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Abstract
In this study, the factors that influence specthl@tion teachers to remain in their
profession for at least five years were identifed analyzed. The study involved a
mixed-methods design including a survey and ineavgiwith experienced special
educators. The survey items and their categooizatas relational support or
organizational factors were based upon Billinggg2004) landmark research. The
population consisted of special educators who reethin their current teaching
positions for at least five years. The sample grimu the survey included 35 veteran
special educators from eight school districts isdduri, and the stratified interview
sample of five educators was gleaned from the supaeticipants. Survey and interview
data were collected and analyzed. Quantitativéirigs indicated no significant
difference existed at a 5% probability level betvéee response data modes for
relational support factors and the response datiemfor organizational factors. The
four most influential retention factors includedament gained from job, ability to
make a difference in the lives of students, suppbdistrict-level special education
administrators, and support of fellow special etiocateachers. Four themes emerged
from the interview data gathered: making a diffeeewas of utmost influence, relational
support factors were more influential than orgatiirel factors, and the actions of both
building-level and special education administrafm@moted an increase in special
education teacher retention. The data collectédisnstudy may assist administrators as
they address influential teacher retention fadtoader to increase the retention of

experienced and qualified special education teacher
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Chapter One: Introduction

Special education teachers are an integral patfl gliality educational teams
within the public school system (Boyd, Lankford,ebp Ronfeldt, & Wyckoff, 2010).
School building administrators who may not havelnndance of personal experience
or a high level of comfort with special educatiagagiices and policies are relieved when
they are able to rely on the expertise of spedatators who have stood the test of time
within the field (Berry, Petrin, Gravelle, & Farme@011). Administrators should not
only attract qualified special education teachleus,must also make every effort to retain
these professionals for as long as possible (2a@9).

This chapter addressed the background and purp@smixed methods study
focusing on the reasons special education teachersse to stay in the special education
teaching profession for more than five consecuie@'s. The conceptual framework was
introduced, along with the specific problem anceegsh questions that were addressed
within the study. Terms were defined, and limdaas and assumptions of the study were
outlined.

Background of the Study

The most recenfeacher Shortage Areas Nationwide Listindicated that in all
50 states, special educators continue to be irt shpply (U.S. Department of Education,
2012). Most school administrators sense this algerbf special education teachers and
concede quality special educators are difficultite and retain (Berry et al., 2011).
Although building and district-level administratoesognize the inconvenience and
expense of this situation in terms of time, effartd financial resources, they must also

acknowledge the long-term consequences may bdaldistudents with disabilities



(Kukla-Acevedo, 2009). Lack of competent and ebgrered special educators typically
leads to lower academic and social achievemerdgecial education students (Feng &
Sass, 2009).

The first step toward addressing the shortage efiapeducators is to attract
gualified, well-trained teachers into the profeasic&arr (2009) noted that in order to
attract new special education teachers, adminisgahould use emotional appeals to
promote the potential of significant student-teagkétionships. Bruinsma and Jansen
(2010) revealed teachers who were intrinsicallyivadéd to enter the field were more
likely to take advantage of and benefit from thpe-service teacher training and were
expected to continue their teaching careers faraldd periods of time. Novice special
education teachers with considerable understarafingstructional strategies and
pedagogy tended to be more confident in theirtadslito reach all students and were also
more likely to remain in the special education pssion (Kaufman & Ring, 2011;
Morewood & Condo, 2012).

After qualified special education teachers aredyischool administrators must
attempt to help special educators avoid the typtédlls that lead to burnout. Carr
(2009) deduced scarcity of relevant professionaeligment and a lack of perceived
support from administrators and colleagues wereckeyponents that lead to teacher
attrition. In addition, Padilla (2011) stated loworale and the desire to move to different
and better positions were significant motives whiahsed teachers to leave the field of
special education. Role confusion, paperwork etghens, and job-related stress were
of particular concern to special education teachds chose to leave the field

(Billingsley, 2004). In another study, the primaeasons given for leaving special



education included retirement, personal issuemapk, better salary and benefit
packages in other districts, a desire to be a gépducator or administrator, lack of
training, stress and burnout, and lack of admiaiste support (Berry et al., 2011).
Albrecht, Johns, Mounsteven, and Olorunda (20083 résd overwhelming workload,
excessive paperwork requirements, and negativeoschtiure and climate were the
factors special education teachers noted mostdratyuwhen they made the decision to
leave the field of special education.

In order to avoid an ongoing shortage of speciaktatbrs, it is imperative to
focus on more than just the reasons teachers thay@ofession. It is equally important
to identify the specific reasons special educat@achers choose to remain in the field
(Billingsley, 2004). School district administrasashould then reflect upon those given
reasons and consider making changes to increasentpterm retention of special
education teachers (Billingsley). As asserted &ydg-and Sass (2009), retention of
guality special educators will likely lead to inased student achievement for students
with disabilities.

Conceptual Framework

Retention of experienced special education teadtesyHecome even more
essential since the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) A¢2001 requirements were
enforced for highly qualified teachers. NCLB olligs special education teachers who
directly teach core academic subjects to meet highalified status in each of those
subjects in addition to meeting special educatemifccation requirements. As the
majority of special educators teach multiple sutsj¢ieroughout the day, this requirement

makes it difficult for them to acquire and maint#ue certifications necessary to be



considered highly qualified in all aspects of theaching assignments (Hodge &

Krumm, 2009). School administrators scramble tshspecial education teachers in the
pursuit of additional certifications and are conigetlto do whatever possible to retain
these valuable educators once they have manageéddbthe requirements to be
regarded as highly qualified (Hodge & Krumm).

Following a landmark critical analysis of 20 res#astudies on special education
teacher retention and attrition, Billingsley (20@4#3covered a number of retention
factors that can presumably be controlled to soxteng by school administrators. As
salary levels and benefits increase, special emuncgachers move around and leave
their districts less frequently (Billingsley). &udition, teachers who have greater access
to relevant, high-quality professional developmapportunities are more likely to stay in
special education teaching positions (BillingsleWhen teachers sense a positive school
climate, administrative support, and collegialitghnother teachers in their buildings,
they tend to remain in their current teaching assignts (Billingsley). As administrators
would expect, special education teachers who fesivehelmed by paperwork, who find
their various teaching roles to be ambiguous oflmbing, and who are under chronic
and unrelenting stress are more likely to leavespiexial education profession
(Billingsley).

More recent studies have furthered the researektention factors that influence
special educators to remain in the professionlinBgley, Griffin, Smith, Kamman, and
Israel (2009) established teacher induction andtonrg are generally understood to
improve the quality of new teachers and to increpseial education teacher retention.

It also appears teachers who have experiencedatisinal success were more satisfied



with their jobs and tended to remain in their cotreaching positions (Boyd et al.,
2010). Relevant professional development haskadsa found to reduce stress, increase
proficiency, and promote commitment of teacherspecial education (Berry et al.,
2011).

Berry (2012) discovered perceived support incretssommitment of special
education teachers to the profession. Specialatdigcexpressed a desire for
administrative support, closely followed in impaorta by the support of general
education teachers within their buildings (Berryhey also wished for colleagues to
understand the roles of special educators andatiee sh the responsibility of educating
students with disabilities (Berry).

Statement of the Problem

In a 2008 report to Congress on the Individual$\Bisabilities Education Act
(IDEA), the U.S. Department of Education (2011)akeed the 2005 national shortage of
highly qualified special education teachers fodstis ages six to 21 was 9.6%, or the
equivalent of 40,732 teachers. This scarcity basained fairly consistent over the
course of the past 20 years (U.S. Department ot&tchn, 2011). Traditionally, research
addressing the shortage of special educators lessfbeused on methods for attracting
teachers and on the reasons teachers choose ¢otheafreld (Billingsley, 2004). There
is limited research available concerning the factbat influence special education
teachers to stay in their teaching positions.

Feng and Sass (2009) argued that in order to ksspat educators in the field of
education and in their current special educatianheng roles, it is necessary to study the

factors that encourage special education teacbeesiain in the field. School



administrators can then use this information taresilthe retention factors that may
encourage their special education teaching stafbtainue in the special education
teaching profession (Feng & Sass). In the longteetention of highly qualified special
education teachers should lead to higher achievefoestudents with disabilities (Feng
& Sass).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to identify the sipeéactors that have encouraged
special education teachers to remain in the fiegpecial education for more than five
years. Previous research has focused primarilyays to attract special educators and
on the reasons they leave the field. This studhéued the research available
concerning the positive factors that have influehieachers to stay in their special
education teaching positions for an extended peayfdome. In addition, the data
collected through the study were used to determimether special educators feel
influenced more by relational support factors olobyanizational factors when making
the choice to remain in the special education pé®. In order to keep experienced
special educators in the field of education anth@ir current special education teaching
positions, school administrators must take actimhaddress the retention factors within
their control.

Resear ch questions. The following research questions guided the study:

1. What difference exists, if any, between tHeuence of relational support
factors and organizational factors as reporteddegial education teachers who remain in

their current teaching positions for five yearsrawre?



2. What retention factors do special educationltees most often report to be
influential reasons for staying in their currerddbing positions for five years or more?

3. What attitudes are expressed by special eductgachers regarding the
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on their decisions to
remain in their current teaching positions for fixgars or more?

Null hypothesis (H1). There is no difference between the reported infteesf
relational support factors and organizational fexctin special education teacher
retention.

Alternative hypothesis (H1,). There is a difference between the reported
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on special education
teacher retention.

Definitions of Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following temese defined:

Core academic subjects. Core academic subjects were defined as inclusiad of
of the following: English, reading or language antsth, science, foreign languages,
civics and government, economics, arts, historg, ggography (Council for Exceptional
Children, 2006).

Google forms. Within the context of this study, Google forms vdgdined as a
free online service that enables individuals t@aveb-based surveys accessible
through electronic communication or web links. \i&yrresponses were recorded into a
Google forms spreadsheet and were accessed oglihe Isurvey’s creator (Google,

2012).



Highly qualified. Highly qualified special education teachers werknee in
this study as those who are certified in speciatation and who also earn highly
qualified status in each of the core academic stdbfer which they are the primary
instructor (Council for Exceptional Children, 2006)

Organizational factors. For the purposes of this study, organizationaldiect
were defined as those variables of a special emuncttacher’s work environment
associated with salary and benefits, teacher rpbggerwork, and case load issues
(Billingsley, 2004).

Relational support factors. Within this study, relational support factors were
defined as those variables of a special educagiachier's work environment associated
with school culture and climate, administrative onp at both the building and district
levels, support of colleagues, support throughatida and mentoring programs, and
professional development opportunities (Billingsl2904).

Special education teachers. Special education teachers were defined for the
purposes of this study as teachers who deliverna@imsd instruction and services to
students with disabilities as required by the Iitinalized Education Programs (IEPs) of
those students (National Dissemination Center fald@en with Disabilities, 2010). In
this study, special education teachers did notghelrelated service providers such as
speech language pathologists, occupational theésapisysical therapists, nurses,

counselors, consultants, and social workers.



Limitations and Assumptions

The following limitations were identified in thetudy:

Sample demographics. The demographics of the special educators who
responded to the survey and to the interviews @&édimitation of the study. The sample
consisted of special education teachers from eighthwest Missouri public school
districts within a particular conference. The @ehce is a group of school districts
from a specific geographic area that are of sinsiae and implement comparable
programming. The sample was consequently limie@ims of geographic location and
school district composition. The results of thisdy might differ in other states or
regions or in school districts with dissimilar degnaphics.

Samplesize. The size of the survey sample was another limitadiothe study.
The survey link was sent to 112 experienced spediatation teachers, but only 35
responses were received within the survey windéte results of a survey of 35
teachers and of interviews with five teachers cabeaeneralized as representative of
the opinions of all special educators who remaithenspecial education teaching field
for five years or more.

Instrument. The study involved original survey and interviguestions, which
must be considered a limitation. As explained nagter Three of this dissertation,
survey items and interview questions were desigoedoid confusion; however, survey
participants were not able to check for understamdiith the survey designer while
completing the survey. Some teachers who partetpia the study failed to complete
all survey items or chose to discontinue the ingwnprocess, which caused those

teachers to be eliminated from the sample.
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Categorization of retention factors. Although relational support factors and
organizational factors were broadly defined by ilifigysley’s (2004) work, specific
retention factors that were used as survey itenme wegtegorized for the purposes of this
study based upon those broad criteria. The prlmag confirmed the categorizations
utilized in the study matched their understandiofgelational support and organizational
factors.

