagement. Rather than attempt to subdivide the 

construct of employee engagement into specific populations, this study will 

operationalize the general construct definition, framework, and scale for the context of 

teachers in the field of education. Currently, there is no precedent for operationalizing 

employee engagement in education. This study is the first to utilize this connection in this 

fashion.  

The following three hypotheses, which are supported by the conceptual 

framework established in the literature review, guide the investigation of this study.  

H6 = Greater cognitive engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent.  

H7 = Greater emotional engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

H8 = Greater behavioral engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent.  
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Chapter III  

Methodology 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between teacher 

turnover intent and teacher engagement. To accomplish this purpose, the concept of 

employee engagement was operationalized empirically, building on existing human 

resources development and management literature as well as recent research in education. 

The issue of teacher turnover frames this thesis with the goal of informing school leaders 

and human resources development and management departments of a potential factor 

influencing the likelihood of attrition.  

In this chapter, detailed descriptions of the research design, sample, 

instrumentation, data collection, measures and variables, reliability and validity, and data 

analysis procedures are given. Data from an internet-based survey administered within 

the UTeach Alumni Network were utilized in this study. The methods presented in the 

following sections address the following research questions:  

1. To what extent does engagement help predict the likelihood of a teacher’s intent 

to leave his or her current position? 

2. In what ways does engagement help predict the likelihood of a teacher’s intent to 

leave his or her current position? 

Research Design  

This research study used a non-experimental, cross-sectional design to conduct 

exploratory research on teachers’ intent to turnover. Non-experimental research was 

conducted due to the inability to perform a randomized experiment. This study was cross-

sectional because data were only collected at one point in time. The independent 



53 

 

 

variables were teacher engagement, teacher characteristics, student characteristics, and 

school contextual factors including overall job satisfaction and salary satisfaction. Each 

of these variables was defined and explored in the measures and variables section of this 

chapter. A quantitative correlational study is appropriate for exploring associative 

relationships between independent and dependent variables (Creswell, 2012). The 

research described in this section test the following hypotheses, which were posited in 

chapter two:  

H1 = Positive teacher characteristics is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

H2 = Positive teacher perceptions of student characteristics is associated with 

teacher turnover intent. 

H3 = Positive teacher perception of school contextual factors is associated with 

teacher turnover intent. 

H4 = Greater teacher satisfaction with salary is negatively with teacher turnover 

intent. 

H5 = Greater job satisfaction is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

H6 = Greater cognitive engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent.  

H7 = Greater emotional engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

H8 = Greater behavioral engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent.  

In order to examine the factors that influence teachers’ intentions to remain in or 

leave their positions, items from the most recent questionnaire from Nation Center for 

Education Statistics’ (NCES) Schools and Staffing Survey 2011-2012 (SASS) as well as 

from Shuck’s (2016) Employee Engagement Scale were utilized.  
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Sample 

The participants selected for the study were full time, current certified secondary 

science, technology, engineering and math (STEM) teachers who graduated from the 

University of Texas at Austin with certifications through the UTeach preparation 

program. Developed in 1997, the UTeach program prepares STEM teachers through a 

collaboration between the College of Education and the College of Natural Sciences. 

UTeach Austin prepares undergraduates who want to teach, or Bachelors degree holders 

who want to return for certification. To date, there have been 1,015 graduates from the 

UTeach Austin program. There are 946 UTeach alumni who gave consent to be contacted 

by the university. The total number of graduates is higher than the number of teachers 

who received the survey email due to the removal of those who have opted out of 

emails/contact from the university. The program director was unable to remove the 

graduates from the email list who have indicated they are no longer teaching. Therefore, 

the survey link was sent to all 946 of the UTeach alumni. Of the recipients, 244 

participants agreed to complete the survey, but only 143 qualified for the study based on 

their current employment status and on whether they completed the survey. According to 

the UTeach program records, 527 alumni are currently employed by K-12 

schools/districts. Of the 527 potential participants, 143 were included in this study, 

yielding an effective study response rate of 27 percent (see chapter IV for an analysis 

demonstrating the representativeness of the sample). Demographic and descriptive data 

for the sample are presented in Chapter IV.  

Data collection. The Program Executive Director was contacted to secure 

approval for alumni participation in the study. An email with a link to the survey was sent 
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by the program director to all UTeach Austin Alumni. The survey was successfully 

delivered to 946 alumni. Excluding graduates who are not currently employed by K-12 

schools/districts (n=419), the final potential participant pool included 527 STEM certified 

UTeach alumni. Due to the method of survey distribution, the survey was emailed to all 

the alumni, whether they qualified for the study or not. Participation was completely 

voluntary, and all participants received a cover letter explaining the survey and 

requesting their consent. To maximize participation, the researcher advertised a raffle of 

five gift certificates on the survey recruitment letter. Copies of the cover letter and 

recruitment letter are included in Appendix B. Subjects were assured of confidentiality of 

their responses.  

The survey was administered using the Qualtrics internet-based survey system 

offered through the University of Houston. All surveys were kept confidential and 

accessible only to the researcher. The survey was anonymous; therefore, no identifiers 

were collected. The emails that were sent out include a blanket link to the survey, and the 

survey was left open for one month. A copy of the email request is in Appendix B.   

Instrumentation 

Components of two instruments were employed in this study to gather teachers’ 

responses and to measure the key independent and dependent variables: The Schools and 

Staffing Survey (SASS) and the Employee Engagement Scale (Shuck et al., 2016). Select 

items from the SASS were utilized in this study per those factors highlighted in the 

literature review as predictors of teacher turnover. Specifically, the SASS items measure 

teacher characteristics, student body characteristics, school contextual factors, salary 

satisfaction and job satisfaction to support the theoretical framework of this study. 
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Teacher engagement was measured using the 12-items Employee Engagement Scale 

developed by Shuck, Adelson and Reio (2016). The dependent variable is teachers’ 

intention to leave their current position at the end of the school year. This variable is 

referred to as ‘turnover intent’ and was measured using one item from the SASS 

questionnaire. 

Shuck and his colleagues (2016) provide a research-based definition of employee 

engagement that is complemented by a tri-dimensional theoretical framework and a 12-

item measurement scale. The 12-item employee engagement scale is divided into three 

dimensions: cognitive engagement, emotional engagement, and behavioral engagement, 

each measured by four items. All items are measured on a five-point Likert scale, where 

1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. Each of these scales is in the Appendix.  

Each of the scales utilized in this study have previously demonstrated appropriate 

levels of fit, reliability, and validity. Findings from four independent studies indicated 

that the Employee Engagement Scale has internal consistency and reliability as well as 

convergent, nomological, discriminant, and incremental predictive validity1 (Shuck et al., 

2016). Based on an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha, each of the scales had strong internal 

consistency reliability. Alpha for the emotional engagement scale was .88, for the 

behavioral engagement scale was .91, and for the cognitive emotional scale was .94 

(Shuck et al., 2016). The first study conducted to demonstrate reliability of the Employee 

                                                 
1 Nomological validity is established when scores on a given measure behave as expected with respect to 

other constructs to which it is theoretically related (Kelley, 1927; Shuck et al., 2016), while evidence of 

convergent validity is established when scores on a measure correlate with scores on another measure 

evaluating a similar construct. incremental validity is established when scores on a measure explain 

variance over and above a second measure evaluating a similar construct or with a construct that is 

theoretically related. Discriminant validity provides further evidence of the distinctness of the construct. 
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Engagement Scale explored the factor structure and reliability. After refining the scale, 

the second study examined the reliability and both convergent and nomological validity. 

Study three completed the final reduction of items and examined reliability and 

nomological validity and discriminant validity. The final study tested for incremental 

validity.  

Measures and Variables 

The conceptual framework of this study for evaluating teacher turnover intention 

is shown in Figure 3 and will be operationalized using items from the SASS, which has 

been used in many other studies and is commonly accepted as a valid tool in education 

research (e.g., Gardner, 2010, Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010; Sedivy-Benton & 

Boden McGill, 2012; Tai, Lui, & Fan, 2007). According to the National Center for 

Education Statistics (2011), the topics covered in the SASS include, but are not limited 

to, teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors, teacher 

compensation, job satisfaction, and turnover intention.  
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Figure 3. Conceptual Model. 

This study included one dependent variable, teacher turnover intent, and several 

independent variables including teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school 

contextual factors, salary satisfaction, and job satisfaction. The primary independent 

variable is employee engagement. In next section, I explain how the variables were 

operationalized. The survey questions selected from the SASS (School and Staffing 

Survey) included questions about education and training, school climate and teacher 

attitudes, and general employment and background information. The questions were 

organized into five constructs: teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school 

contextual factors, salary satisfaction, and job satisfaction. One question from the SASS 

was used to determine teacher turnover intent. The intent of this study was to determine 
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which factors have the greatest influence, if any, on teacher’s intent to stay in the 

teaching profession. The employee engagement construct was measured separately by the 

three domains; cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement, and emotional 

engagement.  

Dependent variable. Teacher turnover intent refers to a teacher’s declaration of 

intent to stay in the same school or to leave the current teaching position. The single 

question to measure the dependent variable comes from the SASS and has been used in 

other studies (e.g., Sedivy-Benton & Boden McGill, 2012). The question is as follows: 

How long do you plan to remain in teaching? The choices are: (1) As long as I am able, 

(2) Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from this job, (3) Until I am eligible for 

retirement benefits from a previous job, (4) Until I am eligible for Social Security 

benefits, (5) Until a specific life event occurs (e.g., parenthood, marriage), (6) Until a 

more desirable job opportunity comes along, (7) Definitely plan to leave teaching as soon 

as I can, (8) Undecided at time. Since the survey was administered in February, an 

undecided option was not included, as many teachers were expected to gravitate towards 

the undecided choice if available. According to Newcomer and colleagues (2010), studies 

have shown that including undecided options does not improve the consistency of 

respondents’ attitudes over time and that, if encouraged, those who choose this option 

could provide a substantive answer. Overall, for questions that require thought, these 

items discourage respondents from thinking about the issue (Newcomer, Hatry, & 

Wholey, 2010). For the purpose of this study, this scale was modified. All eight 

categories were not included as they are not theoretically meaningful to the intent 

measure. The response options were collapsed into 2 categories. Intent was measured by 
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a dichotomous response question that asked teachers how long they intend to remain in 

teaching. The two possible responses were, (0) I am currently NOT planning on leaving 

teaching at my current school, and (1) Definitely plan to leave teaching at my current 

school as soon as I can.  

Independent variables. The independent variables include employee 

engagement, teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors, 

salary satisfaction, and job satisfaction. Several questions from the SASS were utilized to 

measure each factor. The types of responses vary from multiple choice to Likert. The 

specific questions used are listed in Appendix A. An additive index was calculated to find 

the average score that represents the responses for each of the variables that are measured 

using scales.  

Employee engagement. Employee engagement is defined as an active, work-

related positive psychological state (Parker & Griffin, 2011; Shuck, Nimon, & Zigarmi, 

2014; Shuck, Twyford, Reio, & Shuck, 2014). Engagement has three dimensions: The 

intensity and direction of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral energy (Shuck & Wollard, 

2010). Cognitive engagement, or the intensity of mental energy expressed toward 

positive organization outcomes, focuses on the employee’s attentiveness to and 

concentration on work-relate tasks, experiences, and contexts (Rich et al., 2010; Shuck et 

al., 2014). Emotionally engaged employees are emotionally connected to their work. 