The following assumptions were accepted in thigdtu

1. The survey and interview items and the temokided within those items were
clear enough to the participants to enable theragpond appropriately.

2. The responses of the participants were offacetbstly and without bias.
Summary

In order to keep special educators in the fieldaiication and in their current
special education teaching positions, school aditrators must take action and address
the retention factors within their control. An amgg shortage of qualified special
education teachers is evident (Berry et al., 20Bilingsley’s (2004) landmark work
outlined various reasons that special educatorgged when asked why they remained
in the profession.

The principal goal of this study was to identifyluential retention factors based
upon the survey and interview responses of spediatation teachers who have chosen
to remain teachers in the field of special educat five years or longer. One
guantitative and two qualitative research questivere answered. Survey data was
utilized to determine whether or not a differengsied between the reported influence

of relational support factors and organizationatdas on special education teacher
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retention. Survey and interview responses qudlifire data and allowed for further
analysis.

The following chapter discussed previous reseataliess that have established a
nationwide shortage of special education teacldestified strategies for attracting
special educators, addressed the increasing catitfh needs of special education
teachers, and delineated the reasons teachersiprovileaving the field of special
education. Other included studies were focusedaoly upon the factors that have
influenced special educators to stay in the fieldeixtended periods of time. The
research studies discussed within the next chapteged as groundwork and orientation

for the study.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

To strengthen public school teaching teams, gedlifind experienced special
education teachers must be attracted and retaynednool districts. Administrators and
building teams should make every effort to keepgéhspecial education professionals in
their employ for as long as possible. The purpghis study was to identify specific
retention factors that have influenced special atlao teachers to continue teaching in
the special education field for at least five cangre years. With knowledge of the
factors that motivate seasoned special educatamhéss to stay in the field,
administrators should attempt to address the faetithin their control that will most
likely encourage longevity in the special educateaching profession. Teacher
retention has been shown to influence student aehent positively (Kukla-Acevedo,
20009).

Within this chapter, the work of other researchexperts, and theorists was
presented, analyzed, and synthesized in ordeiotod® a comprehensive review of
recent research literature related to the retemtf@mpecial education teachers. The
literature review included information on the onggpspecial education teacher shortage,
reasons for special education teacher burnout &ntioa, preparation of new special
education teachers, methods for attracting quapgcial educators, and the factors that
have been found to influence special educatiorhzado remain in the field. The
information included in the literature review wa$evant, current, and necessary to the
establishment of a need for the study. Some ofdhiewed research guided the
development of the survey and interview instrumigoneoutlined in Chapter Three.

Survey items included special education teachentein factors outlined and studied in
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previous research (Albrecht et al., 2009; Beeswill, Blair, & Barley, 2010; Berry,
2012; Berry et al., 2011; Billingsley, 2004; C&009; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009; Prather-
Jones, 2011).

Special Education Teacher Shortage

In April 2012, the U.S. Department of Educationiaaded in theleacher
Shortage Areas Nationwide Listitigat a shortage of special education teachers was
evident in all 50 states. An earlier report fag th.S. Department of Education by
Provasnik and Dorfman (2005) entitlstbbility in the Teacher Workforagescribed
teacher shortages as a major contributing facttingtitutional instability” (p. 1). The
national turnover rate for teachers who transfesatbols or left the teaching profession
grew from 14% to 16% between 1987-1988 and 199®ZPfovasnik & Dorfman,
2005).

The 2008-2009 Teacher Follow-Up Survey to the mestnt Schools and
Staffing Survey by the National Center on Educati@tatistics (NCES) indicated 8% of
public school teachers left the teaching profesaitogether following the 2008-2009
school year. For educators with only one to tlyes's of teaching experience, the
attrition rate was 9.1% (U.S. Department of EduwrgtR009). According to a report to
the Missouri General Assembly entitlBécruitment and Retention of Teachers in
Missouri Public Schoolg2013), “the percentage of first-year teachers léfathe
classroom after only one to five years increased.BY compared to the last year’s
figure” (p. 2). Carroll and Foster (2010) reitecattrition of first-year teachers has
increased steadily since 1994 and over 30% of exadbave the profession within the

first five years of teaching.



14

Carroll and Foster (2010) found teachers progregsimprove their instructional
skills and efficacy throughout their first severageof teaching. Often, beginner
teachers leave “before they have had time to begoofecient educators” (Carroll &
Foster, 2010, p. 4). As Kukla-Acevedo (2009) dsseul, “staff turnover always imposes
training, interviewing, and productivity costs am@ganization” (p. 443).

Feng and Sass (2009) reiterated districts hawvefisignt difficulties fully staffing
their special education programs. Billingsley (2D6stablished special education
teacher shortages were apparent in 98% of schsipiatis in the United States. In mid-
size to large school districts, special educateachers were the most difficult teachers to
attract and recruit (Beesley et al., 2010).

In rural areas, the special education teacherap@nvas found to be especially
noteworthy and even critical (Sundeen & Wienke,90MHodge and Krumm (2009)
claimed, “The highly qualified teacher (HQT) maretabf NCLB increase the difficulty
of rural administrators attempting to staff speeidlication positions” (p. 21). Berry et
al. (2011) found 51% of school administrators syeekin their research “reported
moderate to extreme difficulties filling specialuedtion teacher vacancies in their rural
districts” (p. 6). Moreover, 7% of special eduoatieaching positions were left unfilled,
and 13% of the special education positions weledfiby educators with provisional or
initial licenses (Berry et al.).

Courtade, Servilio, Ludlow, and Anderson (2010)fdumany building principals
in rural areas “feel pressured to hire teachers arbdighly qualified rather than teachers
who fit the school or job better” (p. 37). Despités pressure, the majority of these

building-level administrators decided to employdidates who appeared capable and
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then supported the new educators as they attaigbt/lgualified status (Courtade et al.,
2010). Unfortunately, the increased qualificatiequirements of NCLB “may well
worsen the already significant critical shortaged attrition rates in rural special
education” (Courtade et al., 2010, p. 46). Cowrtadal. (2010) concluded the best
solution to combat the ongoing scarcity of highlatified special education teachers was
to increase the supply of novice teachers whosmitiplant those who will inevitably

leave the field.

Due to a simultaneous ongoing shortage of spediataion faculty at
universities, it continues to be difficult to prepajualified special education teachers
(Smith, Robb, West, & Tyler, 2010). A direct rédaiship has been established between
the shortage of university-level special educatamulty and the shortage of special
education teachers (Smith, Montrosse, Robb, T§efpung, 2011). Smith et al. (2011)
found that each year, one unfilled special edungagulty position at a university
produced an average of 25 fewer highly-trained igpeducation teachers. These 25
fewer special educators could then affect up tostQ@ents with disabilities who would
likely have to be instructed by less-qualified spkeeducation teachers (Smith et al.,
2011).

Overall, Baker-Doyle (2010) indicated teacher shgetand turnover issues were
symptoms of systemic problems with methods forleaattraction and recruitment, new
teacher induction, and retention of experiencedhess. DeAngelis and Presley (in
press) found approximately two-thirds of beginniegchers either left the profession or
transferred schools during their first five yeat$eaching. Interestingly, teacher

turnover was found to occur more often “in clustgremployees occupying similar
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roles” (Baker-Doyle, 2010, p. 7), which does notibavell due to the historical and
continuing trend toward a significant shortage#@al education teachers. In the
following section, factors that have convinced sgpleaducators to leave the field are
examined.

Special Education Teacher Burnout

The aforementioned shortage of special educatexchtrs was likely caused in
part by teacher stress and burnout that led edisctdeave the special education
profession. Berry et al. (2011) found teachers etitered the special education
profession without adequate training, certificatiand experience were even more likely
to leave the field than were well-trained and pcact special educators. In the study,
building principals and special education teachexe interviewed comprehensively to
gather information on the topics of special educateacher recruitment and retention
(Berry et al.). Of the building administrators\seyed, 72% cited ongoing difficulty with
special education teacher retention and attritigerry et al.). Primary reasons given by
teachers for leaving special education includeider®ent, personal issues, paperwork,
better salary and benefits packages in other distra desire to be a general educator or
administrator, lack of training, stress and burpaat lack of administrative support
(Berry et al.).

The literature review conducted by Billingsleya&t(2009) classified the
concerns of new special education teachers inteétbhategories: inclusion,
collaboration, and interactions with adults; pedagal concerns; and managing roles”
(p- 2). In terms of inclusion, collaboration, aamllt interactions, the novice special

educators often cited the perception of unsuppetiivilding climates as an area of
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significant concern that might lead to special edion teacher burnout and attrition
(Billingsley et al., 2009). Pedagogically, the gpkeducation teachers struggled to meet
all student needs, both academically and behalyqillingsley et al., 2009). In

relation to managing roles, novice special edusattruggled to balance the numerous
and varying expectations placed upon them by oglies, building administrators, and
district-level supervisors (Billingsley et al., Z0)0

Provasnik and Dorfman (2005) identified retirem@eaineral family reasons,
pregnancy and raising children, a desire for betiary and benefits, and the wish for a
different career as the most commonly-cited reasamnteachers leaving the field of
education. Furthermore, teachers who left thel fglwho transferred to other teaching
jobs recognized the following primary sources df gissatisfaction: lack of planning
time, overwhelming workload, low salary, studentd&or problems, and large class
sizes (Provasnik & Dorfman). Other noted sourdetissatisfaction included lack of
influence over policies and practices, subpar ifaesl and technology, lack of parental
support, ineffective or irrelevant professional eleypyment, and a lack of professional
advancement opportunities (Provasnik & Dorfmanjthdugh the attrition of unqualified
or ineffective teachers was desirable, all teatlover required administrators to hire
and train replacements (Provasnik & Dorfman).

Greenlee and Brown (2009) discovered teachersallenging schools most
frequently reported that concerns with negativelata behavior and overall undesirable
working conditions caused them to leave their teggpositions. These negative
working conditions included the lack of resourced &acilities within school districts,

inadequate ability to participate in building-lewgcision making, lack of administrator
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support, and a generally unmanageable workloadeftee & Brown). With all of these
apparent challenges and without a feeling of psafesl success, teachers in high-needs
schools tended to leave and find positions elsesvtiet were perceived to be less
difficult (Greenlee & Brown).

O’Donovan (2011) reported teachers made the dectsileave the field of
education due to general dissatisfaction with tleégssion, salary issues, and a decrease
in funds available to purchase educational ressurédbrecht et al. (2009) asserted
overall teacher workload, excessive paperwork reguents, and negative school climate
were the themes mentioned most often when spetugiadion teachers left the
profession. Even when special education teachtesezl the field with optimism and
eagerness, Kaufman and Ring (2011) found they fe¢mesk of burnout without a
plethora of supports to guide and reinforce comfe#g (p. 52). Special education
teachers who left after a short career often daekl of support as their primary reason
for leaving (Kaufman & Ring).

In a study on special education teacher burncataiBeh and Alsagheer (2012)
reiterated negative work conditions and low jolis$attion caused many teachers to
leave the field. Most burnout was due specifictdlgxcessive work load, student
misbehavior, and lack of perceived professionatess (Bataineh & Alsagheer). They
found special educators who experienced both stijyoon family and colleagues and
“personal accomplishment” could better fight thegansity to burnout (Bataineh &
Alsagheer, 2012, p. 10).

Emery and Vandenberg (2010) noted, “Special ettutédachers are chronically

faced with the arduous task of teaching challengingent populations in the context of
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demanding working environments” (p. 119). Bothdfessional stress due to student-
teacher characteristics and workplace managedbiitye found to be associated with
the high burnout rate of special education teacf{tarsery & Vandenberg, 2010, p. 119).
Even prior to leaving the field, special educateh® expressed the desire to resign lost
energy and motivation, dreaded their jobs, andoperéd at a diminished level in the
classroom (Emery & Vandenberg).

Berry (2012) surveyed 203 special education teacired discovered 89% of
them were “satisfied or very satisfied with thetinstional aspects of their position.
However, 67% of teachers indicated they were defgad or strongly dissatisfied with
the non-instructional aspects of teaching” (Be2§12, p. 9). The most frequently-
mentioned and negative non-instructional aspespetial education teaching was
paperwork (Berry). Unfortunately, only half of tteachers surveyed in the study
expressed the intent to remain in their currentispheducation teaching positions for the
next five years (Berry).

Albrecht et al. (2009) established four varialilest proved to be significant
factors contributing to the intent of special ediarateachers to leave the profession.
When administrators and other personnel only pexvslipport when requested, as
opposed to unsolicited support on a daily basaters were more likely to express the
intent to leave teaching (Albrecht et al.). Addlially, when special education teachers
had been teaching between two and five years to&y, were more likely to change
professions (Albrecht et al.). Kukla-Acevedo (2PD8Bo established, “Novice teachers
were nearly 1.5 times as likely to leave the figildeaching and 2 times as likely to

switch schools as were experienced teachers” @). 4Bhese findings support the
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suggestion school administrators should make ex#oyt to retain special education
teachers for five years or longer.
Preparing New Special Education Teachers

In order to prevent the teacher burnout and aitritlescribed above, novice
special education teachers need adequate prepar&temg and Sass (2009) established,
“Pre-service preparation in special education ketsssically significant and
guantitatively substantial effects on the abilifyeducators to promote gains in
achievement for students with disabilities” (p. The number one factor that determined
student achievement was found to be teacher q&kyg & Sass). Professional
development courses offered to special educatechtrs who entered the field without
full pre-service training and certification weraufa to be insignificant in terms of
student achievement gains, although this profeasievelopment did positively
influence special education teacher productivign@r & Sass). Special education
teachers with advanced degrees, unlike their geadugation counterparts, were found
to be more highly correlated with student achievaingains than were special educators
with bachelor degrees only (Feng & Sass).

Hanline (2010) discovered special education teacbandidates required
preparation specific to differentiated instructibpeactices, practical and authentic pre-
service teaching experiences, and opportunitiexperience various inclusive settings.
When pre-service teachers initiated a successduhiieg incident with an individual
student during a field experience, the teacheridates were more likely to express
enthusiasm and commitment to their chosen profegsianline). These practicum

student teachers were also appreciative of thereg@and guidance provided by
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cooperating teachers and were better able to teftethe special education service
delivery models they experienced first-hand (Hag)linWorking in various school
settings with experienced teachers allowed preksespecial education teachers to
“make connections between coursework and prac(ietewood & Condo, 2012, p.
16). These connections fostered instructional kedge as well as teacher confidence
(Morewood & Condo).

Freedman and Appleman (2009) furthered the iddgptieaservice teacher
candidates required adequate preparation both pgatadly and practically. These
future educators also benefited from training itetive action research and from
ongoing support through their undergraduate studemort peers (Freedman &
Appleman). Most importantly, pre-service teache¥aded to practice and hone their
teaching skills in the types of authentic settimgg/hich they would eventually become
fully-certified, practicing educators (Freedman &@gleman). Following a survey of new
teachers in high-needs schools, Petty, Fitchett Gi€onnor (2012) reported educators
expressed the need for more pre-service practicgrarences in classrooms within
challenging schools.

Quigney (2010) found special education teachersavitered the field through
alternative certification methods proved inadequathe classroom without further
training in special education-specific pedagogyteratively-certified special educators
also required ongoing, job-embedded training amgbstt, including mentoring and
feedback from practicing special education ment@Qragney). Nontraditional and
alternative certification routes accounted for appmately 40% of all teachers

(Ingersoll, Merrill, & May, 2012).
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Ingersoll et al. (2012) researched the preparatahretention of math and
science teachers; however, their research hasaatigins for all teachers, including
special education teachers. For the study, thageti first-year math and science
teachers into two groups: those with little or mal@gogical preparation and those with
comprehensive pedagogical preparation (Ingersall. et Comprehensive pedagogical
preparation included most or all of the followirgurses in teaching methods and
strategies, courses in learning theory or chilcchslogy, materials selection instruction,
practice teaching, observations of other teaclaers feedback on teaching (Ingersoll et
al.).

After dividing first-year teachers into the two gps based on the national
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), the researahemsnined the data and discovered
math and science teachers were less likely to banleted comprehensive pedagogical
preparation than were other teachers (Ingersall. e2012). Of all first-year teachers in
the study, those “receiving little or no pedagogrevmore than twice as likely to leave
after one year as those who received a compretepsilagogy package” (Ingersoll et
al., 2012, p. 33). The researchers concludedatthequate pedagogical preparation may
be even more important than strong subject-mattemdedge in terms of retaining
teachers (Ingersoll et al.).

Over the years, it has been consistently estaloliblgeesearch that novice
teachers make significant teacher quality gairtheir first year of teaching and show
continued gains over their next several yearserptiofession (Provasnik & Dorfman,
2005). Feng and Sass (2009) found first year &vachere outperformed by those with

only a few years of experience, but after founve fears of teaching, the gains
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attributed to experience proved to be inconseqgaknbillon (2009) also noted, “It takes
new teachers three to seven years to hit thettesand become quality instructional
leaders” (p. 27) within the educational environmenhhis research supports the need to
retain special education teachers in the fielcatdeast five years so their skills and value
as special educators can be fully developed anidedavithin the classroom, all to the
benefit of students with disabilities.

Attracting Special Education Teachers

School administrators must attract qualified anelqa@tely-prepared special
education teachers so as to retain them. Beesbdy(@010) found a “high correlation
between difficulties with recruiting and with retem” (p. 1). Carr (2009) established in
order to attract educators, administrators muserstdnd the teachers’ motivations for
joining the profession. Although money does talthucators were less likely than non-
educators to cite money-related factors as a pyimmantivating contributor when
choosing a career (Carr).

Teachers tended to be more intrinsically motivatksiring to make a
contribution or to make a difference in the livéothers (Carr, 2009). Carr (2009)
encouraged districts to focus on providing initiei such as mentoring, professional
development, teacher support, and leadership dewvelnt more than they focus on
monetary incentives when recruiting teachers. Wighintention of attracting new
educators, administrators were advised to use ematappeals to promote relationship-
building and the types of students the teacherheilable to reach (Carr). For younger
potential employees, social media and websites foered to be helpful for recruiting

candidates (Carr).
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Bruinsma and Jansen (2010) also found intrinsiauvestwere foremost when
analyzing the reasons teachers chose to enterpifeégssion. The Bruinsma and Jansen
(2010) research established pre-service teacheyseported primarily intrinsic
motivations for becoming educators were more likelpe interested in and to
participate fully in their pre-service teachertiag. Morewood and Condo (2012)
further ascertained the intrinsic motivation ofgezvice special education teachers must
move “beyond the idea of helping people to a dekpewledge and commitment to
educating all people” (p. 15). Education programdgates were more likely to remain
committed when they felt confident in their prexsee preparation and when they
perceived available support once they enteredethehing profession (Morewood &
Condo).

In high-poverty, urban settings, Freedman and Apple (2012) found most
educators were attracted to the teaching profeskierto a personal sense of mission and
a propensity toward hard work and perseverancdliaviis (2011) reiterated that
teachers who expressed a wish to make a “signifitiffierence in the lives of their
students” would prove more able to effectively ngnthe difficulties that would
inevitably occur within their places of employmé¢pt 11). Cochran-Smith et al. (2011)
also discovered teacher disposition and commitreetite teaching profession were
connected to higher rates of teacher retention.

Ashiedu and Scott-Ladd (2012) discovered teacheith ‘higher intrinsic
motivational drivers exhibited a more positive irtten to remain” (p. 17) in the field.
These intrinsic motivational drivers included alpsophical belief in the power of

teaching, the aspiration to work with children, @he need to make a difference in
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students’ lives (Ashiedu & Scott-Ladd). The togefreasons participants in the Ashiedu
and Scott-Ladd (2012) study provided for beingaatd to the teaching profession were
all characterized as intrinsic. The only excepitmthis strong inclination towards
intrinsic motivation were those respondents who ddeebdy made up their minds to
leave the field of education (Ashiedu & Scott-Ladéh)trinsic motivation coupled with
job satisfaction and fulfillment tended to resulthe retention of experienced, quality
teachers (Ashiedu & Scott-Ladd).

Baker-Doyle (2010) posited that research on wattact teachers has placed
too much emphasis on financial incentives, altéveantry requirements, and
development of human capital, which are all par tdbor market perspective on teacher
recruitment. These “front-end attractiveness smhst’ tended to focus more on
recruiting new teachers than on attracting andesgueently retaining them (Baker-Doyle,
2010, p. 3). In fact, Beesley et al. (2010) essaled signing bonuses were offered at a
higher rate to new teachers in districts that pdaeebe unsuccessful than to those who
were successful at retaining teachers.

Similarly, Maranto and Shuls (2012) reiterated,tt®lugh widespread, monetary
incentives have not proved their ability to attri@etchers” (p. 32). In Arkansas, the
effects of signing bonuses, housing assistancelcamdforgiveness on teacher
recruitment were found to be unpredictable ancutadérmine the public service ethic of
the teaching profession” (Maranto & Shuls, 201238). Instead, Maranto and Shuls
(2012) suggested the use of financial incentivembination with an emphasis on
public service, classroom autonomy, advancemenbriymty, professional growth and

development, teamwork, and achievement resultsderdo attract teachers. Baker-
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Doyle (2010) also argued a social network perspean teacher recruitment would
better serve school districts that wished to attaad keep teachers than would monetary
incentives.

Beesley et al. (2010) attempted to identify speddacher recruitment and
retention strategies implemented by administratoraral schools. They interviewed
seven successful high school principals to obtaithér descriptive information about
the recruitment and retention strategies theyzetli(Beesley et al.). The successful
principals in the study employed a grow-your-ownatgtgy by hiring former graduates
and by encouraging residents of the area to beteacbers (Beesley et al.). They also
made use of federal and state monies to help reshées attain highly-qualified status
(Beesley et al.). Most universally, they expligciromoted the advantages of teaching in
their community to potential employees (Beeslegl gt

In rural areas, Sundeen and Wienke (2009) discdveudding administrators
needed to work closely with local universities nder to identify a “qualified pool of
potential applicants” (p. 4). Additionally, theudly revealed special education teaching
candidates might need to be recruited from othareusity programs such as
psychology, liberal arts and interdisciplinary s&sj communication science and
disorders, and social work (Sundeen & Wienke). Wieeruiting outside special
education majors, rural administrators were caetibto find candidates who had the
desire to become special educators and who wayecatamitted to the field (Sundeen &

Wienke).
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Retaining Special Education Teachers

Teacher induction and mentoring. Billingsley et al. (2009) stressed teacher
induction programs with an emphasis on mentoringevgenerally accepted to improve
the quality of novice teachers and to increaseiapeducation teacher retention. The
process of teacher induction included adjustinthéoprofession as well as establishing
quality instructional practices, teaching routinasgd relationship-building approaches
(Billingsley et al., 2009). Billingsley et al. (20) organized their findings related to
special education teacher induction within thedeihg categories: “inclusion,
collaboration, and interaction with adults; pedagalgconcerns; and managing roles” (p.
16). Their findings suggested novice special etioicdeachers gleaned support not only
from assigned mentors, but from fellow special edois, other school staff members,
building administrators, and district-level supsors (Billingsley et al., 2009). Although
not usually a recognized part of formal mentorghrpgrams, informal emotional support
in combination with deliberate professional suppegte reported to be invaluable to new
special education teachers (Billingsley et al., 200

Within the numerous studies reviewed by Billingsétyal. (2009), the researchers
concluded certain commonly-cited recommendationsgfacher induction programs
showed potential for increasing teacher retentibney recommended induction
programs be utilized as an initial means for enagung inclusive collaboration and
collegiality among school staff members (Billingskt al., 2009). Systematic,
structured, and supported mentoring programs wigidyhencouraged (Billingsley et al.,
2009). Within these programs, mentors were expeci@rovide “direct feedback,

narratives that offered stories of their own exgaces, and regular support” (Billingsley
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et al., 2009, p. 45). In addition, goal-settingyfpssional development opportunities, and
technology-based tools were recommended as patuosessful special education teacher
induction programs (Billingsley et al., 2009). A&ssibility to mentors through e-
mentoring options proved to support and increasatonenentee interaction (Billingsley
et al., 2009).