Emotional engagement is defined as the intensity and willingness to invest emotionally 

toward positive organizational outcomes (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Shuck et al., 2014). 

These employees offer personal resources to their work, and have a sense of personal 

meaning associated with a situation, person, or context with  in the full experience of 
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work. The third and final dimension of employee engagement is behavioral engagement, 

which is the psychological state of intention to behave in a manner that positively affects 

performance (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rich et al., 2010). This dimension measures the 

employee’s willingness to put in extra effort, and to go above and beyond minimal 

expectations. The 12-item employee engagement scale consists of three factors 

(cognitive, emotional, and behavioral) each measured by four items. Each of the items is 

measured on a five-point Likert scale, where responses range from 1=strongly disagree 

and 5=strongly agree.   

Cognitive engagement. Cognitive engagement was measured by responses to the 

following statements: 

1. I am really focused when I am working.  

2. I concentrate on my job when I am at work.  

3. I give my job responsibility a lot of attention  

4. At work, I am focused on my job.  

Emotional engagement. Emotional engagement was measured by responses to 

the following statements: 

1. Working at my current school has a great deal of personal meaning to me. 

2. I feel a strong sense of belonging to my job.  

3. I believe in the mission and purpose of my school. 

4. I care about the future of my school.  

Behavioral engagement. Behavioral engagement was measure by responses to 

the following statements:  

1. I really push myself to work beyond what is expected of me. 
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2. I am willing to put in extra effort without being asked.  

3. I often go above what is expected of me to help my team be successful. 

4. I work harder that expected to help my school be successful. 

Teacher characteristics. Teacher characteristics include level of self-efficacy, 

certification, education, and preparation variables. The teacher characteristics scale 

consisted of 9 questionnaire items from the SASS. 

1. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to handle a range of 

classroom management or discipline situations?  

2. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to use a variety of 

instructional methods?  

3. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to teach your 

subject matter?  

4. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to use computers in 

classroom instruction?  

5. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to assess students?  

6. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to differentiate 

instruction in the classroom?  

7. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to use data from 

student assessments to inform instruction?  

8. In your FIRST year of teaching, how well prepared were you to meet state content 

standards? 

9. In your first year of teaching did you participate in a teacher induction program? 
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Student body characteristics. Student body characteristics include a school’s 

socioeconomic composition, student achievement levels, student behavior, and schools’ 

racial/ethnic composition. Student characteristics include (1) student socioeconomic 

status, (2) student behavior, and (3) student achievement.  Each of these variables is 

measured by a specific set of questions from the SASS. The student characteristics index 

was created from the responses of the following statements:  

1. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Poverty 

2. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? Poor student 

health. 

3. The level of student misbehavior in this school (such as noise, horseplay or 

fighting in the halls, cafeteria, or student lounge) interferes with my teaching. 

4. Rules for student behavior are consistently enforced by teachers in this school, 

even for students who are not in classes. 

5. The amount of student tardiness and class cutting in this school interferes with my 

teaching.  

6. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school student tardiness. 

7. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school student 

absenteeism. 

8. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school student class 

cutting. 

9. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school student dropping 

out. 
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10. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school students come to 

school unprepared to learn 

School contextual factors. School contextual factors, for the purpose of this 

study, will include school leadership, elements of school culture, and collegial 

relationships. School contextual factors are measured by the domains of teacher 

influence/autonomy, administrative support, staff relations, and working conditions. Each 

of these areas is measured by a specific question or set of questions from the SASS. A 

total of 23-items make up this scale:  

1. How much actual influence do you think teachers have over school policy AT 

THIS SCHOOL in setting performance standards for students at this school? 

2. How much actual influence do you think teachers have over school policy AT 

THIS SCHOOL in establishing curriculum 

3. How much actual influence do you think teachers have over school policy AT 

THIS SCHOOL in determining the content of in-service professional 

development programs 

4. How much actual influence do you think teachers have over school policy AT 

THIS SCHOOL in evaluating teachers 

5. How much actual influence do you think teachers have over school policy AT 

THIS SCHOOL in hiring new full-time teachers 

6. How much actual influence do you think teachers have over school policy AT 

THIS SCHOOL in setting discipline policy 

7. How much actual influence do you think teachers have over school policy AT 

THIS SCHOOL in deciding how the school budget will be spent 
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8. How much actual control do you have IN YOUR CLASSROOM at this school 

over selecting textbooks and other instructional materials.  

9. How much actual control do you have IN YOUR CLASSROOM at this school 

over selecting content, topics, and skills to be taught.  

10. How much actual control do you have IN YOUR CLASSROOM at this school 

over selecting teaching techniques 

11. How much actual control do you have IN YOUR CLASSROOM at this school 

over evaluating and grading students 

12. How much actual control do you have IN YOUR CLASSROOM at this school 

over disciplining students 

13. How much actual control do you have IN YOUR CLASSROOM at this school 

over determining the amount of homework to be assigned.  

14. The school administration’s behavior toward the staff is supportive and 

encouraging.  

15. My teacher enforces school rules for student conduct and backs me up when I 

need it. 

16. Did you receive the following kinds or support during your FIRST year teaching? 

Reduced teaching schedule or number of preparations. 

17. Did you receive the following kinds or support during your FIRST year teaching? 

Common planning time with teachers in your subject. 

18. Did you receive the following kinds or support during your FIRST year teaching? 

Seminars or classes for beginning teachers. 

19. Did you receive the following kinds or support during your FIRST year teaching?  
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      Extra classroom assistance. 

20. Did you receive the following kinds or support during your FIRST year teaching? 

Regular supportive communication with your principal, or other administrators, or 

department chair. 

21. Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central mission 

of the school should be.  

22. There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff members.  

23. I make a conscious effort to coordinate the content of my courses with that of 

other teachers.  

Salary satisfaction. Salary satisfaction is the favorable evaluation of one’s 

salary/compensation. To measure salary satisfaction only one question from the SASS 

was utilized:  

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statement? I 

am satisfied with my teaching salary. 

 This question from the SASS has been used in other studies to measure teacher 

satisfaction with salary (Ingersoll, 2001; Sedivy-Benton & Boden-McGill, 2012; Tai, Lui 

& Fan, 2007). The response choices are Likert Scale with four options: (1) strongly 

agree, (2) somewhat agree, (3) somewhat disagree, (4) strongly disagree.  

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is the favorable evaluation of one’s work role. Job 

satisfaction is measured using both a Likert Scale and a categorical response method. All 

of the questions in this construct come from the SASS and have been used in other 

research studies to measure teacher job satisfaction levels (Gardner 2010; Ingersoll & 

Smith 2003) 
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The six-item job satisfaction construct was measured by the responses of the 

following statements. 

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: I am 

generally satisfied with being a teacher at this school.  

2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The 

teachers at this school like being here; I would describe us as a satisfied group.  

3. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: I like the 

way things are run at this school.  

4. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: State or 

district content standards have had a positive influence on my satisfaction with 

teaching.  

5. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: I don’t 

seem to have as much enthusiasm now as I did when I began teaching.  

The first five items were measured on a 4-Point Likert Scale ranging from (1) strongly 

agree to (4) strongly disagree. The other question measuring job satisfaction was not 

measured on a Likert Scale.  

6. If you could go back to your college days and start over again, would you become 

a teacher or not? The choices to this question are: (1) Certainly would become a 

teacher, (2) Probably would become a teacher, (3) Chance about even for and 

against, (4) Probably would not become a teacher, and (5) Certainly would not 

become a teacher.   
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Data Analysis 

In order to answer the research questions, binomial logistic regression analysis 

was employed. This test allows us to predict the likelihood of one of two values of a 

dichotomous dependent variable based on the values of two or more independent 

variables. In this case, the dependent variable, teacher turnover intent, is dichotomous. 

Each of the independent variables of study is either continuous (e.g., cognitive 

engagement) or categorical (e.g., gender). 

The data collected through Qualtrics were exported into IBM SPSS (version 22) 

for analysis. The data first were described using descriptive statistics to determine 

demographic information about the participants including age, gender, race, degree held, 

and years of experience. Then the independent constructs were analyzed to establish the 

reliability of each scale. Each of the independent variable survey items were grouped as 

scales according to the description provided in the previous section, and a Cronbach’s 

Alpha value was calculated to determine the internal reliability among the responses for 

each scale. If a Cronbach’s Alpha is greater than .70 (α > .70) the measure is considered 

acceptable, while a Cronbach’s Alpha of greater than .80 (α > .80) is considered good 

(George & Mallery 2016). If high internal reliability is determined, it was deemed 

appropriate to use an additive index of the specific items for each independent variable 

construct. If lower than acceptable reliability was determined, the scale was modified by 

removing items until higher reliability is obtained. The response values were added and 

divided by the number of items to get an average score for each respondent.  

Prior to beginning data analysis, all seven assumptions of logistic regression were 

checked and reported. The first four assumptions related to the study design were met and 



69 

 

 

verified: (a) the dependent variable is dichotomous; (b) there are more than two 

independent variables, which are either continuous or nominal variables; (c) all 

observations are independent and the categories of the dichotomous variable and nominal 

independent variables are mutually exclusive and exhaustive; and (d) there aree more 

than 15 cases per independent variable. SPSS was used to test the last three assumptions: 

(1) linearity between the continuous independent variables and the logit transformation of 

the dependent variable, (2) absences of multicollinearity, and (3) no significant outliers, 

high leverage points or highly influential points. Once all assumptions were met, data 

analysis through SPSS began. Each of these assumptions is explained in detail in Chapter 

IV. 

Three binomial logistic regression models were run independently to examine 

which of the independent variables are associated with teacher turnover intent, and in 

what way they were associated. Each model controlled for different variables and 

examined whether a statistically significant relationship (at a 95% level of confidence) 

exists between the independent variables and the dependent variable.  In the first model, 

the relationship between teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual 

factors, salary satisfaction, job satisfaction, cognitive engagement, emotional 

engagement, behavioral engagement and the likelihood of turnover is examined. The 

second model removed the engagement sub-dimensions and examined only those factors 

from the literature review as they are related to teacher turnover intent. Model three 

examined the relationship only between each of the three sub-dimensions of engagement 

and the likelihood of teacher turnover.  
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In order to determine how much variation in the dependent variable can be 

explained by the model, the pseudo R2 value attributed to Nagelkerke (1991) was 

analyzed and reported. The pseudo R2 value, Nagelkerke R2 often have lower values than 

R2 in multiple regression, but are interpreted in the same manner. Nagelkerke R2 method 

is a modification of Cox & Snell R2, but is preferred since the Cox & Snell cannot 

achieve a value of 1.  

The focus of a binomial logistic regression is to determine the probability of being 

in a particular category of the dependent variable given the values of the independent 

variables. For example, given certain independent variable values, the binomial logistic 

regression determines the probability that the teacher is intending to stay or leave. Data 

were examined to explore statistically significant relationships among the variables, 

specifically those variables that share relations with turnover intention. The following 

equation was estimated: 

Equation Model:  

𝑙𝑜𝑔
𝜋𝑖

1 − 𝜋𝑖
= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑋1 +  𝛽2𝑋2 +  𝛽3𝑋3 + 𝛽4𝑋4 + 𝛽5𝑋5 + 𝛽6𝑋6 +  𝛽7𝑋7 +  𝛽8𝑋8 + 𝜺 

𝜋𝑖 = Pr (𝑌𝑖 = 1|𝑋𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖) 

Y is the binary response variable. π represents the probability of the dependent variable, 

y, being equal to 1, or a teacher indicating he or she is likely to remain teaching. 𝛽0 is the 

constant (y-intercept); 𝛽1, 𝛽2, … 𝛽6 are the regression coefficients for each index 

(independent variable). 𝑋1 represents a vector of teacher characteristics (age, gender, 

race/ethnicity, experience, education, experience, marital status, preparation, certification, 

and subject area). 𝑋2 represents a vector of student characteristics (student behavior, 

student ability, and student socioeconomic status). 𝑋3 represents a vector of school 
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contextual factors (teacher influence/autonomy, administrative support, staff relations, 

and working conditions). 𝑋4 represents the independent variable salary satisfaction index. 