After reviewing the literature on special educatieacher induction, Billingsley
et al. (2009) recommended these induction progaisitize certain issues in order to
provide adequate support and to retain novice apeducators. With the goal in mind of
improving the work conditions of new special edimateachers, induction programs
should be designed to encourage a culture andtelithat embraces special educators
and the inclusion of students with identified difiibs (Billingsley et al., 2009). When
possible, novice special educators should be asgiggduced responsibilities and work
load (Billingsley et al., 2009). This would allavew teachers to focus on improving job
performance with the goal of increasing studenteagment (Billingsley et al., 2009).
Induction programs should address the unique nefesisecial educators through
comprehensive information, structured mentorstaps, professional development
opportunities (Billingsley et al., 2009).

Wiebke and Bardin (2009) described high-quality tngng as an essential
component of comprehensive teacher induction progralhey argued building
principals must provide support to establish theglitility of mentors and to provide the
time and resources needed to promote effectiveariagt(Wiebke & Bardin). This

mentoring must be focused on instructional prastaned professional support (Wiebke &
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Bardin). Billingsley et al. (2009) reiterated merst must also be carefully chosen and
matched to novice special educators.

Dempsey, Arthur-Kelly, and Carty (2009) also essdt@d, “The initial
professional experiences of early career teachierslasely associated with their
longevity in the field” (p. 294). In their studymentoring was defined as a structured,
comprehensive program that included one-on-onepalsnteraction with mentors away
from class, meetings with groups of mentors andte®) telephone conversations,
online discussion groups, and frequent classroomletimg and observation (Dempsey et
al.). Although novice teachers reported placirfggh value on the mentor-mentee
relationship, fewer than half reported they experesl true mentoring as defined in the
study (Dempsey et al.).

Billingsley, Israel, and Smith (2011) found in sosiiations, online resources
could be incorporated with traditional mentoringgmams in order to support special
education teachers with information focused onrtimemediate and unique needs.
Quiality online resources were discovered to corgatensive information on topics of
concern to special educators including contentyunonal and behavioral strategies,
assessment, collaboration, time management, aesksttanagement (Billingsley et al.,
2011). Intoday’'s schools, traditional mentoringswound to present difficulties
(Billingsley et al., 2011). Time for planning, tHgack, and observations was difficult to
find; therefore, online resources were suggestedsagpplement to conventional
mentoring programs (Billingsley et al., 2011).

Johnson, Humphrey, and Allred (2009) also describedestablishment of online

mentoring for special education teachers, spedlifitiaose in rural areas. A Technology
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Accentuated Transformative Education for Rural $gests (TATERS) group was
implemented by the U.S. Department of Educationtheddaho Department of
Education (Johnson et al.). The TATERS progrartugled online access to training and
mentoring to provide flexible options for the deliy of teacher induction information
and professional development to teachers in rueslsa(Johnson et al.). The impact of
the TATERS program was expected to be positiverims of providing “a rural cohort
group, mentorship support, and stronger collabanatito special education teachers in
isolated areas (Johnson et al., 2009, p. 20).

Huling, Resta, and Yeargain (2012) described theidd¢oTeacher Induction
Program (NTIP) that was initiated in 2002. Retemtiesearch on the NTIP teachers was
completed in 2009 and revealed, “Program partidgphave remained in the profession
at higher rates than nonparticipants” (Huling et2012, p. 141). The primary focus of
the NTIP program was to insure quality, ongoing tagng and support for new
teachers, with the program facilitated through arsities (Huling et al.). The
mentorship component of the program enlisted paitently-retired mentors to attend
extensive mentorship training before spending tawsdger week with their novice
mentees, observing and providing support (Hulingl. @t The mentors also spent one
evening each week with a group of NTIP teacherswfach the NTIP novices earned
free graduate credit through a grant (Huling gt alhe NTIP teachers “consistently
reported high satisfaction with their program exgaere” (Huling et al., 2012, p. 141).
The results of the study supported the idea tlgdt-guality, structured mentoring and
support strongly influences new teachers to renmaihe educational profession (Huling

et al.).
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Washburn-Moses (2010) compared mentoring practaregeneral education and
special education teachers. Although the poliares programs utilized by most school
districts for mentoring are the same for generdl grecial educators, it was found
mentoring practices for special education teacbtes differed from established policy
(Washburn-Moses). The special education teachetsistudy reported mentors and
related mentoring programming were less availabkaém than to general educators
(Washburn-Moses).

Teacher quality and professional development. Since the inception of the No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements for highly gjified teachers, it has proven
difficult for special educators to become and tmae highly qualified (Beesley et al.,
2010). In rural areas, special education teadhers found it even more difficult to
attain highly qualified status (Berry et al., 2011f) has been common for a special
educator to be the teacher of record for variolgests and classes, despite a lack of
preparation and certification (Beesley et al.). many cases, rural special educators have
been expected to provide a wide range of servimewliich they were not adequately
prepared, trained, or certified (Beesley et dh)order to attain effectiveness and to
remain committed to their teaching positions, tresecial educators need further
training and administrative support (Berry et al.).

Unfortunately, Therrien and Washburn-Moses (2009ntl universities seem to
expect school districts to help novice teachersimechighly qualified, rather than
adjusting teacher preparation programs to addnessded. The researchers’ suggestion
was to establish collaboration among higher edanatistitutions, K-12 public school

districts, and state departments of educationderoto assist new teachers with meeting
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the requirements for highly qualified status (Ther& Washburn-Moses). Ensuring
novice special education teachers are highly gedlghould serve to increase their
commitment to the profession (Therrien & Washburosklk). Quigney (2009) supported
the theory that institutions should work togetleeassist new special education teachers
with becoming highly qualified. This assistancewdohelp potential special education
teachers avoid the perception that “their role ot carry the prestige, credibility and
respect afforded general education teachers withditional proof of their

gualifications, and thus deter them from pursuirngueeer as special educators”
(Quigney, 2009, p. 54).

As noted by Provasnik and Dorfman (2005), “Incréasacher turnover does not
necessarily mean that there will be greater propastof inexperienced teachers in the
workforce” (p. 9). Their finding was that many ¢bars who were newly hired in school
districts were actually experienced teachers wéwasfierred from other teaching positions
(Provasnik & Dorfman). Overall, however, transfemsded to be younger and less
experienced (Provasnik & Dorfman). They were atgwe likely to be hired without full
training and certification (Provasnik & Dorfman).

Bruinsma and Jansen (2010) reported increaselddeaelf-efficacy was found to
be positively related to a more definitive expaotatind intention to remain in the
teaching profession. Certain other personal cleawiatics and personality traits of
educators have been found to contribute to teaeention (Bruinsma & Jansen). For
example, Kaufman and Ring (2011) discovered, “Thktpto cope calmly with difficult
situations, creativity, decisiveness, efficiencyige of time and energy, effective

communication skills, empathy, problem solving, aesbect for diversity” were more
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likely to be personality traits of effective teach&ho intended to remain in the teaching
profession (p. 54).

Interestingly, teachers who entered the field flughly competitive colleges and
with higher exam scores were more likely to tranffam their current teaching positions
to other educational positions (Boyd et al., 20105 the other hand, more experienced
teachers who had proven effective in terms of studehievement were less likely to
leave the teaching profession (Boyd et al.). piesgved teachers who experienced success
were more satisfied with their jobs and tendecetoain in their current positions (Boyd
et al.).

Berry et al. (2011) found the topics of highest dadhfor additional professional
development to encourage teacher retention incltlteeébliowing: special education
processes and paperwork, technology, behavior neamagt, general curriculum content,
and disability-specific information. Working wiffaraprofessionals, working with
parents, and including students with disabilitrethie general education curriculum were
also important topics for training (Berry et al.Y.his research confirmed relevant and
timely professional development could reduce stiessease proficiency, and promote
commitment of teachers to special education (Betl.).

Graduates of professional development school nsatiat emphasized ongoing
professional learning were found to feel more prep&o teach and to persist longer in
the profession (Cochran-Smith et al., 2011). Bokb&auchak, and Bates (2010)
established professional development through tedmiek clubs provided effective
training for teachers. Book clubs proved to belernative means of providing

professional development that could be attractvieachers due to the following:
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“opportunities to think about and reflect on cutrpractices; a vehicle for increasing
teacher dialogue, both within and across schoe$sand as a platform to discuss
pressing, professional issues in a nonthreatenayj (Burbank et al., 2010, p. 63). In
general, the opportunity for professional developiweas cited as the most significant
school climate and workplace condition that conti#al to teacher retention (Albrecht et
al., 2009).

Work conditions. Billingsley et al. (2009) reviewed literature redtto special
education teacher induction programs and discovaszd and evident support from
building principals led special educators to expr@egreater overall sense of job
satisfaction. Furthermore, teachers who sensedgtiuilding principal support were
more committed to their profession and were poalyiinfluenced to remain in the
special education teaching field (Billingsley et 2009). The special educators
supported by their principals expressed a beliey tiad more opportunities for
professional development, were supported by tresrg experienced fewer role
confusion issues, and were less stressed tharsfiesral education counterparts who did
not have supportive principals (Billingsley et 2009).

In a study by Prather-Jones (2011), 13 specialaaucteachers of students with
emotional and behavioral disorders were intervieexénsively concerning their
teaching backgrounds and their reasons for renminithe special education teaching
field for seven years or longer. Questions wev&dd into categories based on
Billingsley’s 2004 work and addressed externaldesstpersonality factors, and
employment factors (Prather-Jones). Patterns exdesigowing a fundamental need for

administrative and collegial support, especiallyimiy the first few years of teaching
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special education with students identified as hqpemotional and behavioral disorders
(Prather-Jones).

Prather-Jones (2011) attempted to define admitiraupport and found three
themes emerged. First, special educators desimrecigals to enforce consequences and
to include the teacher in decisions when discipksees occurred (Prather-Jones).
Second, teachers wanted to feel respected andcagpere by their principals (Prather-
Jones). Finally, special educators wished forgyp@ls to create a culture and climate
that enabled special education teachers to galegtal support from the other teachers
around them (Prather-Jones). In addition, thearebesuggested principals should
become more knowledgeable about special educatiorder to show their support to
special educators (Prather-Jones). Albrecht ¢2@09) also found administrative
support was crucial for special education teackntion. In the study, teachers who
were supported on a daily basis by administratodsadher personnel expressed the
intent to continue as special educators (Albretht.g

Berry (2012) furthered the suggestion that percksigpport increases the
commitment of special education teachers to théepsion. In the study, three variables
emerged as critical for job satisfaction of spee@licators (Berry). First and foremost,
the teachers desired administrative support, gidsédbwed in importance by the support
of general education teachers (Berry). The finatdr was the desire for colleagues to
understand the role of special educators and te shdhe responsibility of educating
students with disabilities (Berry). Within the @y special educators seemed to agree
the most helpful support they received was fronep#ipecial education teachers in the

same building (Berry).
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Kukla-Acevedo (2009) discovered support from adstmtors was the only
factor that showed a statistically significant tielaship to overall teacher mobility. In
that study, “the odds of a teacher leaving hisesrdurrent post were reduced by 16.9%
for every standard deviation increase in percesigzport from the school’s
administrative staff” (Kukla-Acevedo, 2009, p. 448hterestingly, first-year teachers
were much more strongly influenced to persist itodeave the teaching field by all
studied workplace conditions than were more expead teachers (Kukla-Acevedo).
For the novice teachers, behavioral climate wasrtbst significant factor linked to
retention (Kukla-Acevedo). In opposition to thejamdy of studies and to the results of
this study in terms of all teachers, first-yeaicteaxs were actually more likely to leave
the profession when they experienced increasedipahsupport (Kukla-Acevedo).

Although respondent educators expressed a bedehtbnetary incentives were
the best way to retain teachers, Petty et al. (R@E2overed the most frequently-cited
motives for exiting the teaching profession wersytghological burnout and lack of
administrative support” (p. 78). Teachers desismbgnition for achievement, access to
adequate teaching resources, and the opportungyjty their school building and their
students (Petty et al.). When teachers articuldteantent to stay in their teaching
positions, they mentioned relationships, adminiisteasupport, positive school
environment, and community connections as themary reasons for staying (Petty et
al.).

Kaufman and Ring (2011) asserted special eductgaxhers should establish
relationships with other like-minded professionalgultivate a support system that could

provide resolve and prevent surrender during eaffgchallenging times. They also
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suggested special educators should create andaimaenthealthy balance in their
personal lives” to decrease the likelihood of burtreind attrition (Kaufman & Ring,
2011, p. 59). Wiebke and Bardin (2009) agreedtaark of trusted professionals was
vital to supporting and retaining teachers. Inithold, Freedman and Appleman (2012)
found an ongoing support network was a primaryoedsachers stayed in the
profession.

Baker-Doyle (2010) furthered the belief that a abnetwork perspective would
best serve efforts to retain experienced educafbinss perspective “focuses on the
patterns of links and interactions between indigldwor groups in a social network and
how these trends shape their experiences and cfigBaker-Doyle, 2010, p. 5). An
emphasis on professional communities and relatipasitknowledges the established
link between the mobility of teachers and theircegtions concerning social networks
(Baker-Doyle). When teachers developed what B&lagre (2010) called Intentional
Professional Networks, educators felt better sugpoand reported a stronger sense of
self-determination within the school hierarchyndlly, Baker-Doyle (2010) emphasized
social network perspectives were found to incrélasédevelopment of teacher quality,
school capacity, and student achievement” in sehgmI8). Although professional
relationships were found to be of positive impoc&aim the retention of teachers, the
guality of student-teacher relationships was ats@aled to contribute significantly to
teacher retention (Cochran-Smith et al., 2011).

When studying teachers working within especiallgldnging schools, Greenlee
and Brown (2009) found the most commonly-used nethoattracting and retaining

teachers was some form of incentive program, gpesaary increases, bonuses, tuition
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reimbursement, or increased benefits. The restiltseir study revealed these financial
incentives do increase teacher retention; howetber retention factors, such as
working conditions and administrator support, wegeally, if not more, effective
(Greenlee & Brown). Teachers expressed the desim®rk in buildings with principals
who took the time to build relationships with artyacate for staff members, allowed
teachers to become leaders through participatialeamsion-making, were accessible to
and receptive of teachers, and provided the resswand time for teachers to grow and
develop (Greenlee & Brown).

The specific principal behaviors Greenlee and Br¢2809) reported were most
effective to encourage teacher retention inclutiedallowing:

creates a positive school culture (41%); createslitions that enhance the staff's

desire and willingness to focus energy on achieeuhgcational excellence

(37%); demonstrates integrity and well-reasonedational beliefs based on an

understanding of teaching and learning (19%); angiges opportunities for

teachers to think, plan, and work together (19¢)102)
Overall, Greenlee and Brown (2009) contended afihdunancial incentives were
important to teacher retention, the incentives @alaere not enough to convince teachers
to remain in challenging schools.

Apart from building administrator support, Albredttal. (2009) discovered
numerous other workplace conditions that were irgmirto special education teachers.
When special educators had “adequate time to caepégperwork,” they were more
likely to continue in their current teaching pasits (Albrecht et al., 2009, p. 1012).

Other retention factors included the following: @sg to technology resources, adequate
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classroom space, access to curricular materigipostifrom colleagues, overall positive
school climate, and availability of other specidiieation personnel (Albrecht et al.). All
of these factors were rated as significant workglemnditions that led special educators
to remain committed to the profession (Albrechalet

Overall, the responses of the 511 teachers survay@dbrecht et al. (2009)
revealed five main themes. First, teachers nateel Support system provided by
administrators, other teachers, and parents. #adit reasons given for staying in their
current position included job satisfaction, intéiesstudents’ welfare, convenience and
familiarity, and the desire for consistency throtlgé teaching career” (Albrecht et al.,
2009, p. 1016).

Gilbar (2012) echoed the argument that building@pals should address certain
work-related variables within their control in orde retain experienced special
education teachers. The retention factors outlindger research that could conceivably
be influenced by building administrators includked following: “school climate,
administrative support, colleague support, mentpramd professional development”
(Gilbar, 2012, p. 2). School culture and climatéwa clear vision of collaboration
established and encouraged by principals provedamote special education teacher
retention (Gilbar). This culture and climate shibthien foster an environment of support
among all staff members (Gilbar). Finally, systtmenentoring programs and access to
guality professional development opportunities haaneforced the retention of special

education teachers (Gilbar).
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Summary

According to recent research, the retention of igpheducation teachers is
influenced by various factors, both within and algghe control of building principals
and district-level administrators (Billingsley ét, 009). There is no question special
educators are in short supply and continue to fhiewlt for school districts to hire and
retain (Feng & Sass, 2009). Many issues contributee burnout of all types of
teachers, but certain additional factors causeiapeducation teachers to leave the field
(Berry et al., 2011).

When special educators are well-trained, fullyied, and adequately prepared
for their teaching positions, they are more likigystay in the field (Beesley et al., 2010).
According to Billingsley et al. (2009), it is essi@hto attract fully-qualified and well-
trained special education teachers and then teeaddhnose retention factors within the
control of administrators. Teacher quality, prepian, professional development, work
conditions, and mentoring can all contribute toatge retention success for special
education teachers (Billingsley et al., 2009). ti@fse, professional development, work
conditions, and mentoring are at least somewhataitable and within the influence of
school administrators.

The following chapter outlined the specific resdamethodology that was
employed to identify the factors that have influethspecial education teachers to remain
in the field for five years or longer. The resdadesign, population and sample,
instrumentation, data collection, and data analysise explained thoroughly in Chapter

Three. In Chapter Four, the survey data and ir@ervesults collected were organized,
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analyzed, and synthesized. Finally, in Chaptee Ftwnclusions and implications of the

research were elucidated.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

The purpose of this study was to identify the gefactors that have influenced
public school special education teachers to renmaine special education teaching field
for five years or longer. Quantitative and quaNt methodology were utilized to
discover the factors that long-term special edusatnked as most influential when
asked why they have remained in their teachingtiposi. Nonparametric statistics were
used to determine whether or not a difference gxistween the reported influence of
relational support and organizational factors oecgg education teacher retention.
Descriptive research was applied following a surveteachers who have continued to
work within public school districts as special edticn teachers for at least five
consecutive years. In addition, qualitative infatiron was gleaned through interviews
with veteran special education teachers.

Within this chapter, the specific methodology o study was further delineated.
Following a brief review of the research problehg purpose of the study, the guiding
research questions, and the research design weeethuooughly explained. Population
and sample, instrumentation, data collection, atd enalysis were also described in
detail.

Problem and Purpose Overview

A report to Congress on the Individuals with Digisies Education Act (IDEA)
by the U.S. Department of Education revealed th@005, more than 40,000 special
education teaching positions were left unfilledhghly qualified special educators (U.S.
Department of Education, 2011). This ongoing pemgbshortage should compel

researchers to pinpoint the reasons special edncgachers remain in the field for an
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extended period of time. School administratorstb@n address those factors in hopes of
retaining experienced special education teachers.

Feng and Sass (2009) found students with disasilitiho were taught by
inexperienced and less qualified special educaéanhers suffered in terms of social and
academic achievement. In fact, their researcltatdd, “The effects of experience are
much larger in special education classroom settilngs in general education
classrooms” (Feng & Sass, 2009, p. 20). The stiedgribed in this dissertation
furthered a body of research that may help distiftrease the longevity of special
education teachers and thus prevent this setbamhievement of students with
disabilities (Feng & Sass).

Resear ch questions.

1. What difference exists, if any, between tieuence of relational support
factors and organizational factors as reporteddegial education teachers who remain in
their current teaching positions for five yearsrawre?

2. What retention factors do special educationltees most often report to be
influential reasons for staying in their currerddbing positions for five years or more?

3. What attitudes are expressed by special eductgachers regarding the
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on their decisions to
remain in their current teaching positions for fixgars or more?

Null hypothesis (H1,). There is no difference between the reported infteesf
relational support factors and organizational fesctin special education teacher

retention.
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Alternative hypothesis (H1;). There is a difference between the reported
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on special education
teacher retention.

Resear ch Design

The research design of this study was quantitatjualitative, and non-
experimental in nature. According to Kisely ancdhiall (2011), survey results call for
inductive data analysis that allows “meaning to egadrom the data” (p. 364).
Responses to the survey were analyzed throughcaiptese method that depicted the
data as presented. Ravid (2011) explained des@imsearch involves the collection
and interpretation of data “without any manipulatar intervention” on the part of a
researcher (p. 7). The survey and interview gaestfor this study were designed to
elicit candid responses from participants that ddad summarized and reviewed without
bias.

Surveys were distributed to the sample throughtreleic communication. The
communication contained clear and concise inswastalong with a web-based link to
the online survey. The online survey format alldwiee participants and their responses
to remain anonymous. Access to the participantsagaured through the special
education directors of the school districts inclidethe sample. Electronic mail
addresses were also collected through the spetabéon directors of those school
districts.

The qualitative component of the study involve@mtews with five special
education teachers who have remained in their suteaching positions for long periods

of time. Potential interview participants werentled through communication with
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special education directors of the school distiretéuded in the sample. Interviews were
conducted in person, and responses were usednifydbemes and categories that
emerged regarding relational support and orgawoizatifactors that have influenced
special education teacher retention.

Population and Sample

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (201B¢re were 459,600 special
education teachers in the United States durin@®id.-2012 school year. The most
recent 2007-2008 Schools and Staffing Survey byNigonal Center on Educational
Statistics (NCES, 2009) indicated approximately 4ff%eachers leave the building in
which they teach before five years have passe@0% of all teachers stay for five years,
then the approximate population for the proposedystvas 275,000 special education
teachers.

Kisely and Kendall (2011) described sampling agppsive, which indicates the
participants have the capacity to provide data $serg and relevant to the topic of study.
The participants in this study were representativiie population of public school
special education teachers who have remained mamelucation teaching positions for
five or more consecutive years. More particulatthg participating teachers have served
as special education teachers in their currentipsbhool districts for at least the past
five years.

The specific purposive sample for the survey partbthis study included all
special education teachers who met the aboveiontand who taught within a school
district affiliated with a particular Missouri carence. The eight districts within the

selected conference are of analogous size, havparalrie special education
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administrative staffing, and implement similar Speeducation services and
programming (MODESE, 2012). The sampling methogleged was the cluster
sample, which is defined by Sullivan (2008) asitiudusion of all members within a
selected subgroup of the population. The numbeadicipants included in this cluster
sample was 35 special education teachers. Thdispett of analysis was the
individual teacher.

For the qualitative interview portion of the stuiye of the special education
teachers included in the survey sample were ireemd individually. The interview
sample was stratified based upon years of experignihe participants’ current teaching
positions. The intention was to interview one teadrom each of the following stratum:
five to nine years in current position, 10-14 ydarsurrent position, 15-19 years in
current position, 20-24 years in current posit@b,29 years in current position, and
more than 30 years in current position. Amongpbpulation of 112 special educators
contacted for the study, there were no teachershalddeen in their current teaching
positions for more than 30 years.

I nstrumentation

The instrumentation for this study included an @lsurvey accessed through a
web-based link within an electronic communicatidine survey was created for the
study based upon the conceptual framework and reesearch outlined in Chapter Two.
The survey included a five-point Likert rating ss&br each closed item. These closed
items required the participants to rate the infaeeaf specific factors on their decisions
to remain in the field of special education. Thetbrs chosen for the closed Likert items

included special education teacher retention faatatlined in previous research



a7

(Albrecht et al., 2009; Beesley et al., 2010; BeR@12; Berry et al., 2011; Billingsley,
2004; Carr, 2009; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009; Prather-3p8611). The closed survey
guestions were designed to be as clear and unacls@s possible. A final open-ended
survey item allowed the participants to providartbgn reasons for remaining in their
special education teaching positions. The survay wcluded as part of the Appendix
within the dissertation (see Appendix A).

For the qualitative portion of the study, the instentation included eight
structured interview questions. The questiondedldirectly to the survey items and
were designed to elicit candid information from gaaticipants about the retention
factors that have influenced them to continue @irtepecial education teaching positions
for long periods of time. The interview questionsre used to bring forth participant
opinions about the relative influence of relatiosapport and organizational factors on
teacher retention.

The survey and interview questions were pilotec lgyoup of 10 educational
professionals who previously served as specialatrcteachers for five years or
longer. These professionals remained in the fiékeducation and were still connected to
special education in some way (e.g. special educdirectors, special education process
coordinators, educational diagnosticians, constdfanterventionists), but they were no
longer special educators in the classroom setfirige pilot group completed the survey
and suggested revisions in terms of survey insomst item content, overall clarity of
language, and logistics required to complete tHmemorm. Adjustments to the survey

were made according to suggestions offered byitbegyoup. The pilot group took the
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revised survey and suggestions for change wereowesd again. Two revisions were
required before the final iteration of the survegsvweompleted.