𝑋5represents job satisfaction index. The employee engagement index is divided into three 

subscales; cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement and emotional engagement, 

𝑋6, 𝑋7, and 𝑋8 respectively. In addition to the independent and dependent variables, 

control variables were included in the model. The control variables are age, gender, years 

of experience and race/ethnicity. The final term, 𝑒, accounts for error.  

In order to interpret the findings of the binomial logistic regression, the beta 

coefficients and the odds ratios for each independent variable were analyzed. The beta 

coefficients in a logistic regression equation are used to predict the probability of one of 

two possible outcomes. In this case, the probability of turnover intent is predicted. 

Specifically, the coefficients show the change in the logarithmic odds that occur for a 

one-unit change in an independent variable when all other independent variables are held 

constant. This is not intuitive, however, and so odds ratios for each of the independent 

variables are included in this analysis. The odds ratio is used to understand the change in 

odds for each one-unit change in the independent variable. For example, if the odds ratio 

for a category is 4.5, this means that a one-unit increase in that category results in a 4.5 

times greater chance of a certain value of the dependent variable occurring. Odds ratios 

less than one indicate a decrease in odds for an increase in one unit of the independent 

variable. Odds ratios less than one are at times inverted for more clear interpretation 

(Laerd, 2016). 
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Missing Data 

A small amount of missing data was found throughout the dataset. Little’s 

Missing at Completely Random test was used to verify data were missing at random. By 

following this process, randomness was confirmed, and so multiple imputation was not 

used; only the available data were analyzed.  

Summary 

 The data used in this study were based on a collection of two separate scales 

including the Schools and Staffing Survey, and the 12-item Employee Engagement Scale 

(Shuck et al., 2016). All of the scales previously demonstrated appropriate levels of fit, 

reliability, and validity. This chapter examined research methodology including research 

design, sampling, instrumentation, data collection, measures and variables, reliability and 

validity, and data analysis. Based on the data gathered through implementation of the 

research methodology identified in Chapter III, the results of the study are examined in 

Chapter IV.  
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Chapter IV  

Results 

Identifying and understanding the factors that influence teacher turnover are 

important for all educational leaders and policy makers because research has shown that 

turnover is directly related to student achievement. The purpose of this study was to 

identify and examine the contributing factors that influence a teacher’s decision to stay or 

leave their current job, focusing in particular on the role of engagement. To address the 

two research questions of to what extent and in what ways teacher engagement helps 

predict teachers’ turnover intent, data were collected from one sample utilizing survey 

items from NCES’s Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS, 2011-2012), and Shuck’s 

Employee Engagement Scale (Shuck et al., 2016).  

This chapter presents the results of the analysis of the study’s research questions. 

First using IBM SPSS, this chapter describes the sample using descriptive statistics, then 

explains how the independent and dependent variables were measured, and presents the 

reliability analysis (Cronbach’s Alpha) of the indices used in the study. Finally, this 

chapter explores the research questions by employing a binomial logistic regression 

analysis.  

Description of Survey Respondents 

Table 2 presents the results of the demographics of the 143 final participants. The 

table indicates that the majority of the respondents were female (67.1%) and White 

(78.9%). Twenty-one percent of the respondents identified as Hispanic. The age variable 

was categorized into four groups; less than 30 years old, 30-39, 40-49, and 50 and older. 

Most of the participants were less than 30 years old (49.0%). About thirty-eight percent 
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of the respondents were between the ages of 30-39. For teacher experience, new teachers, 

those with three years of experience or less, and experienced teachers, those with more 

than three years of experience, were compared. A majority of the respondents were 

experienced teachers (65%). Both the age and experience variables were categorized 

based on example by Tai, Liu and Fan’s (2007) study. All the participants have a 

Bachelor’s Degree, and 30.8% (N=44) hold a Master’s degree.  

Table 2 

Demographics of Participants 

  N   %   

Gender     

           Male 47  32.9  

           Female 96  67.1  

Race     

           White 112  78.3  

           Black or African American  9  6.3  

           Asian 17  11.9  

           American Indian or Alaska Native 2  1.4  

           Missing 3  2.1  

Hispanic     

           Yes 30  21.0  

           No 113  79.0  

Age     

           Less than 30 years old 70  49.0  

           30-39 54  37.8  

           40-49 13  9.1  

           50 and older 6  4.2  

Experience     

           New Teacher 50  35.0  

           Experienced Teacher 93  65.0  

Degree Held     

           Bachelor's Degree 143  100.0  

           Master's Degree 44   30.8   

Note:  N=143 teachers.     
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Representativeness of sample. To show the study response rate was adequate 

and the sample was representative of the larger UTeach alumni population, t-tests and 

chi-square tests were conducted on the following demographic variables: age, gender and 

years of experience. As the tests indicated, the study’s sample was observably similar to 

the broader population of teachers invited to participate in the study. 

Age. An independent samples t test was run to determine if there were differences 

in teacher age between those who participated in the study and the larger UTeach sample. 

The null hypothesis was the mean difference between the two groups on the population is 

equal to zero. Those who participated in the study (M = 31.99,  𝑆𝐷 = 7.85) were slightly 

older than those in the UTeach sample (M = 31.57,  𝑆𝐷 =  6.69); however, there was not 

a significant difference between the means, 𝑡(623) = -0.643, p = 0.521. Therefore, we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis that the mean difference between the two groups in the 

population is zero. This means the study sample is similar to the larger UTeach sample 

with regards to age.  

Experience. An independent samples t-test was run to determine if there were 

differences in teacher years of experience between those who participated in the study 

and the larger UTeach sample. The null hypothesis was that the mean difference between 

the two groups in the population is equal to zero. There was not a significant difference 

between the groups means, 𝑡(668) = 0.580, p = 0.562. Mean and standard deviation of 

experience for the study sample was M = 6.24, 𝑆𝐷 =4.46, and M = 6.48,  𝑆𝐷 = 4.26 for 

the larger UTeach sample. This means the study sample was similar to the larger UTeach 

sample with regards to experience.  
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Gender. A chi-square test for association was conducted between gender and 

participation. All expected frequencies were greater than five. The null hypothesis 

assumes there is no association between gender of the two groups. There was not a 

statistically significant association between gender and sample group 𝜒2(1) = 0.990, p = 

0.320. Therefore, we cannot reject the null hypothesis and cannot accept the alternative 

hypothesis.  In other words, the study sample is similar to the larger UTeach sample with 

regards to gender.  

Predictors of Turnover 

This study included eight independent variables that were hypothesized to 

influence teacher turnover intent. Five of the independent variables were constructed as 

composite variables based on multiple items from the Schools and Staffing Survey by 

NCES. These variables were: teacher characteristics index, school contextual factors 

index, school characteristics index, salary satisfaction and job satisfaction index. The 

remaining three independent variables were composed by items from Shuck’s Employee 

Engagement Scale (Shuck et al., 2016). Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics of each of 

the independent variables including Shuck’s (2016) Employee Engagement Scale.  

Table 3 

Independent Variable Index 

 

  Valid Mean SD Minimum  Maximum 

Teacher Characteristics 143 2.69 0.47 1.33 3.78 

Student Characteristics 143 2.63 0.69 1.30 4.00 

School Contextual Factors 137 2.53 0.41 1.57 3.52 

Salary Satisfaction 143 2.24 0.97 1.00 4.00 

Job Satisfaction 141 2.99 0.38 1.50 4.17 

Cognitive Engagement 143 4.50 0.53 2.00 5.00 

Emotional Engagement 143 4.25 0.68 2.50 5.00 

Behavioral Engagement 143 4.35 0.61 2.00 5.00 
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The teacher characteristics scale, outlined in Chapter 3, composed of nine SASS 

items, represents one of eight independent variables included in this model. The 

responses to each of the items measured on a Likert scale were coded so that a higher 

number represents a more positive response. According to Creswell (2012), Cronbach’s 

Alpha is a common measure of scale reliability. Alpha values above 0.70 are considered 

acceptable and alpha values above 0.80 are considered good (George & Mallery, 2016). 

A Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated to determine internal reliability for the teacher 

characteristics scale resulting in 𝛼 =0.802, which is a good alpha value that suggests high 

internal reliability. This result indicates that it would be appropriate to create an additive 

index by creating an average of all the items for the scale. This process was utilized for 

each of the scales.   

The Cronbach’s Alpha for the student characteristics index was 𝛼 = 0.899, which 

is considered a good value (George & Mallery, 2016).  This high internal reliability 

makes it appropriate to construct an additive index by adding the ten items and dividing 

the sum by the total number of items. Table 3 shows the mean was 2.63 with a standard 

deviation of 0.69.  All items in this index were coded so that a higher number represents a 

more positive perception of student characteristics. The composition of the student 

characteristics scale is explained in Chapter 3. 

The construct of school contextual factors was measured by twenty-thee SASS 

items, and is also explained in Chapter 3. The responses to the items were measured on a 

4-point Likert scale for each question. The range of responses was one to four with a 

higher number representing a more positive perception of school contextual factors.  The 

Cronbach’s Alpha value was calculated to determine internal reliability among the 
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responses.  The alpha value for the school contextual factors index was 𝛼 = 0.865 and is 

considered good according to George and Mallery (2016).  This high internal reliability 

makes it appropriate to construct an additive index by adding the twenty-three items and 

dividing the sum by the total number of items. As shown in Table 3, the school 

contextual factors index has a mean of 2.53 and a standard deviation of 0.41.  

The salary satisfaction construct was measured on a 4-point Likert scale, and the 

responses were (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Somewhat Disagree, (3) Somewhat Agree, and 

(4) Strongly Agree. A majority of the respondents disagreed that they were satisfied with 

their salary (mean = 2.24, standard deviation = 0.97). 28.7% of the respondents strongly 

disagree with the statement while only 8.4% of the respondents agree with the statement. 

55.2% of the teachers either strongly disagreed or somewhat disagreed with the salary 

satisfaction statement. 

In order to determine internal reliability for the job satisfaction construct, 

Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated. The alpha value, 𝛼 = 0.761, is considered acceptable 

according to George and Mallery (2016). Therefore, an additive index was created by 

adding the response items and dividing by the total number of items. As shown in Table 

3, job satisfaction has a mean of 2.99 with a standard deviation of 0.38. A higher number 

in this index indicates higher teacher job satisfaction. The maximum value for the job 

satisfaction index is 4.17.   

The engagement variables were measured by the Employee Engagement Scale 

(Shuck et al., 2016). Each of the three constructs, cognitive engagement, emotional 

engagement, and behavioral engagement, was measured by four distinct items. All items 

were measured on a 5-point Likert scale, (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 



79 

 

 

The cognitive engagement construct has a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.850, 

indicating high internal reliability. This alpha value is considered good and indicates 

appropriateness to create an additive index. As shown in Table 3, the cognitive 

engagement index has a mean of 4.50 and a standard deviation of 0.53 indicating that a 

majority of the teachers are cognitively engaged in their work. 

The employee engagement construct has a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.849, 

indicating high internal reliability. This alpha value is considered good and indicates 

appropriateness to create an additive index. As shown in Table 3, the cognitive 

engagement index has a mean of 4.25 and a standard deviation of 0.68 indicating that a 

majority of the teachers are emotionally engaged in their work. 

The behavioral engagement construct has a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.885, 

indicating high internal reliability. This alpha value is considered good and indicates 

appropriateness to create an additive index. As shown in Table 3, the cognitive 

engagement index has a mean of 4.35 and a standard deviation of 0.61 indicating that a 

majority of the teachers are behaviorally engaged in their work.  

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable was turnover intent, which was measure by one single 

SASS statement that was recoded to be dichotomous.   

1. How long do you plan to remain in teaching?  

The variable was categorized into (0) Definitely plan to leave teaching at my 

current school as soon as I can and (1) I am currently NOT planning on leaving teaching 

at my current school. All of the teachers (N=143) answered this question. 118 indicated 

that they were not planning on leaving and 25 indicated that they definitely plan to leave 
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teaching at their current school as soon as possible. Table 4 shows the mean of 0.83 with 

a standard deviation 0.38. Teacher’s intent to leave was coded as a zero while intent to 

stay was coded as one. Therefore, a positive beta coefficient in the logistic regression 

equation was interpreted as an increase in the independent variable and an increase in the 

likelihood of a teacher staying in his/her current position.   

Table 4 

Dependent Variable Index 

  Valid Mean SD Minimum  Maximum 

Turnover Intent 143 0.83 0.38 0.00 1.00 

Binomial Logistic Regression Results 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to ascertain the effects of teacher 

characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors, salary satisfaction, job 

satisfaction, cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement, and emotional engagement 

on the likelihood that participants intend to leave their current teaching positions. Seven 

assumptions had to be tested prior to running the regression model. The first four 

assumptions relate to the choice in study design and the variable measurements. The 

remaining three assumptions relate to the data fit and regression model.  

Assumption 1: There must be one dependent variable that is dichotomous 

(nominal with two outcomes). This assumption was met, as the dependent variable of this 

study is turnover intent with responses categorized as (0) Definitely plan to leave 

teaching at this school as soon as possible, and (1) I am currently NOT planning to leave 

teaching at my school.  

Assumption 2: There must be one or more independent variables that are 

measured on either a continuous or nominal scale. Each of the eight independent 
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variables are measured using a continuous scale ranging in response from one to four or 

one to five. 

Assumption 3: There must be independence of observations and the categories of 

the dichotomous dependent variable and all nominal independent variables must be 

mutually exclusive and exhaustive. There is no relationship between the observations in 

each category of the dependent variable or the observations in each category of any 

nominal independent variables. Each of the independent variables are continuous scale 

variables. In this study, independence of observation means that a teacher decided to 

leave or to stay. They could not decide to leave “and” stay at their current school. 

Therefore, each teacher is represented in one of the categories of the dependent variable. 

Thus, this assumption is met. 

Assumption 4: There must be a bare minimum of 15 cases per independent 

variable. Some researchers recommend as high as 50 cases per independent variable. 

There were 143 cases included in this study, therefore this assumption is met.  

Assumption 5: Linearity of the continuous variables with respect to the logit of the 

dependent variable was assessed via the Box-Tidwell (1962) procedure. A Bonferroni 

correction was applied using all seventeen terms in the model resulting in statistical 

significance being accepted when p < 0.00294 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to 

the Bonferroni correction procedure, the p-value at which statistical significance is 

accepted-that is, p<0.05, is divided by the number of terms in the model (seventeen). As 

such, the new level at which statistical significance would be accepted is p< 0.00294 (i.e., 

0.05 ÷ 17). Based on this assessment, all continuous independent variables were found to 
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be linearly related to the logit of the dependent variable. Table 5 shows that all p-values 

are above 0.00294.  

Table 5 

Test of Linearity Interactions 

Term B S.E. Sig.   

   Cognitive Engagement Index by Natural Log 

Tranformation of Cognitive Engagement 22.699 15.103 0.133  

   Behavioral Engagement Index by Natural 

Log Transformation of Behavioral 

Engagement -20.017 7.085 0.005  

   Emotional Engagement Index by Natural 

Log Transformation of Emotional Engagement 0.413 4.205 0.922  

   Teacher Characteristics Index by Natural 

Log Transformation of Teacher Characteristics 1.924 5.605 0.731  

   Student Characteristics Index by Natural Log 

Transformation of Student Characteristics 0.475 3.617 0.896  

   School Contextual Factors Index by Natural 

Log Transformation of School Contextual 

Factors 6.754 9.971 0.498  

   Salary Satisfaction by Natural Log 

Transformation of Salary 2.04 1.725 0.237  

   Job Satisfaction Index by Natural Log 

Transformation of Job Satisfaction -4.395 5.255 0.403  

Constant 27.531 60.219 0.648   

Note: p<0.00294     

Assumption 6: The data should not show any multicollinearity. Multicollinearity 

occurs when two or more independent variables are highly correlated with each other. 

This leads to problems identifying which independent variable contributes to the variance 

explained in the dependent variable. The test to check for multicollinearity included a 

detection for tolerance or the variance inflation factor (VIF). As shown in Table 6, none 

of the values was found to be unacceptable. According to Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, 

tolerance levels should be higher than 0.10 and variance inflation factors should be 10 or 
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less. Table 6 shows the lowest tolerance value of t = 0.447 which is greater than .10 and 

the highest VIF = 2.240 which is less than 10. 

Table 6 

Multicollinearity 

  Collinearity Statistics  

 Tolerance VIF  

(Constant)    

Cognitive Engagement Index 0.747 1.339  

Behavioral Engagement Index 0.655 1.526  

Emotional Engagement Index 0.482 2.073  

Teacher Characteristics Index 0.92 1.087  

Student Characteristics Index 0.753 1.328  

School Contextual Factors Index 0.447 2.240  

Salary Satisfaction 0.854 1.171  

Job Satisfaction Index 0.484 2.066  

a Dependent Variable: Recoded Turnover Intent 

Assumption 7: There should be no significant outliers, high leverage points or 

highly influential points. Outliers, leverage, and influential points are different terms used 

to represent observations in [the] data set that are in some way unusual when performing 

a binomial logistic regression analysis (Laerd, 2015). These points can be identified by 

analyzing casewise diagnostics in SPSS. There were four studentized residuals with 

values greater than 2.5 standard deviations each of these cases are identified as outliers 

which were kept in the study. Table 7 shows the studentized residuals in the casewise 

diagnostics.  
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Table 7 

Outliers 

Case 

Selected 

Status Observed Predicted 

Predicted 

Group Temporary Variable 

  Recoded Turnover Intent Resid ZResid 

25 S L** 0.896 S -0.896 -2.939 

69 S L** 0.935 S -0.935 -3.78 

137 S L** 0.954 S -0.954 -4.553 

139 S L** 0.884 S -0.884 -2.756 

a S = Selected, U = Unselected cases, and ** = Misclassified cases. 

b Cases with studentized residuals greater than 2.000 are listed. 

The next sections present the results of three binomial logistic regression models. 

Three models were run independently to examine which of the independent variables are 

associated with teacher turnover intent. Model 1 is the full model including all proposed 

indices. Model 2 removes the engagement indices. Model 3 includes only the engagement 

indices. Findings from each are interpreted using the odds ratio, and are further discussed 

in Chapter V.   

Model 1. This study examined the relationship between the independent variables 

and the dependent variable of teacher intent to remain teaching at their current school. 

Table 8 represents the regression model explaining teacher turnover intent. The logistic 

regression model (N=143) was statistically significant, χ2(8) = 39.753, p < .0005. The 

model explained 42.6% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in turnover intent and correctly 

classified 85.9% of cases. Variance of the model is measured in terms of the pseudo R 

square which is similar to R square in multiple regression analysis. Sensitivity was 

96.4%, specificity was 34.8%, positive predictive value was 87.8% and negative 

predictive value was 66.6%. Sensitivity is the percentage of cases that indicated intent to 

stay that were correctly predicted by the model. Specificity is the percentage of cases that 
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indicated intent to leave that were correctly predicted by the model. The positive 

predictive value is the percentage of correctly predicted cases that indicated intent to stay 

compared to the total number of cases predicted to have intent to stay. Negative 

predictive value is the percentage of correctly predicted cases that indicated intent to 

leave compared to the total number of predicted cases that indicated intent to leave.  

The model 1 regression results indicate that of the eight independent variables, 

only two were statistically significant: job satisfaction and behavioral engagement (as 

shown in Table 8). The dependent variable was coded as 0 for intent to leave and 1 for 

intent to stay. Therefore, a positive coefficient can be interpreted as an increased 

likelihood of intent to stay, while a negative coefficient can be interpreted as a decrease 

in the likelihood of the intent to stay.  

Behavioral engagement refers to the employee’s willingness to put in extra effort, 

and to go above and beyond minimal expectations. The index is coded so that a higher 

number indicates an increased level of engagement. The beta coefficient for behavioral 

engagement is negative, -1.369, indicating that those who are more behaviorally engaged 

are less likely to express intent to stay in their current positions. The odds ratio for the 

behavioral engagement index, 0.254, is interpreted to mean that, on average, intent to stay 

decreases by 75% with each one-unit increase in the level of behavioral engagement. 

Calculating the reciprocal of the odds ratio reported in Table 8 yields a value of 3.94, 

indicating that teachers who are more behaviorally engaged were 3.94 times more likely 

to express intent to leave their current jobs than those who are less behaviorally engaged. 

The odds ratio results for Cognitive Engagement and Emotional Engagement were not 

significant. 
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Job satisfaction is a rating of teacher’s satisfaction with their overall job. This 

index reflects an individual’s psychological perception of their job. The beta coefficient 

for job satisfaction is 2.11. As job satisfaction increases, teacher intent to remain at their 

current position also increases. More telling, the odds ratio is 8.248, indicating that, on 

average, teachers who reported higher job satisfaction were 8.248 times more likely to 

plan to stay in the same school than teachers who reported lower satisfaction. 

Table 8 

 

Binomial Logistic Regression Analysis of the Likelihood of Teacher Turnover Model 1 

  B S.E. Exp(B)   

Cognitive Engagement Index 0.903 0.569 2.468  

Behavioral Engagement Index -1.369* 0.62 0.254  

Emotional Engagement Index 0.485 0.521 1.624  

Teacher Characteristics Index -0.422 0.602 0.656  

Student Characteristics Index 0.474 0.497 1.607  

School Contextual Factors Index 0.099 1.059 1.104  

Salary Satisfaction -0.007 0.332 0.993  

Job Satisfaction Index 2.11** 0.704 8.248  

Constant -4.351 3.465 0.013   

Nagelkerke R2  0.426       

**: p < 0.01; *: p < 0.05.      

B: regression coefficient; S.E.: standard error; Exp(B): odds ratio of independent variables. 