Once the survey items were finalized, the pilougravas asked to determine
whether each of the retention factors includedhedurvey items should be categorized
as a relational support factor or as an organimatitactor. The categorizations provided
by the pilot group affirmed the categorizationsampd from previous research. The
pilot group was also tasked with reviewing the fivigaw questions for clarity and
relevance. Adjustments to the interview questiwasee made based upon pilot group
suggestions.

Data Collection

Following approval of the Lindenwood Universitstitutional Review Board
(IRB) (see Appendix B), the data collection prodesgan with an electronic
communication sent to each participant of the susample containing a letter of
recruitment and informed consent (see Appendix e letter of informed consent
specified the following assurances: responses w@ridential, no risks or benefits of
participation were anticipated, and initial and tbowmed participation in the survey was
voluntary. The letter of informed consent was gergarticipants upon initiation of the
survey window.

Survey data were collected within a one-month suw@dow. The window
opened upon delivery of an instructional electraimmunication containing the web-
based survey link. Survey responses receivedmiti@ one-month window were

included in the data set for the research study.
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Data were collected through free web-based surgtware available from
Google forms. As surveys were completed, partidipasponses were automatically
recorded into a comprehensive spreadsheet acaefisiblugh Google forms. The survey
structure allowed an end date to be set for suceaypletion of one month from the
instructional electronic communication. Particifsawere prompted to complete all
survey questions but were allowed to withdraw frtbwa process at any time. The
Google forms software prevented individual parteifs from completing more than one
survey.

For the qualitative portion of the study, spec@li@tion teacher interviews were
requested and scheduled by phone (see AppendiADElectronic communication was
then sent to each participant containing a lettémnformed consent (see Appendix E) for
the interview portion of the study. The intervigwestions (see Appendix F) and a
reminder of the date, time, and location of therwew were sent to each of the
participants approximately one week prior to themiew. The interviews were
conducted in person and audiotaped for accuraayticipants were allowed to withdraw
from the interview process at any time.

Ravid (2011) described validity as the “extent tuah a test measures what it is
supposed to measure and the appropriateness waifeeit is used and interpreted” (p.
203). Validity in studies involving surveys im@i¢he instrument will be used in the way
the researcher indicated it was to be used (Ravilg survey and interview instruments
utilized in this study were intended to bring fohthnest responses from participants.
These responses were recorded and analyzed buhotem@anipulated to fit any

preconceived ideas. This reduced the possibifitggearcher bias.
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Although the factors for special education teacktention included on the closed
survey items were predetermined, all survey paiais were given the opportunity to
provide their own unique answers on the open-esdecky question. During the
interviews, all responses were audio recorded.n@pel axial coding was used to
identify common words and phrases that resulteah filee interview responses. From
those common words and phrases, themes and ca&ggonerged.

Face validity was established for the study, beedlns survey and interview
items were designed to elicit accurate informatibout the characteristics of special
education teachers who have remained in the faeldri extended period of time. The
survey instrument obviously “appears to measure wigintended to measure” (Ravid,
2011, p. 207). Ravid (2011) explained sufficieadtd validity should allow participants
to recognize the survey’s relevance and increase riotivation and interest in
involvement. Although many researchers discouatvedue of face validity, in this study
it proved to encourage appropriate and positivegpant attitudes toward the survey
and interviews (Ravid).

Selection bias did affect the external validitytlws study (Ravid, 2011). The
sample was comprised of special education tea¢tmmseight southwest Missouri
public school districts and was consequently lichiteterms of geographic location and
school district composition. In other states odistricts with dissimilar demographics,
the results might not be properly generalized.

As established by Niaz (2009), a survey of 35 teexhannot be generalized as
absolutely representative of the beliefs of allcsgleeducators who have remained in the

special education teaching field for five yearsomger. The survey responses can,
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however, be considered as authentic by the researomunity (Niaz). Niaz (2009)
further stated, “It is generally accepted byesearchers that generalizability is neither
desirable nor necessary, as such studies are sighdd to allow systematic
generalizations to some wider population” (p. 544).

Loss of participants during the research proceghtalso have affected the
validity of the proposed study. Some teachers pdnticipated in the proposed study
failed to complete all survey items, which resulitethose teachers being eliminated
from the sample. Other participants chose to dicoe participation during the course
of the survey portion of the study.

Within research based on surveys, data must besesse terms of
trustworthiness in order to assess its validity asidbility (Kisely & Kendall, 2011).
Ravid (2011) maintained studies are reliable winety tprovide consistent and accurate
results” (p. 192). In this study, reliability wascreased following the survey of the pilot
group and the consequent survey and interview munestvisions. The pilot group
process helped to increase the quality of cleamimguous instructions and of survey
and interview items. The pilot group took the syron three occasions, and the results
were similar each time the pilot participants coetgdl a revised iteration of the survey.
In order to increase reliability, objectivity wasamtained concerning the results of the
survey. The results were reported in an unbiadestriptive manner as suggested by
Ravid (2011).

All information and responses collected through ¢hline survey and through the
in-person interviews remained anonymous. No ppgids were harmed through

administration of the survey or interviews, andpatticipants could choose to
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discontinue their involvement at any time. Raw#@11) insisted the rights of all
participants should be defended throughout theseoof the study. All ethical
procedures were considered and addressed in argegtent harm and to protect the
participants in this study.
Data Analysis

As is typical of descriptive research, this studaswdesigned to “classify,
organize, and summarize numerical data” (Ravid1291238). Data were coordinated,
organized, and summarized following the surveyelti scales were developed in 1932
by Rensis Likert to examine attitudinal data thioagguantitative measure (Paul, 2010).
In order to avoid respondent bias, Paul (2010) ssiggl five-point Likert rating scales
were preferable to scales with even-numbered ratwgces when survey participants
could be expected to express neutral feelings ateus. Unfortunately, the option for a
neutral response can lead to central tendencyWlasein respondents tend to avoid
extreme responses (Paul). The resulting neuttalrday not provide the clear attitudinal
information researchers are looking to quantifyu(Pa

Data from Likert items are considered to be ordmattier than nominal, interval,
or ratio (Boone & Boone, 2012; Paul, 2010). Ortdeta are ranked in an order of
magnitude, but the difference among ratings orctitinuum does not remain constant
and cannot be quantified or standardized amongpbrelents (Boone & Boone, 2012).
Due to the ordinal nature of the data, Paul (2@d&intained mean scores and standard
deviations should not be utilized for analysis ddrt data. Rather than parametric
statistics, such as theest, Likert scale data require nonparametricyamal\Wuensch,

2013).
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Bertram (2011) reiterated responses to Likert scst@uld be treated as ordinal
data, because those surveyed do not perceivettdrgals between response levels to be
equal. In this study, a frequency distributioriLidert ratings was presented for each
survey factor (Ravid, 2011). As suggested by R&d.1), the raw scores of each
factor, representing the frequency of Likert resgasnfor each survey question, were
converted to percentages to indicate how manygpaaiits chose each Likert scale level
for each influential factor.

After figuring the frequency distribution of Likestores, the mode was
determined for each survey factor. The data wersgmted in a table containing the
frequency percentage and mode scores for all sutmens. Using these statistical
analyses allowed themes to emerge from the dataqR2011). The factors that have
influenced special education teacher retention wieraly ranked, according to the
responses of the participants. In addition, théi@pant answers to the open-ended
survey question allowed for summarization of rephad identification of themes within
the responses.

For this survey, the Mann-Whitn&ytest was the most appropriate nonparametric
statistical test (Winter & Dodou, 2010). The MawiitneyU test determined whether
or not a significant difference existed betweenrggponse data modes for relational
support factors versus the modes for organizatitacabrs that have influenced special
education teachers to remain in their teachingtiposi for at least five years. These data
answered the second research question and wereaugeale or disprove the null and

alternative hypotheses of the study.
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According to Winter and Dodou (2010), in order tofprm the Mann-Whitney
test, the mode response for each survey questiehmeuank-ordered from lowest to
highest while maintaining a label on each modecimdate relational support factors (R)
from organizational factors (O). In this study,emtties occurred, the rank-ordered
positions of all survey items with equal modes wareraged and assigned the average
rank (Winter & Dodou). The next piece of data &igher mode was assigned the rank
order that corresponded to its cardinal locatiothendata set (Winter & Dodou). The
sum of the ranks for each group, relational supf®ytfactors and organizational (O)
factors, was then calculated (Winter & Dodou, 20Mensch, 2013).

The sum of the ranks in the relational supportd®up and the organizational
(O) group were then used to calculate the Mann-kelity value for each group (Winter
& Dodou, 2010). Th&J value was calculated for each group as follows:

Ui=Ri—[n(m +1)/2].

The smaller Mann-Whitnely value, whether from the relational support (R)ugror the
organizational (O) group, was then employed towdate the mean and standard
deviation of theJ value (Winter & Dodou). The mean and standardadmn of U were
subsequently utilized to determine thealue (Wuensch, 2013). As stated by Ravid
(2011), az score indicates the distance above or below thennmeterms of standard
deviation units. The value can also be calculated usingthealue, which indicates the
probability a null hypothesis is rejected in erf@avid). In this study, a probability level
of 5% ( < .05) served as the critical level to determirmetler or not the null hypothesis

(H1o) should be rejected.
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The qualitative interview portion of the study ékd participant attitudes
regarding relational support and organizationaidiescthat have influenced special
education teacher retention. A standardized opeledt interview format was used so
that all participants were asked identical openeengliestions, which “allows the
participants to contribute as much detailed infdrameas they desire and it also allows
the researcher to ask probing questions as a ne¢&oléow-up” (Turner, 2010, p. 756).
Common words and phrases were identified througm @md axial coding of interview
responses. Themes and categories emerged frommdbesnonly-used words and
phrases.

Summary

In summary, the purpose of this study was to idtite specific retention factors
that have influenced special educators to remaiheair special education teaching
positions for five years or longer. Once idendfend detailed, the data collected through
surveys and interviews were available to inform emdssist school district
administrators who wished to do all in their poweretain experienced special education
teachers. The study was quantitative, qualitaawel, non-experimental in nature and
involved a survey of and interviews with specialeators in southwest Missouri who
had chosen to continue their careers in specialataun for at least five consecutive
years.

The survey involved closed items requiring paragits to rate influential factors
on a Likert scale and an open item that allowedti@pants to detail any other factors

relevant to their professional longevity. Dataecied from the survey were presented in
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the form of frequency distributions. Mode scoresemhen analyzed to determine the
most regularly-provided responses.

The Mann-WhitneyJ test was employed to determine whether or notfardnce
existed between the reported influence of relatienpport factors and organizational
factors on special education teacher retentiomtidfEnt answers to the open-ended
survey question were summarized and analyzed tdifgg@ossible underlying themes.
The qualitative interview portion of the study ékd attitudes from a stratified sample of
veteran special education teachers that allowethtanes and categories to emerge
following open and axial coding of responses.

The methodology including research design, poputedind sample,
instrumentation, data collection, and data analysise explained thoroughly in Chapter
Three. In Chapter Four, the results of the suragybsinterviews were organized,
analyzed, and synthesized. Finally, in Chaptee Fiwnclusions and implications of the

research were elucidated.
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Chapter Four: Analysisof Data
Background

The purpose of this study was to identify thedesthat have influenced special
education teachers to stay in their current te@chositions for five years or more. As of
2005, more than 40,000 special education teachosgipns were vacant or were
occupied by persons who were not considered higidyified (U.S. Department of
Education, 2011). Students with disabilities hbgen found to achieve more when they
are taught by experienced and highly qualified epeclucation teachers (Feng & Sass,
2009). The data collected in this study shoulg heldetermine influential retention
factors school administrators can address in dadgrcrease their chances of retaining
experienced special education teachers. This stuggnented the small body of research
focused on the retention of special educators rakia on the reasons they leave the
field.

Following surveys and interviews, both quantitatand qualitative methodology
were utilized to delineate the specific factorskethas most influential when veteran
special education teachers were asked why theyreavained in the special education
teaching profession. The online survey consisteriosed Likert items that required
participants to rate the influence of 50 speciétention factors on their decisions to
remain in their current special education teaclpiogjtions for at least five years. The
factors chosen for the Likert items included ratantactors outlined in previous
research and were categorized as either relatsupglort factors or organizational factors
(Albrecht et al., 2009; Beesley et al., 2010; BeR@12; Berry et al., 2011; Billingsley,

2004; Carr, 2009; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009; Prather-3p8611). An open-ended item was
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also included at the end of the survey, which alldyarticipants to provide input on
additional factors that have influenced their longeas special educators. In addition,
five experienced special education teachers wéeeviewed to bring forth further
reasons for remaining in the field and to soligimons about the relative influence of
relational support factors and organizational fesctin special education teacher
retention.