Model 2. Two additional binomial logistic regression models were employed to 

examine which of the independent variables remain salient after eliminating sets of 

indices. In model 2, cognitive engagement, emotional engagement and behavioral 

engagement were removed from the analysis. This was done in order to examine the 

relationship between the factors identified in the literature review and turnover intent, and 

to explore whether additional variables became statistically significant or the odds ratios 

and beta coefficients changed. The relationship between the independent variables, 
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teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors, salary 

satisfaction, and job satisfaction, and the dependent variable, teacher turnover intent, was 

analyzed. This logistic regression model was statistically significant, χ2(5) = 34.138, p < 

.0005. The model explained 37.3% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in turnover intent and 

correctly classified 85.9% of cases. Sensitivity was 95.5%, specificity was 39.1%, 

positive predictive value was 88.4% and negative predictive value was 64.3%. Table 9 

shows that job satisfaction remained the only salient predictor of the likelihood of teacher 

turnover intent. The odds ratio indicates that a one-unit increase in job satisfaction results 

in a teacher being 7.971 times as likely to stay at their current school. Comparing model 1 

and model 2, the predictive power of job satisfaction is not as strong when the 

engagement indices are removed. The remaining independent variables were not 

statistically significant. 

Table 9 

 

Binomial Logistic Regression Analysis of the Likelihood of Teacher Turnover Model 2 

  B S.E. Exp(B) 

Teacher Characteristics Index -0.588 0.556 0.555 

Student Characteristics Index 0.527 0.474 1.693 

School Contextual Factor Index 0.263 0.937 1.301 

Salary Satisfaction Index 0.032 0.318 1.032 

Job Satisfaction Index 2.076** 0.657 7.971 

Constant -4.48 2.383 0.011 

Nagelkerke R2 0.373     

**: p < 0.01; *: p < 0.05.    

B: regression coefficient; S.E.: standard error; Exp(B): odds ratio of independent variables. 

Model 3. Model 3 explores the relationship between independent variables, 

cognitive engagement, emotional engagement and behavioral engagement, and the 

dependent variable teacher turnover intent. This logistic regression model was 
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statistically significant, χ2(3) = 21.825, p < .0005. The model explained 52.6% 

(Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in turnover intent and correctly classified 83.2% of cases. 

Sensitivity was 96.6%, specificity was 20.0%, positive predictive value was 85.1% and 

negative predictive value was 55.5%.  

Table 10 shows that two of the three engagement indices were statistically 

significantly associated with turnover. Just as in model 1, model 3 displays a negative 

beta coefficient for the behavioral engagement index. Calculating the reciprocal of the 

odds ratio yields a value of 4.59, indicating that a one-unit increase in behavioral 

engagement results in a teacher being 4.59 times as likely to leave their current school. In 

addition to behavioral engagement being a significant predictor of turnover, emotional 

engagement was found to be statistically associated with turnover intent. Specifically, 

with a one-unit increase in emotional engagement, a teacher is 4.325 times more likely to 

indicate intent to stay in their current position.   

Table 10 

 

Binomial Logistic Regression Analysis of the Likelihood of Teacher Turnover Model 3 

 

  B S.E. Exp(B) 

Cognitive Engagement Index 0.817 0.477 2.263 

Behavioral Engagement Index -1.522** 0.514 0.218 

Emotional Engagement Index 1.464*** 0.374 4.325 

Constant -1.363 2.407 0.256 

Nagelkerke R2 0.234   

***: p < 0.001; **: p < 0.01; *: p < 0.05.    

B: regression coefficient; S.E.: standard error; Exp(B): odds ratio of independent variables. 

Hypotheses 

The binomial logistic regression analysis presented in chapter IV tested the 

following hypotheses, which were posited in Chapter II. Each of these are discussed as 
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they related to the results of the analysis. Three binomial logistic regression models were 

employed and findings from each are included in this summary. 

H1 = Positive teacher characteristics is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

This hypothesis was not supported by this study although teacher characteristics 

such as level of commitment, preparation, and access to professional development have 

been found to consistently predict turnover (Boyd et al., 2011). It is important to note that 

many of the other studies that found significant associations between teacher 

characteristics and teacher turnover intent used nationwide data from the Schools and 

Staffing Surveys (SASS) and the Teacher Follow-Up Surveys (TFS) (Tai et al., 2007; 

Ingersoll, 2001; and Boyd et al., 2011). Therefore, the number of participants was 

significantly larger than this study. For example, the six models of logistic regression 

analysis of the likelihood of teacher turnover by Ingersoll in 2001 each had 5, 643 

participants compared to this study with N = 143. This is the case for each of the 

hypotheses presented in this study.  

H2 = Positive teacher perceptions of student characteristics is associated with 

teacher turnover intent. 

This hypothesis was not supported by the study’s findings. Many studies reviewed 

in chapter two suggested student characteristics have been consistent predictors of 

teacher turnover. Specifically, Boyd, Lankford, Loed and Wyckoff (2005) found that 

schools with low performing students have difficulty retaining effective teachers. The key 

components of student characteristics are school socioeconomic composition, student 

achievement levels, and the schools’ racial/ethnic composition. These components were 

measured by the SASS items included into the survey, however the school characteristics 
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index was not significantly related to teacher turnover intent. This could potentially be 

due to the study’s limitations. Recommendations for further research are included in the 

section to follow. 

H3 = Positive teacher perception of school contextual factors is associated with 

teacher turnover intent. 

This hypothesis was not supported by this study. School contextual factors reflect 

the organizations commitment to education through administrative support, working 

conditions, school culture and climate, and collaboration. The school contextual factors 

index was not a significant predictor in either of the binomial logistic regression models. 

The sample size and other study limitations may be responsible for this result.  

H4 = Greater teacher satisfaction with salary is associated with teacher turnover 

intent. 

This hypothesis was not supported by this study. Although salary satisfaction has 

been found to be a significant predictor of teacher turnover intent across multiple studies, 

research evidence is limited to support the claim that financial incentives make a 

difference in retaining teachers (Adnot, Dee, Katz, & Wyckoff, 2016).  Therefore, this 

finding was not surprising. 

H5 = Greater job satisfaction is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

This hypothesis was supported by the study findings. Model 1 and model 2 both 

show job satisfaction to be statistically significantly associated with teacher turnover 

intent. The results of the binomial logistic regression with job satisfaction as the 

independent variable and turnover intent as the dependent variable was significant for 

both models. The positive beta coefficients, for models 1 and 2, indicate that the more 
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satisfied a teacher is with their job, the more likely they are to stay in their current 

teaching positions.  

To address the engagement hypotheses, each dimension was explored separately. 

However, it is important to address the root of the hypotheses collectively. The Employee 

Engagement Scale (EES) was adopted from Shuck, Adelson, and Reio (2016). To date, 

this scale had not been operationalized for the field of education, but had been used to 

explore turnover intent in the human resources field. These hypotheses stemmed from the 

findings of Shuck and colleague’s (2016) study. The Shuck study recruited a sample (N = 

1067) for a large regional sample of employees who worked in the financial services 

field. Shuck and colleagues utilized Colarelli’s (1984) Intent to Turnover Scale measured 

on a 5-point Likert scale, whereas this study utilized a modified version of the SASS 

turnover intent questionnaire item measured dichotomously. This difference could 

account for the difference in findings.  

H6 = Greater cognitive engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent.  

Cognitive engagement was not found to be associated with teacher turnover in 

either of the three binomial logistic regression models. An employee that is cognitively 

engaged is attentive and concentrated in their workplace (Shuck et al., 2014). Shuck and 

colleagues (2016) found cognitively engaged employees to be more likely to stay in their 

current positions within the financial services field. This same relationship was expected 

in the field of education with regards to teacher retention, however, this study did not 

support this hypothesis.  

H7 = Greater emotional engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent. 
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Model 3, which included on the engagement dimensions as predictor variables in 

the binomial logistic regression, found that emotional engagement is a significant 

predictor of turnover intent. Therefore, this hypothesis is supported by this study. The 

positive beta coefficient and odds ratio greater than one indicates that greater emotional 

engagement is positively associated with teacher turnover. The Shuck study found 

emotional engagement to be the most strongly correlated scale with intent to turnover 

(Shuck et al., 2016). 

H8 = Greater behavioral engagement is associated with teacher turnover intent. 

This hypothesis was supported by the study’s findings. Behavioral engagement 

was found to be a significant predictor of turnover intent in both model 1 and model 3 at 

the alpha level of p < 0.05 and p < 0.01 respectively. Shuck and colleagues (2016) found 

behavioral engagement to be positively associated with intent to turnover. This same 

magnitude and direction was expected for behavioral engagement and teacher turnover 

intent relationship. However, the beta coefficients for both models were negative, 

indicating a negative relationship. As a teacher becomes more behaviorally engaged in 

their job, they become less likely to stay at their current jobs.   

Summary 

The binomial logistic regression analysis produced unexpected results. Behavioral 

engagement was statistically significant across models with a negative relationship, but 

emotional engagement appeared as a significant predictor of turnover when the literature 

review variables were removed. Three models were examined in order to include controls 

of all independent variables. Model 1 included all eight independent variables, five that 

were extracted from the literature review and three variables that explored the construct 
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of employee engagement. For this model, only job satisfaction and behavioral 

engagement were significant predictors. Job satisfaction was positively associated with 

turnover intent, and behavioral engagement was negatively associated with turnover 

intent. Model 2, which included only those independent variables that were extracted 

from the literature, shows that job satisfaction was the only significant predictor of 

turnover intent, and was positively associated. Model 3 controlled for only the 

engagement dimensions. The behavioral engagement index and the emotional 

engagement index were significant predictors of teacher turnover intent. Again, 

behavioral engagement was negatively associated with turnover intent. Emotional 

engagement was positively associated with turnover intent.  Chapter V discusses the 

results further by summarizing them and discussing the practical and policy implications.  

The purpose of these analyses was to answer the two research questions that 

guided this analysis. Research question one asked, to what extent does engagement help 

predict the likelihood of a teacher’s intent to leave his or her current positon. In other 

words, what is the magnitude of engagement as a predictor to teacher turnover intent. The 

answer is that two of three dimensions of engagement influenced teacher turnover intent, 

but only when the other controls were not included in the model (model 3). As shown in 

Table 10, cognitive engagement had no statistically significant effect on turnover, 

however, behavioral engagement and emotional engagement each had a statistically 

significant effect on turnover. When the controls and the other independent variables 

were included (model 1), only behavioral engagement and job satisfaction showed a 

significant relationship. The relationships between engagement and teacher turnover are 

not clear cut. Emotional engagement is only presented as a significant factor when the 
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literature review factors are removed from the model. This is discussed further in Chapter 

V.   

Research question two asked, in what ways does engagement help to predict the 

likelihood of a teacher’s intent to leave his or her current position. In both models 1 and 

3, behavioral engagement had a negative beta coefficient and odds ratios less than 1. This 

indicates that behavioral engagement had a negative association with teacher turnover 

intent. In other words, as a teacher becomes more behaviorally engaged, they are less 

likely to stay in their current positions. On the other hand, model 3 shows that emotional 

engagement has a positive beta coefficient and an odds ratio greater than 1, indicating a 

positive association with teacher turnover intent. As a teacher’s emotional engagement 

increases, he or she is more likely to remain in their current teaching position.  
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Chapter V  

Conclusion 

Introduction 

Teacher turnover is a ubiquitous issue that plagues schools and districts across the 

country. Research has shown that student achievement is directly impacted by the 

absence of highly qualified teachers in the classroom on a consistent basis. This is 

motivation enough to study the factors influencing a teacher’s decision to stay or leave 

their current position.  Many researchers have studied this topic and have identified 

significant factors related to teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school 

contextual factors, salary satisfaction, and job satisfaction. However, prior to this study, 

educational research had yet to explore the construct of employee engagement as it 

relates to teacher turnover.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between teacher 

turnover and employee engagement. Specifically, the goal was to understand how a 

teacher’s level of engagement predicts his or her intentions to leave his or her current 

position. To achieve this goal, the relationship between teacher turnover and engagement 

was investigated and modeled quantitatively. The findings presented in chapter IV 

describe the results to the binomial logistic regression analysis and provide some insight 

for policymakers, school and district leaders, and university preparation program leaders. 