Resear ch questions. The survey items and interview questions wergydes to
answer the following research questions:

1. What difference exists, if any, between théumfice of relational support
factors and organizational factors as reporteddegial education teachers who remain in
their current teaching positions for five yearsrare?

2. What retention factors do special educationltees most often report to be
influential reasons for staying in their currerddbing positions for five years or more?

3. What attitudes are expressed by special edurctgachers regarding the
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on their decisions to
remain in their current teaching positions for fixgars or more?

The quantitative data collected in order to answsearch question one were
utilized to determine whether to support or rejbetfollowing null hypothesis and
alternative hypothesis:

Null hypothesis (H1). There is no difference between the reported infteesf
relational support factors and organizational fesctin special education teacher

retention.
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Alternative hypothesis (H1;). There is a difference between the reported
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on special education
teacher retention.

Within this chapter, the first research questi@s\addressed through quantitative
statistical analysis of data gathered from clotddrt scale survey items. Due to the
ordinal nature of ratings collected from Likert k=3 the data required nonparametric
analysis (Wuensch, 2013). The nonparametric MatitWgy U test was utilized to
determine whether or not a significant differengisted between the response data
modes for relational support factors versus thpaese data modes for organizational
factors that have influenced surveyed special éducgeachers to remain in their
teaching positions for at least five years. Theamand standard deviation of the Mann-
WhitneyU value was translated into thealue (Wuensch). Thevalue was also
calculated from the Mann-Whitne&y value, with a probability level of 5% & .05)
serving as the critical level to determine whetbrenot the null hypothesis (KHlwas
rejected (Ravid, 2011).

The second research question was answered thrasghiative statistical
analysis performed using the data collected thrabglonline survey. As is
characteristic of descriptive research, this stwdg designed to insure unembellished
raw data would be coordinated, organized, and sumathfollowing the survey (Ravid,
2011). A frequency distribution of Likert ratingas presented for each item on the
survey (Ravid). The raw scores of each factomasgnting the frequency of Likert

responses for each survey question, were then deadvi® percentages that indicated
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how many participants chose each Likert scale l@mretach of the 50 influential factors
(Ravid).

Finally, information gleaned from interviews of gedn special educators was
utilized to answer the third research questione iflterview questions were designed to
elicit candid participant attitudes regarding nelaal support and organizational factors
that have influenced them to remain in the fielépécial education for longer than five
years. Common words and phrases were identifi@dighh open and axial coding of
interview responses, which allowed themes and oategto emerge from these
commonly-used words and phrases. Following prasentand analysis of the results of
the study, including graphical representationshefdata, deductive conclusions were
presented.

Quantitative Data

To perform the nonparametric Mann-Whitridytest, the survey questions were
divided into items representing relational supgBitfactors and items representing
organizational (O) factors. Although relationappart factors and organizational factors
were broadly defined by Billingsley (2004) in hantimark research study, the specific
retention factors that were developed into closgdey items were categorized based
upon those broad criteria. The pilot group conéidhthe categorizations of the factors
utilized in the survey matched their understandmig®lational support and
organizational factors.

When ranked as required to perform the Mann-Whithégst, the modes of the
28 relational support (R) factors depicted in Tablesulted in a mean rank of 30.5,

while a mean rank of 23.1 was established for tbden of the 22 organizational (O)
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factors depicted in Table 2 (Winter & Dodou, 20¥jensch, 2013). Following
calculation of the mean ranks, thealue of 1.74 was established (Wuensch, 2013). In
addition, thep value for a two-tailed test was calculated and fwaad to be 0.0819
(Ravid, 2011).

For the purposes of this study, the null hypoth@sig) stated there was no
difference between the reported influence of retal support factors and organizational
factors on special education teacher retentionth ¥iep value calculated for a two-
tailed test from the Mann-Whitney value and established at 0.0819, the null hypathes
(H1o) was not rejectedp(< .05). Conversely, the alternative hypothesisy)lthat there
was a difference between the reported influenaelational support factors and of
organizational factors on special education teacdtention was not supported. No
statistically significant difference was found tast between the influence of relational
support and organizational factors on special educatention as reported by special
education teachers who taught for five years ogéomn their current special education
teaching positions.

Qualitative Data

Survey results. A total of 35 special education teachers who haweained in
their current positions within the special eduaati®aching profession for five years or
longer completed the online survey (see Appendix M)e total number of certified
special educators who were offered the opportunitgspond to the survey included 112
experienced special education teachers from eattdd districts within a specific

Missouri conference. Of the 112 teachers who weckihe electronic communication
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introducing the survey, 35 teachers completed tineey for a participation rate of
31.25%.

A summary of the frequency of responses for spesiirvey items designated as
relational support factors was depicted below ibl&d. In addition, Table 1 presented
the modes of Likert rating responses for eachicglat support factor. Overall, teachers
tended to rate relational support factors as soraewfluential or extremely influential.

No relational support factors were rated as theospg of influential or not influential.
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Frequency Data for Relational Support Factors
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Survey

Item Rated 1 Rated 2 Rated 3 Rated 4 Rated 5 Mode
4 0% 9% 9% 49% 34% 4
5 0% 3% 17% 49% 31% 4
12 0% 29% 31% 34% 6% 4
13 9% 14% 43% 14% 20% 3
14 11% 14% 29% 31% 14% 4
17 0% 3% 20% 43% 34% 4
18 0% 6% 29% 51% 14% 4
23 0% 26% 23% 20% 31% 5
27 3% 11% 20% 14% 51% 5
29 0% 0% 3% 31% 66% 5
31 3% 0% 14% 43% 40% 4
32 11% 9% 11% 31% 37% 5
33 9% 11% 11% 37% 31% 4
34 3% 9% 9% 29% 51% 5
35 3% 11% 11% 40% 34% 4
36 0% 0% 3% 43% 54% 5
37 0% 14% 34% 49% 3% 4
38 0% 20% 54% 11% 14% 3
39 9% 11% 14% 34% 31% 4
40 0% 26% 43% 23% 9% 3
41 0% 43% 40% 17% 0% 3
42 9% 11% 11% 31% 37% 5
43 9% 9% 11% 43% 29% 4
45 0% 0% 17% 37% 46% 5
46 0% 9% 26% 34% 31% 4
48 6% 3% 20% 29% 43% 5
49 6% 11% 23% 26% 34% 5
50 6% 11% 11% 40% 31% 4

Note. Survey sample comprised of 35 participants. Iteatesd 1 were defined as the “opposite of

influential (this factor has caused me to considaving special education).” Items rated 2 werfindel

as “not influential.” Items rated 3 were definesd“neutral.” Items rated 4 were defined as “somawh

influential.” Items rated 5 were defined as “ertedy influential (this factor has been a majoruethce

on my decision to remain a special educator).”
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Within Table 2, a summary of the frequency of resss for specific survey
items designated as organizational factors wascteepi Table 2 also displayed the
modes of Likert rating responses for each orgaiozal factor. Overall, teachers tended
to rate organizational factors as somewhat infiaeot extremely influential. Unlike the
data collected on relational support factors, songanizational factors were rated most

frequently as the opposite of influential or ndtuential.
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Table 2

Frequency Data for Organizational Factors

Survey
Item Rated 1 Rated 2 Rated 3 Rated 4 Rated 5 Mode
1 11% 9% 20% 49% 11% 4
0% 6% 20% 51% 23% 4
3 0% 11% 23% 54% 11% 4
6 14% 11% 11% 29% 34% 5
7 34% 9% 11% 23% 23% 1
8 9% 11% 23% 23% 34% 5
9 9% 0% 26% 43% 23% 4
10 3% 9% 20% 43% 26% 4
11 11% 20% 14% 37% 17% 4
15 3% 11% 31% 46% 9% 4
16 3% 11% 6% 40% 40% 4,5
19 0% 17% 6% 34% 43% 5
20 11% 11% 29% 34% 14% 4
21 6% 23% 26% 23% 23% 3
22 0% 29% 51% 14% 6% 3
24 3% 34% 31% 23% 9% 2
25 0% 31% 26% 31% 11% 2,4
26 29% 14% 3% 29% 26% 1,4
28 3% 11% 23% 34% 29% 4
30 11% 26% 29% 26% 9% 3
44 6% 14% 20% 40% 20% 4
47 0% 9% 26% 40% 26% 4

Note. Survey sample comprised of 35 participants. Iteatesd 1 were defined as the “opposite of
influential (this factor has caused me to considaving special education).” Items rated 2 werfindel
as “not influential.” Items rated 3 were defined“meutral.” Items rated 4 were defined as “somawh
influential.” Items rated 5 were defined as “ertedy influential (this factor has been a majoruefhce

on my decision to remain a special educator).”
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Among the 28 survey items categorized as relatisapport factors, 10 retention
factors were most frequently ranked by veteranigpbeducation teachers as being
extremely influential (this factor has been a mapdluence on my decision to remain a
special educator). Four of these 10 survey itezosived the extremely influential
ranking from more than 50% of the participatingsaleeducation teachers. Of the 35
special education teachers surveyed, 51% rategraerjat gained from job and 66%
rated ability to make a difference in the livestfdents as extremely influential on their
decisions to remain in the profession. Both obéhfactors were student-related
relational support factors. Support of districtdespecial education administrators and
support of fellow special education teachers weité bolleague-related relational
support factors ranked as extremely influentiabky and 54% of the teachers surveyed,
respectively.

Only four of the 22 survey items designated asmpgdional factors were most
frequently ranked by surveyed special educatiochieis as being extremely influential
(this factor has been a major influence on my decit remain a special educator).
None of the organizational factors received theezwely influential ranking from more
than 50% of the surveyed special educators. Tgenmational factor with the highest
percentage of extremely influential ratings by masgents to the survey was job
security/tenure (43%).

The final item on the survey was an open-ended it&hallowed participants to
share additional factors that had influenced thestdy in the field of special education
for more than five years. One respondent mentioheadonvenience of having access to

online special education paperwork preparationstém home, which would be
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considered an organizational factor. Other orgetonal factors mentioned by
respondents included getting summers off, havimyenient work hours, and receiving
an early retirement option. Relational supportdexdescribed by participants in the
final survey item included the “self-satisfactiolveorking with students in a job that is
always interesting each day and never boring.” eOtbéachers described relational
support factors including friendships with colleaguthe chance to laugh every day, and
the opportunity to “see growth in attitudes andegptance of special needs students
getting involved with regular education studentetigh clubs and committees” within
the school district.

Interview results. For the qualitative interview portion of the stufiye of the
special education teachers who participated irothi@e survey were interviewed
individually and in person. The interview samplassstratified based upon years of
experience in the current special education teggbasitions of the participants. The
intention was to interview one teacher from eactheffollowing stratum: five to nine
years in current teaching position, 10-14 yearsument teaching position, 15-19 years in
current teaching position, 20-24 years in curreathing position, 25-29 years in current
teaching position, and more than 30 years in ctiteaxthing position.

Within the eight Missouri school districts desiggtaas the sample for the study,
112 special educators were recruited to take theegland to serve as possible interview
participants. Among these 112 potential participatihere were no educators who had
been in their current special education teachirgitioms for more than 30 years;
therefore, it was only possible to include speealcation teachers from the first five

stratum in the interview sample. The five intewigarticipants represented four of the
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eight school districts and were coded within thmsamumbered set. Code names for
each interview participant and years of experiandbeir current special education

teaching experience were contained in Table 3.

Table 3

Qualitative Interview Participants

Participating Districts Years of Experience Codeaids
D1 5-9 T1
D2 10-14 T2
D2 15-19 T3
D3 20-24 T4
D4 25-30 T5

Note. Years of Experience: All qualitative interview gaipants had been teaching in their current special

education teaching positions for the number of ye@signated in the stratum.

I nterview question one. What retention factors have most influenced you to
remain in your current special education teachiogjtfpn for more than five years?