Chapter V includes a summary and discussion of the findings, implications, limitations 

and recommendations for further research.   
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Summary of Findings 

This section includes a summary and more detailed interpretation of the results 

presented in Chapter IV. Each of the research hypotheses are presented and discussed in 

this section as well. Overall, the results provide evidence for the main argument of this 

thesis, that engagement helps to predict the likelihood of teacher turnover intent. Further, 

it explains the magnitude and direction of this relationship.  

Employee engagement was measured by its sub-dimensions of cognitive, 

emotional and behavioral engagement. Cognitive engagement, the intensity of mental 

energy expressed toward positive organization outcomes, focuses on the employee’s 

attentiveness and concentration toward work-relate tasks, experiences, and contexts (Rich 

et al., 2010; Shuck et al., 2014). Emotionally engaged employees are emotionally 

connected to their work. These employees offer personal resources, such as belief in their 

work, and have a sense of personal meaning to a situation, person, or context with the full 

experience of work. Emotional engagement is defined as the intensity and willingness to 

invest emotionally toward positive organizational outcomes (Macey & Schneider, 2008; 

Shuck et al., 2014). The third and final sub-dimension of employee engagement is 

behavioral engagement, the psychological state of intention to behave in a manner that 

positively affects performance (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rich et al., 2010). This 

dimension measures the employee’s willingness to put in extra effort, and to go above 

and beyond minimum expectations.  

Research question one asked: To what extent does engagement help predict the 

likelihood of a teacher’s intent to leave his or her current position? The answer to 

question one is that two of three dimensions of engagement influenced teacher turnover 
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intent. To analyze this research question, beta coefficients and odds ratios were examined 

for each of the variables. Cognitive engagement had no statistically significant effect on 

turnover; however, behavioral engagement and emotional engagement each had a 

statistically significant effect on turnover in model 3, which included only the 

engagement indices. The odds ratio describes the magnitude of the relationship. The odds 

ratios for behavioral engagement and emotional engagement, shows a strong predictive 

relationship to the likelihood of teaches’ turnover intent. Only behavioral engagement 

and job satisfaction show a significant relationship in model 1, after controlling for all 

other potential predictors.  

Research question two asked: In what ways, does engagement help predict the 

likelihood of a teacher’s intent to leave his or her current position? To answer this 

research question, the odds ratios and beta coefficients for each statistically significant 

engagement index were examined. Behavioral engagement was negatively associated 

with teacher turnover intent. Therefore, as the independent variable/predictor variable 

increases, the dependent variable decreases and vice versa. Behavioral engagement being 

a significant predictor with a negative beta coefficient means that as a teacher becomes 

more behaviorally engaged in their job, they become less likely to stay. Upon initial 

observation, this relationship seems quite unexpected. Related hypothesis presented in 

chapter two states that greater behavioral engagement would be associated with teacher 

turnover intent. It was expected that as s a teacher becomes more engaged in their work, 

they are more likely to stay. However, by referring to the definition of behavioral 

engagement, further investigation is necessary for adequate interpretation.  
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Emotional engagement is positively related to teacher turnover intent and is 

defined as the intensity and willingness to invest emotionally toward positive 

organizational outcomes (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Shuck et al., 2014). Employees who 

are emotionally engaged demonstrate a deep, active, and emotional connection to the 

active working experience and express affect that is directed toward a variety of work-

focused targets that relate to the present momentary experience (Shuck et al., 2016). 

Teachers who indicated higher levels of emotional engagement are more likely to stay in 

their current positions.  

Discussion 

This study set out to examine the magnitude and direction of employee 

engagement as a predictor of teacher turnover intent. The major findings in the study 

raise several questions, including is there an interaction between behavioral engagement 

and burnout that is related to teacher turnover intent, and is there a true distinction 

between the constructs of job satisfaction and employee engagement. These and other 

questions will be discussed in the following sections. 

Increased levels of job satisfaction results in an increase in the likelihood of a 

teacher deciding to stay at his or her current job, while an increase in behavioral 

engagement decreases the likelihood of a teacher deciding to stay at his or her current 

job. In a model 1, where all indices where examined together, only these two constructs 

were found to be statistically significant.  

Job satisfaction. A positive relationship was found between job satisfaction and 

teacher turnover intent. As a teacher’s satisfaction with their overall job increased, their 

likelihood to stay in their positions also increased. This finding is aligned with many 
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other educational research studies that indicate this relationship. The job satisfaction 

index included measures of the extent to which the teacher agreed that they were satisfied 

with being a teacher at their school, the teachers at their school liked being there, they 

liked how the school is run, they are as enthusiastic about teaching as when they first 

started, the state/district content standards positively influence satisfaction, and if they 

could start all over, they would still become a teacher.  

Some of the factors that make up the job satisfaction index can be controlled or 

impacted by school/district leaders and policy makers. The job satisfaction finding 

suggests that it would be plausible for school leaders who are concerned with teacher 

turnover issues to direct attention and efforts to increased teacher job satisfaction. 

Likewise, retention efforts might best be focused on ways to increase overall job 

satisfaction through areas of content standards and administrative practices/support. Can 

anything be done at the university preparation level to help increase job satisfaction? This 

study gives rise to questions that address possible implications for each of these entities 

or persons. The implications are discussed in a section that follows.  

Behavioral engagement. Teachers who are more behaviorally engaged are more 

likely to leave their current positons. The negative relationship between teacher turnover 

and behavioral engagement was unexpected. The finding suggests that those teachers 

who are highly behaviorally engaged tend to indicate intent to leave their current job. 

What does a teacher who exerts higher levels of behavioral engagement look like? These 

teachers are not only working harder, but are also willing to give more and often go above 

and beyond what is required of them in a way that characterizes the progression of their 

work (Shuck et al., 2016). Behavioral engagement is the psychological state of intention 
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to behave in a positive manner, willingness to put in extra effort, and to go above and 

beyond minimum expectations. One explanation for this unexpected negative relationship 

is that higher levels of behavioral engagement could lead teachers to burnout, resulting in 

a teachers’ desire to leave their current job. Research has shown that burnout is a 

significant predictor of teacher turnover, specifically, as level of burnout increases, 

teachers are more likely to leave their positions. This analysis begs the question of 

whether behavioral engagement is related to burnout and in fact could be a mediator 

factor. Further research is necessary of explore this possible interaction and to help fully 

understand how turnover intent is impacted by the behavioral engagement and burnout 

collectively. 

Each of the sub-dimensions of engagement were measured using individual scales 

and interactions between the dimensions were not considered.  In model 1 of the binomial 

logistic regression analysis, behavioral engagement was the sole significant engagement 

predictor, however, model 3 shows that both behavioral and emotional engagement were 

statistically significant. This leads to the question of whether there would be significance 

within the interactions of the engagement dimensions. In other words, is there a 

theoretical reason that emotional engagement only appeared to be significant in the model 

that included solely the three sub-dimensions of engagement, and cognitive engagement 

did not appear to be significant in any model. The three scales used to measure the sub-

dimensions make up the whole Employee Engagement Scale. The findings of this study 

suggest that future research is needed to explore the scales themselves as they related to 

teachers and turnover intent. Although this scale has been used throughout the business 

sector in turnover intent, the scale may need to be modified for educational research. 



101 

 

 

Emotional engagement. As a teacher’s emotional engagement level increases, 

they become more likely to stay at their current job. Emotional engagement is defined as 

an employee’s intensity and willingness to invest emotionally toward positive 

organizational outcomes. For highly emotionally engaged teachers, this may mean that 

the teacher is fully invested in ensuring that all school/district vision goals are met. This 

may include student achievement and academic performance, graduation rates, or culture 

and climate initiatives. It is plausible that if a teacher is emotionally engaged that they 

will do what it takes to ensure these goals are met. Research shows that student 

achievement is directly impacted by teacher turnover. Therefore, if student achievement 

is a campus/district goal, it is reasonable to say that an emotionally engaged teacher 

would be more inclined to stay in order to abstain from negative student achievement. 

This finding only became statistically significant when other factors were removed from 

the model. Further research is necessary to investigate the actual and theoretical 

meanings as to why emotional engagement was not significant across models.  

Implications for research. The goal of this study was to contribute to the 

educational research field by exploring engagement as a factor of teacher turnover intent. 

According to existing literature, teacher turnover factors fall into the categories of teacher 

characteristics, student characteristics, school contextual factors, salary satisfaction and 

overall job satisfaction. While there is an abundance of research identifying the 

influential factors of teachers’ decision to stay or leave a school, there is a gap in the 

literature regarding teacher engagement. Educational research has failed to explore how 

employee engagement influences teacher turnover.  
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 As expected, the results of this analysis indicate that there is a relationship 

between teacher job satisfaction, which is multifaceted, and teacher intentions of leaving 

their current job. The relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent is not new 

to the field of education. However, this study uncovered its relation and connection to 

behavioral engagement as a predictor of turnover. Job satisfaction is a stronger predictor 

of turnover intent when engagement is taken into consideration. Interestingly, when 

engagement was removed from the analysis, the strength of job satisfaction as a predictor 

decreased. This is of interest for future research. Is there an interaction between job 

satisfaction and engagement that is related to teacher turnover intent? Better yet, just how 

conceptually different are engagement and satisfaction?  

Early employee engagement research critiques, suggest that engagement is merely 

a repackaging of job satisfaction (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003; Baryfield & Rothe 1951). 

The results of this study raises the question of whether the two constructs are truly 

distinct, are nomologically related, or interact with each other to influence teacher 

turnover intent. Shuck and his colleagues proposed a nomological overlap model of the 

two constructs that suggests employee engagement and satisfaction are similar in that 

they both measure a like dimension of work-related attitude, however engagement is 

unique in that it measures the moment expressions of cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioral energies directed towards organizational outcomes (2012). Further research is 

necessary to address this question and potential confirm the research findings of Shuck, 

Ghosh, Zigarmi, & Nimon (2012) that show there are distinct differences between 

employee engagement and satisfaction. 
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This study also found that there is a relationship between emotional and 

behavioral engagement and turnover intent. Emotional engagement was not a significant 

predictor of turnover intent until job satisfaction and the other literature review variables 

were removed from the model. This calls into question the specific interactions between 

these variables and how each of them works together in the field. As discussed before, 

the possible relationship between burnout and behavioral engagement deserves research 

attention.  

The construct of teacher engagement cannot be ignored as a potential factor of 

teacher turnover, because the implications of engagement for policymakers and 

practitioners are distinct. Much of the existing research on teacher retention focused on 

identifying factors that contribute to a teachers’ decision to leave or stay in their current 

schools include teacher and student characteristics as well as school contextual factors, 

and job satisfaction. As a result, many studies imply that schools and districts should 

focus on professional development and induction as means of keeping new teachers (Tai, 

Lui & Fan, 2007). Future research is need to identify implications of engagement for 

policymaker and practitioner.  

The findings of this study indicate that attention should be paid to teachers’ 

perception and enthusiasm for the job, their emotional investment in the work, and their 

willingness to go above and beyond what is expected. This is a new area of research that 

should be explored further and on larger and more generalizable scales. The gap of 

engagement as a predictor of teacher turnover needs to be filled within educational 

research and this study has laid the foundation for such research. 
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Implications for policy. As policy makers develop programs to recruit and retain 

teachers, they should take into consideration the factors that impact overall job 

satisfaction. Additionally, policy makers should take into consideration how state or 

district content standards influence teacher satisfaction. Specially, state or district 

mandates can decrease teacher autonomy and influence, which can directly impact their 

degree of satisfaction.  

The results of this study related to employee engagement raises more questions 

than answers, and for this reason, it is too early to make policy recommendations. Rather 

than make strong conclusions with respect to this study and policy, there is a call to 

researchers to explore this topic further.  

Implications for practice. The findings presented here have numerous 

implications for practitioners. As campus and district leaders create new programs to 

retain teachers, they should first consider the culture, climate and working conditions that 

directly impact job satisfaction. The job satisfaction index included a measurement of the 

extent to which the teacher liked being at their job and liked the way things were run at 

school. Administrative practices and support are the direct sources of teachers’ 

perception. Campus leaders should first address how teachers are treated, how 

enthusiasm is supported and cultivated, and whether the campus culture fosters positive 

teacher interactions and overall satisfaction.  

With regards to emotional engagement, practitioners should ensure that teachers 

participate in the development of the mission and vision statements. This would increase 

the likelihood that a teacher would find personal meaning in his or her work and would 

believe in the mission and purpose of the school (Leithwood & Poplin, 1992). According 
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to The New Teacher Project (2012), teachers value schools where the entire faculty 

shares a clear vision of excellent instruction, and where school leaders focus on helping 

all teachers reach their full potential. This would result in higher emotional engagement 

and lower likelihood of turnover.  

Since this study found behavioral engagement to be negatively related to turnover 

intent, meaning teachers who exhibit higher levels of behavior engagement are more 

likely to leave teaching, practitioners would assume that they should limit or decrease the 

levels of behavioral engagement. However, further research must be conducted to support 

this claim. This finding was unexpected and could be attributed to various research 

design-related reasons, such as the uniqueness of the sample or the fact that a 

confirmatory factor analysis was not conducted. Recommendations for future research 

are outlined in the next section.  

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 

Although this study presents novel research regarding reasons that teachers leave 

the profession, there are several limits to its approach and results.  First, it is important to 

note that this study discusses teachers’ intentions of leaving the profession rather than the 

actual act of leaving. Intentions are distinctly different from actuality and some cases may 

be excluded or included in the analysis that do not actually represent turnover. The 

survey for this study was conducted in February. Final retention decisions are not due 

from teachers until July; therefore, the choices teachers made on the survey may not 

represent their true intentions or final actions. Further, researchers should ensure a larger 

sample size, consider an alternate timeline for data collection, and potentially explore 

turnover rather than the intent.  
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Secondly, this study included an effective study response rate of 27.13%. This 

means that 72.87% of potential participants chose not to participate or did not complete 

the survey, thus impacting the results. Such a low sample size could contribute to the 

surprising findings. With a small sample size, there is a chance the independent variables, 

that have been found to be significant by nationwide studies with larger sample sizes, 

would appear insignificant. This refers to the power of the analysis. To detect 

significance, a smaller effect size requires a larger sample size. While this sample was 

observably similar to the population, the sample might have important unobservable 

differences that help account for the findings. Future research should definitely strive 

towards a larger sample size to increase the power of the analysis especially for the 

predictor variable with small effect sizes. 

Thirdly, the sample of teachers included only UTeach STEM certified teachers. 

There is a possibility that factors that influence the attrition of STEM teachers are unique. 

Researchers have found factors such as administrative leadership, school climate, and 

continued professional development play a significant part in teacher retention 

(Hutchinson, 2012). Additionally, research shows that there are financial pull factors that 

influence STEM teachers’ turnover intent. These teachers have more job opportunities 

available that, on average, offer higher salaries than the teaching field (Hanushek & 

Rivkin, 2007). Since all of the teachers included in the study received their certification 

from the same special program, there is also the possibility that the factors influencings 

this group of teachers may differ from teachers prepared through more traditional 

programs. Teachers certified through the UTeach program are offered effective advising, 
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financial support, flexible course delivery, and mentoring as a means towards retention. 

Not all teachers receive these benefits. It would be worthwhile for future researchers to 

choose a more diverse sample of teachers. 

Additionally, quantitative data identifies a correlation, which does not imply 

causation. Therefore, this study does not include findings related to whether engagement 

causes turnover. This study does not include a qualitative component that would 

potentially offer reasons and explanations for the correlations. Another fruitful direction 

for future would be to consider qualitative responses in conjunction with the quantitative 

analysis. A qualitative component would offer reasons and explanations for the statistical 

findings. Future researchers may consider the benefits of a mixed methods study design. 

There are potential limitations to the study that are out of the control of the 

researcher. These limitations include the willingness of teachers to participate in the 

study; the honesty of participant responses on the survey; and the distribution of the 

survey instrument by the UTeach Executive Director. The researcher is a member of the 

UTeach Alumni Network. This may alter the participation or integrity of the teacher 

survey responses. The survey sample is a voluntary sample where the possible nesting of 

teachers in schools or districts was not a consideration. This study does not include a 

measurement of teacher quality, which has been shown to serve as a predictor of turnover 

intent (Boyd et al., 2011). 

Conclusion  

This study addressed two research questions concerning the magnitude and 

direction of the relationship between teacher engagement and teacher turnover intent. 

Research from other fields have suggested employee engagement and employee turnover 
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are related, however prior to this study, educational research had not explored employee 

engagement and teacher turnover in this way. Findings from this study confirm some 

commonly accepted relationships and discover new indications. This study 

operationalized Shuck’s (2016) employee engagement scale, and the findings indicate 

that two sub-dimensions of engagement are statistically significant sub-dimensions of 

engagement. Particularly, behavioral engagement was consistently negatively associated 

with teacher turnover, while emotional engagement presented a positive relationship only 

when known factors of turnover were removed from the model. These findings were 

unexpected and gave light to research questions for future research.  

With teacher turnover on the rise and school funding on the decline, it is 

important to be able to identify and understand all of the factors that influence the 

teacher’s choice of staying or leaving. Armed with this new finding on the connections 

between engagement and teacher turnover, there is a call for educational researchers to 

continue the exploration. Now knowing that engagement is a significant predictor of 

teacher turnover, policymakers, and practitioners may work to develop ways to increase 

teacher retention with regards to engagement thereby increasing student achievement and 

the quality of schools across the nation. 
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Table 1. Variables  

Construct Code Content Scale Recode 

Turnover Intent     

 TurnoverIntent How long do you plan to 

remain in teaching at your 

current school? 

(1) I am currently NOT 

planning on leaving 

teaching at my 

current school. 

(2) Definitely plan to 

leave teaching at my 

current school as 

soon as I can.  

Reverse 

Recode 

 

1—Stay  

0—Leave 

 

Cognitive 

Engagement 

    

 COG1 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I am really 

focused when I am working. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

 COG2 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I concentrate on 

my job when I am at work. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

 COG3 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I give my job 

responsibility a lot of 

attention 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 
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(5) Strongly Agree 

 COG4 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - At work, I am 

focused on my job. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

    

 BEH1 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I really push 

myself to work beyond what 

is expected of me. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

 BEH2 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I am willing to 

put in extra effort without 

being asked. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

 BEH3 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I often go above 

what is expected of me to 

help my team be successful. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 
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 BEH4 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I work harder 

that expected to help my 

school be successful. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

Emotional 

Engagement 

    

 EMO1 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - Working at my 

current school has a great 

deal of personal meaning to 

me. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree  

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

 EMO2 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I feel a strong 

sense of belonging to my job. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

 EMO3 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - I believe in the 

mission and purpose of my 

school. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

 

 EMO4 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Disagree 
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statement? - I care about the 

future of my school. 

(3) Neither Disagree or 

Agree 

(4) Agree 

(5) Strongly Agree 

Student 

Characteristics 

    

 STU1 To what extent is each of the 

following a problem in 

this school? - a. Student 

Poverty 

(1) Not a Problem 

(2) Minor Problem  

(3) Moderate Problem 

(4) Serious Problem 

Reverse recode 

 STU2 To what extent is each of the 

following a problem in this 

school? - b. Poor student 

health 

(1) Not a Problem 

(2) Minor Problem  

(3) Moderate Problem 

(4) Serious Problem 

Reverse recode 

 STU3 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements. - a. The 

level of student misbehavior 

in this school (such as noise, 

horseplay or fighting in the 

halls, cafeteria, or student 

lounge) interferes with my  

teaching. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

Reverse recode 

 STU4 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements. - b. 

Rules for student behavior are 

consistently enforced by 

teachers in this school, even 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

N/A 
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for students who are not in 

classes. 

 STU5 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements. - c. The 

amount of student tardiness 

and class cutting in this 

school interferes with my 

teaching. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

Reverse recode 

 STU6 To what extent is each of the 

following a problem in this 

school? - Student tardiness 

(1) Not a Problem 

(2) Minor Problem  

(3) Moderate Problem 

(4) Serious Problem 

Reverse recode 

 STU7 To what extent is each of the 

following a problem in this 

school? - Student absenteeism 

(1) Not a Problem 

(2) Minor Problem  

(3) Moderate Problem 

(4) Serious Problem 

Reverse recode 

 STU8 To what extent is each of the 

following a problem in this 

school? - Student class 

cutting 

(1) Not a Problem 

(2) Minor Problem  

(3) Moderate Problem 

(4) Serious Problem 

Reverse recode 

 STU9 To what extent is each of the 

following a problem in this 

school? - Student dropping 

out 

(1) Not a Problem 

(2) Minor Problem  

(3) Moderate Problem 

(4) Serious Problem 

Reverse recode 

 STU10 To what extent is each of the 

following a problem in this 

school? - Students come to 

school unprepared to learn 

(1) Not a Problem 

(2) Minor Problem  

(3) Moderate Problem 

(4) Serious Problem 

Reverse recode 
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 STU11 Of all the students you teach 

at this school, how many 

have an Individualized 

Education Program (IEP) 

because they have disabilities 

or are special education 

students? 

  

 STU12 Of all the students you teach 

at this school, how many are 

of limited-English 

proficiency or are English-

language learners (ELLs)? 

  

School 

Contextual 

Factors 

    

 CONT1 How much actual influence 

do you think teachers have 

over school policy AT THIS 

SCHOOL in each of the 

following areas? - a. Setting 

performance standards for 

students at this school 

(1) No Influence 

(2) Minor Influence 

(3) Moderate Influence 

(4) A great deal of 

influence 

N/A 

 CONT2 How much actual influence 

do you think teachers have 

over school policy AT THIS 

SCHOOL in each of the 

following areas? - b. 

Establishing curriculum 

(1) No Influence 

(2) Minor Influence 

(3) Moderate Influence 

(4) A great deal of 

influence 

 

 CONT3 How much actual influence 

do you think teachers have 

over school policy AT THIS 

(1) No Influence 

(2) Minor Influence 

(3) Moderate Influence 
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SCHOOL in each of the 

following areas? - c. 

Determining the content of 

in-service professional 

development programs 

(4) A great deal of 

influence 

 CONT4 How much actual influence 

do you think teachers have 

over school policy AT THIS 

SCHOOL in each of the 

following areas? - d. 

Evaluating teachers 

(1) No Influence 

(2) Minor Influence 

(3) Moderate Influence 

(4) A great deal of 

influence 

 

 CONT5 How much actual influence 

do you think teachers have 

over school policy AT THIS 

SCHOOL in each of the 

following areas? - e. Hiring 

new full-time teachers 

(1) No Influence 

(2) Minor Influence 

(3) Moderate Influence 

(4) A great deal of 

influence 

 

 CONT6 How much actual influence 

do you think teachers have 

over school policy AT THIS 

SCHOOL in each of the 

following areas? - f. Setting 

discipline policy 

(1) No Influence 

(2) Minor Influence 

(3) Moderate Influence 

(4) A great deal of 

influence 

 

 CONT7 How much actual influence 

do you think teachers have 

over school policy AT THIS 

SCHOOL in each of the 

following areas? - g. 

Deciding how the school 

budget will be spent 

(1) No Influence 

(2) Minor Influence 

(3) Moderate Influence 

(4) A great deal of 

influence 
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 CONT8 How much actual control do 

you have IN YOUR 

CLASSROOM at this school 

over the following areas of 

your planning and teaching? - 

a. Selecting textbooks and 

other instructional materials. 

(1) No Control 

(2) Minor Control 

(3) Moderate Control 

(4) A great deal of 

control 

 

 CONT9 How much actual control do 

you have IN YOUR 

CLASSROOM at this school 

over the following areas of 

your planning and teaching? - 

b. Selecting content, topics, 

and skills to be taught.  

(1) No Control 

(2) Minor Control 

(3) Moderate Control 

(4) A great deal of 

control 

 

 CONT10 How much actual control do 

you have IN YOUR 

CLASSROOM at this school 

over the following areas of 

your planning and teaching? - 

c. Selecting teaching 

techniques 

(1) No Control 

(2) Minor Control 

(3) Moderate Control 

(4) A great deal of 

control 

 

 CONT11 How much actual control do 

you have IN YOUR 

CLASSROOM at this school 

over the following areas of 

your planning and teaching?  

d. Evaluating and grading 

students 

(1) No Control 

(2) Minor Control 

(3) Moderate Control 

(4) A great deal of 

control 

 

 CONT12 How much actual control do 

you have IN YOUR 

CLASSROOM at this school 

(1) No Control 

(2) Minor Control 

(3) Moderate Control 
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over the following areas of 

your planning and teaching? - 

e. Disciplining students 

(4) A great deal of 

control 

 CONT13 How much actual control do 

you have IN YOUR 

CLASSROOM at this school 

over the following areas of 

your planning and teaching? - 

f. Determining the amount of 

homework to be assigned. 

(1) No Control 

(2) Minor Control 

(3) Moderate Control 

(4) A great deal of 

control 

 

 CONT14 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements. - a. The 

school administration’s 

behavior toward the staff is 

supportive and encouraging 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 CONT15 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements. - b. My 

school administrators 

enforces school rules for 

student conduct and backs me 

up when I need it. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 CONT16 Did you receive the following 

kinds of support during your 

FIRST year of teaching? - a. 

Reduced teaching schedule or 

number of preparations 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

Reverse recode 

 CONT17 Did you receive the following 

kinds of support during your 

FIRST year of teaching? - b. 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

Reverse recode 
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Common planning time with 

teachers in your subject 

 CONT18 Did you receive the following 

kinds of support during your 

FIRST year of teaching? - c. 

Seminars or classes for 

beginning teachers 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

Reverse recode 

 CONT19 Did you receive the following 

kinds of support during your 

FIRST year of teaching? - d. 

Extra classroom assistance 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

Reverse recode 

 CONT20 Did you receive the following 

kinds of support during your 

FIRST year of teaching? - e. 

Regular supportive 

communication with your 

principal, or other 

administrators, or department 

chair 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

Reverse recode 

 CONT21 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements? - a. 

Most of my colleagues share 

my beliefs and values about 

what the central mission of 

the school should be. 

 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 CONT22 

 

To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements? - b. 

There is a great deal of 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 
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cooperative effort among 

staff members. 

 

 CONT23 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statements? - c. I 

make a conscious effort to 

coordinate the content of my 

courses with that of other 

teachers. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 CONT24 During your most recent 

FULL WEEK of 

teaching at THIS school, 

what is the average number of 

students you taught at 

any one time? 

  

 CONT25 How many separate class 

periods or sections do you 

currently teach at THIS 

school? 

  

 CONT26 Including hours spent during 

the 

school day, before and after 

school, and on the weekends, 

how many hours do you 

spend on ALL teaching and 

other school-related activities 

during a typical FULL 

WEEK at THIS school? 

  

Salary 

Satisfaction 
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 SALARY1 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with each of the 

following statement? - a. I am 

satisfied with my teaching 

salary. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

Job Satisfaction     

 JOBSAT1 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - a. I am generally 

satisfied with being a teacher 

at this school. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 JOBSAT2 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - b. The teachers 

at this school like being here; 

I would describe us as a 

satisfied group. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 JOBSAT3 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - c. I like the way 

things are run at this school. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 JOBSAT4 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - d. State or 

district content standards 

have had a positive influence 

on my satisfaction with 

teaching. 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 

 JOBSAT5 To what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following 

statement? - e. I don’t seem to 

(1) Strongly Disagree 

(2) Somewhat Disagree 

(3) Somewhat Agree 

Reverse recode 
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have as much enthusiasm 

now as I did when I began 

teaching. 

(4) Strongly Agree 

 JOBSAT6 If you could go back to your 

college days and start over 

again, would you become a 

teacher or not? 

(1) Certainly would 

become a teacher 

(2) Probably would 

become a teacher 

(3) Chance about even 

for and against 

(4) Probably would not 

become a teacher 

(5) Certainly would not 

become a teacher 

Reverse recode 

Teacher 

Characteristics 

    

 TEA1_GENDER Are you male or female? (1) Male 

(2) Female 

 

 TEA2_AGE What is your year of birth?  (1) Less than 

30 years old 

(2)  30-39 

(3) 40-49 

(4) 50 years 

and older 

 TEA3_RACE What is your race? (1) White 

(2) Black or African 

American 

(3) Asian 

(4) Native Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander 
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(5) American Indian or 

Alaska Native 

 TEA4_HISP Are you Hispanic or Latino 

origin? 

 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

 

 TEA5_MARIT What is your marital status? (1) Married 

(2) Widowed 

(3) Separated 

(4) Divorced  

(5) Never married 

(6) Living with a partner 

in a marriage-like 

relationship 

 

 TEA6_BACH Do you have a bachelor’s 

degree? 

(1)  Yes 

(2)  No 

 

 TEA7_MAST Do you have a master's 

degree? 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

 

 TEA8_EXPER Excluding time spent on 

maternity/paternity leave or 

sabbatical, how many school 

years have you worked as an 

elementary or secondary-

level teacher in public, public 

charter, or private schools. 

Include this current school 

year. Do NOT include time 

spent as a student teacher. 

Record whole years, not 

fractions or months. 

 (1) New 

Teacher (3 

or fewer 

years of 

experience) 

(2) Experienced 

Teacher 

(more than 

3 years of 

experience) 

 TEA9 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how well prepared 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 
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were you to - a. Handle a 

range of classroom 

management or discipline 

situations? 

(3) Well Prepared 

(4) Very well prepared 

 TEA10 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how well prepared 

were you to - b. Use a variety 

of instructional methods? 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 

(3) Well Prepared 

(4) Very well prepared 

 

 TEA11 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how well prepared 

were you to - c. Teach your 

subject matter? 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 

(3) Well Prepared 

(4) Very well prepared 

 

 TEA12 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how well prepared 

were you to - d. Use 

computers in classroom 

instruction? 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 

(3) Well Prepared  

(4) Very well prepared 

 

 TEA13 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how  well prepared 

were you to - e. Assess 

students? 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 

(3) Well Prepared 

(4) Very well prepared 

 

 TEA14 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how well prepared 

were you to - f. Differentiate 

instruction in the classroom? 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 

(3) Well Prepared 

(4) Very well prepared 

 

 TEA15 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how well prepared 

were you to - g. Use data 

from student assessments to 

inform instruction? 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 

(3) Well Prepared 

(4) Very well prepared 
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 TEA16 In your FIRST year of 

teaching, how well prepared 

were you to - h. Meet state 

content standards? 

(1) Not at all prepared 

(2) Somewhat prepared 

(3) Well Prepared 

(4) Very well prepared 

 

 TEA17 In your first year of teaching 

did you participate in a 

teacher induction program? 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

Reverse recode 

Qualifiers     

 UTEACH Are you a UTeach Graduate? (1) Yes 

(2) No 

 

 URBANICITY The school I teach at is (1) Rural 

(2) Urban 

(3) Suburban 

 

 CHARTER I currently work for a public 

charter school. 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

 

 STATE In which state do you 

currently teach? 

50 States, D.C. and Puerto 

Rico Alphabetically 

 

 CITY What city/town is your school 

located? 

  

 K12 Are you currently a K-12 

teacher for the 2016-2017 

school year? 

(1) Yes  

(2) No 
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APPROVAL OF SUBMISSION 

January 13, 2017 

Ariel Taylor 

ajtaylor7@uh.edu 

 

Dear Ariel Taylor: 

 

On 1/13/2017, the IRB reviewed the following submission: 

Type of Review: Initial Study 

Title of Study: Teacher Engagement as it Relates to Teacher 

Turnover 

Investigator: Ariel Taylor 

IRB ID: STUDY00000087 

Funding/ Proposed 

Funding: 

Name: Unfunded 

Award ID:  

Award Title:  

IND, IDE, or HDE: None 

Documents Reviewed: • Survey, Category: Study tools (ex: surveys, 

interview/focus group questions, data collection forms, 

etc.); 

• CoverLetter, Category: Recruitment Materials; 

• HRP Protocol, Category: IRB Protocol; 

• Consent Documentation, Category: Consent 

Form; 

Review Category: Exempt 

Committee Name: Not Applicable 

IRB Coordinator: Sandra Arntz 

The IRB approved the study from 1/11/2017 to 1/10/2022 inclusive.  Before 1/10/2022 or 

within 30 days of study closure, whichever is earlier, you are to submit a continuing 

review with required explanations. You can submit a continuing review by navigating to 

the active study and clicking Create Modification / CR. 

https://icon.research.uh.edu/IRB/Personalization/MyProfile?Person=com.webridge.account.Person%5BOID%5B67AD09FCDC989E46894E157C3902AAC0%5D%5D
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If continuing review approval is not granted on or before 1/10/2022, approval of this 

study expires after that date. To document consent, use the consent documents that were 

approved and stamped by the IRB.  Go to the Documents tab to download them. 

 

In conducting this study, you are required to follow the requirements listed in the 

Investigator Manual (HRP-103), which can be found by navigating to the IRB Library 

within the IRB system. 

 

Sincerely, 

Office of Research Policies, Compliance and Committees (ORPCC) 

University of Houston, Division of Research 

713 743 9204 cphs@central.uh.edu http://www.uh.edu/research/compliance/irb-cphs/ 
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