All five of the interview respondents referenced tingoing influence of
enjoyment and fulfillment through working with serds with disabilities and seeing

those students succeed. Throughout the intervigivisye participants repeatedly
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mentioned phrases such as “making a differenckidist and “helping students reach
their potential” as their primary motivators fomaining in the field of special education.
T2 declared a personal connection and loyalty écatiea and the district based upon
upbringing and graduation from that school distri€s, the most experienced special
educator who was interviewed (25-29 years in cutiesching position), cited an overall
satisfaction with the school district as a whold #me desire to finish a career in T5’s
current district.

I nterview question two. What is the single factor that has most influengear
decision to remain in your current special educateaching position for more than five
years? Why?

Analogous to the responses to the first interviessgion, all five interview
participants expressed the single most influefdietior on their longevity within the field
of special education was a love for students wighldllities and a passion for a
profession that provided them the chance to hapdlstudents succeed. When asked
why this relational support factor continued toitituential, T3 responded, “No other
job would give me as much enjoyment and satisfat@s being a special education
teacher. T1 replied that the job afforded the ckaon encounter different challenges
every day that presented the opportunity to protdeine and laugh one’s way to better
relationships with students.

I nterview question three. Has that most influential factor changed over time
throughout the course of your career? Why or wht n

Reactions to this interview question resulted irren@rying responses than did

the first two interview questions. T1 emphasizeat although still appreciative of the
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support of fellow special education teachers tav@ngpaperwork and compliance
guestions, this factor was no longer as important bad been in the early years of T1's
career. T1 expressed support from colleagues émehestrators through trusting
relationships and professional respect had becoane important as T1's career
progressed.

Both T3 and T4 expressed the chance to make aehite in the lives of students
had always been the most influential factor fomhend had not changed over the course
of their careers. Although T4 qualified the respowith the caveat that students were
still the most important factor, T4 expressed aiaching for 20 years, T4 now
considered the investment in retirement and satabge an extremely influential reason
to stay in the field of education, at least unéivyimg worked long enough to retire
comfortably.

I nterview question four. Do you think you possess personality traits thaeha
kept you in your profession for five years or longespite the presence or absence of the
retention factors you have mentioned? Why or wdiy nif so, what are those
personality traits?

Personality traits of special education teachenstimeed by the interview
participants included the capacity to work welllwitthers and the desire to teach more
than one subject area and in more than one typdwfational setting. T2 emphasized
the need for special educators to be competenvking not only with students, but with
parents, community members, paraprofessionals|aegducation teachers, and
administrators. Organization was cited by T1 permsonality trait that made it easier to

cope with numerous lesson preps and with requpedial education paperwork and data
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collection. Finally, the desire to “create redat®nships with students” was named by
T4 as a difference between special education teaemel many regular education
teachers. This teacher expressed the belief $mektiaators often become almost a
“parent-figure” to their students and tended tceetalwnership of the failures and
successes of those students.

I nterview question five. As a whole, to what extent have relational support
factors influenced your decision to remain in ypusfession? [Provide definition and
examples of factors].

Again, the common theme described specifically Bya$ “making a difference in
a positive way in the lives of students” emergdtbiaing the five interviews. All five
respondents expressed relational support factdirsitedy influenced their longevity as
special education teachers. Enjoyment of thetjappportunity to laugh each day, and
a passion for children were notably influentiahtbfive participants in terms of
remaining in their current roles as special edusatd 1 reiterated the importance of
friendships with other teachers and appreciatiohefsupport and professional
development provided by D1’s special education adstration. Professional
development and training opportunities specifisttcdents with disabilities were highly
valued by both T4 and T5.

I nterview question six. As a whole, to what extent have organizationaldiesct
influenced your decision to remain in your profes8 [Provide definition and examples
of factors].

Although all five interview respondents seemed nwaiting to emphasize the

influence of relational support factors on themmdevity, they also reported
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organizational factors played an important patheir decisions to stay in the field of
special education. Specific organizational factoentioned as especially influential
included tuition reimbursement for advanced degmesework, reasonable case loads,
time to plan and complete required paperwork, &edpportunity to design curriculum.
T2 expressed appreciation for the “increase ofggsibnalism, unity, and consistency in
the special education program” for D2.

I nterview question seven. What factors do you think building-level
administrators should address in order to retagtigpp education teachers? Please
explain why you feel this way.

Three of the five interview participants (T1, T8dar4) responded building
principals should make every effort to create auraland climate of collaboration within
their buildings. These respondents expressed atierinistrators displayed appreciation
for special education teachers and publicly acckgtiedents with disabilities as welcome
members of the student population, the morale e€igpeducators and their students
improved and made the working environment even ragjeyable. T5 articulated that
four administrators had served as building prinicgy&r the course of T5’s special
education teaching career. With two of those pals, T5 was assured the special
education staff members in the building were higklyarded and respected as integral
members of the teaching staff. Under the leadprshihe other two principals, T5
perceived special educators were “second-clasgengl’ to their regular education
counterparts. Although T5 made the decision tg istéhe current special education

teaching position, T5 considered leaving the distr transferring to a regular education
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position while working with principals who did ne¢em to appreciate the importance of
special educators.

Two of the interview participants (T3 and T4) commuated special education
teachers need to feel supported by their buildigcpals when student discipline issues
occur. T3 articulated:

When | finally reach the point of sending a studerthe office for help with a

discipline issue, | want the principal to resped &elieve that | have done all |

can to take care of the problem in my classroommardlly ever write a referral,

but when | do, | want the administration to taksdatiously. What's best is for the

principal to talk to me about the incident and gbwehat | think would be a

reasonable consequence for the behavior.

T4 agreed “feeling supported” by the principal dgrbehavior-related interactions with
students and parents was a key to retaining spedisdation teachers for extended
periods of time.

In terms of organizational retention factors, thieiview respondents expressed
building administrators should be helpful to alldbers by insuring access to necessary
teaching materials, technology, and resources. dleimentary-level special education
teachers (T2 and T3) voiced the belief principalsutd “share the wealth when
assigning extra duties.” They observed their ppals seemed to assign more before
school, lunchtime, and after school duties to slextiucation teachers than to regular

education teachers.



74

I nterview question eight. What factors do you think district-level admini$tna
should address in order to retain special educésachers? Please explain why you feel
this way.

The interview participants appeared to divide distevel administrators into two
distinct groups when answering this question. flilségroup, including administrators
such as superintendents, were referred to as $epeoa the group of special education
administrators at the district level. The respartd@xpressed superintendents and other
non-special education district-level administratshsuld primarily address the
organizational retention factors over which theyéheontrol. The organizational factors
mentioned included salary, benefits, professioeaktbpment funding, building
infrastructure, and class size. Similar to th@oeses to question seven, the interview
participants also expressed a desire for disteiell administrators to establish and
promote a district culture and climate inclusivestfdents with disabilities and of special
education teachers.

When referring to district-level special educatamministration, T1 articulated
special education teachers needed support andrangyaining in order to keep up with
the ever-changing legal requirements and compligastes related to special education
paperwork. All five participants appreciated thdity to access special education
administrators quickly when emergencies aroseallyinTs, a 26-year veteran of special
education expressed:

One of the best ways to keep special ed teacheusdis to make sure they feel

like someone above them in administration undedstavhat it's like to teach
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special ed and do all of the paperwork. Our specadministrators used to

teach, and they get it.
Deductive Conclusions

The results of the quantitative portion of thisdstanswered the first research
guestion and revealed the null hypothesispjidas not rejected, and the alternative
hypothesis (HJ was not supported. The Mann-Whitrigyest was utilized to determine
no significant difference existed between the raspalata modes for relational support
factors versus the response data modes for orgemmahkfactors that have influenced
surveyed special education teachers to remairein ttbaching positions for at least five
years. Although the modes of the 28 relationapsufpfactors depicted in Table 1
resulted in a mean rank of 30.5, and a mean ra@l8 dfwas established for the modes of
the 22 organizational factors depicted in Tablth&p value was not significant at a
probability level of 5%§ < .05).

In order to answer the second research questioonplare survey of 35
experienced special education teachers was corttluétéotal of 14 of the 50 items were
most frequently ranked by survey participants asgoextremely influential on their
decisions to remain in the field of special edwarafor at least five years. Four retention
factors received the extremely influential rankirgm more than 50% of the surveyed
special education teachers. These four most infilaleretention factors included the
following: enjoyment gained from job, ability to k®a difference in the lives of
students, support of district-level special eduwsraadministrators, and support of fellow

special education teachers.
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The third and final research question was answim@aigh five interviews to
determine the attitudes expressed by special edadaiachers regarding the influence of
relational support factors and organizational fesctin their decisions to remain in their
current teaching positions for five years or mofée themes of making a difference and
of enjoying the profession were most frequentlyretidy the interview respondents,
which were both categorized as relational supmtiofs. The participants also shared
their suggestions for building and district-levdhanistrators concerning retention
factors that should be addressed in order to refaatifies and experienced special
educators in the profession.

Summary

Within Chapter Four, the results of the Mann-Whythktest were detailed, which
allowed the first research question to be answaneldrevealed the null hypothesis ¢H1
was not rejected while the alternative hypothddik) was not supported. Data to
answer the second research question were attatiedihg an online survey of 35
experienced special education teachers. Of treib@y items, 14 were most frequently
ranked by participants as being extremely infliedrdin their decisions to remain in the
field of special education. Four retention fact@seived the extremely influential
ranking from more than 50% of the surveyed spexdakation teachers. In order to
answer the third and final research question,ifiterviews were conducted to determine
the attitudes expressed by special education teacbgarding the influence of relational
support factors and organizational factors on ttleaisions to remain in their current

teaching positions for five years or more.
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In Chapter Five, the quantitative and qualitafimeings of the study were further
discussed. Conclusions based upon the data @alleciring the study were elucidated,
and the answers to the three research questiomesanéulated. Implications for
practices that could increase special educatiahtgaetention as well as
recommendations for future research in the areatehtion of special education teachers

were outlined.
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Chapter Five: Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to identify the fperetention factors that have
influenced special education teachers to stayair tturrent teaching positions for five
years or more. The U.S. Department of Educatioi1? has repeatedly recognized there
is an ongoing shortage of qualified special edocateachers. As of 2005, more than
40,000 special education teaching positions wdte/deant or were filled by teachers
who were not considered highly qualified (U.S. Dép@nt of Education, 2011). When
provided instruction by experienced and highly digal special education teachers, it
has been established students with disabilitieeaelmore than when they are instructed
by novice teachers with limited qualifications (§e% Sass, 2009).

The data collected in this study facilitated tippartunity for school and district-
level administrators to address influential teagleéention factors within their control in
order to increase the chances of retaining expegeband qualified special education
teachers. Most previous research has concenwatéte reasons special education
teachers choose to leave the profession. Thiy stugmented the limited body of
research focused on the retention of special edigedther than on the reasons they
leave the field.

After surveying and interviewing experienced spkeducation teachers, both
guantitative and qualitative methodology were emgtbto delineate the specific
retention factors ranked as most influential byeva special education teachers when
asked why they have remained in the professiore drttine survey consisted of 50
closed Likert items that required participantsaterthe influence of specific retention

factors on their decisions to remain in their catigpecial education teaching positions
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for at least five years. The factors chosen ferltiikert items on the survey included
retention factors delineated in previous reseancthveere categorized as either relational
support factors or organizational factors (Albreehél., 2009; Beesley et al., 2010;
Berry, 2012; Berry et al., 2011, Billingsley, 20@arr, 2009; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009;
Prather-Jones, 2011). An open-ended item at thetthe survey allowed participants
to describe additional factors that have influenitegr longevity as special educators. In
addition, five experienced special education teechere interviewed to bring forth their
attitudes and reasons for remaining in the field tansolicit opinions about the relative
influence of relational support factors and orgatianal factors on special education
teacher retention.

Within this chapter, findings from the quantitatiand qualitative research data
were discussed. Conclusions were drawn basedthpahata in order to answer the
three research questions outlined in the previbapters of this dissertation.
Implications for future practice based upon theittesof this study were proposed.
Finally, recommendations were made to guide futesearch related to the retention of
special education teachers.

Findings from Quantitative Data

Data utilized to perform quantitative statisticabdysis through the Mann-
WhitneyU test were gathered through an online survey pteddn experienced special
education teachers within eight Missouri schoadlrits affiliated with a particular
conference. The conference is a group of schatliclis from a specific geographic area
that are of similar size and implement comparabdg@amming. A total of 35 teachers

responded to the survey out of a possible 112gpaatts, for a participation rate of
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31.25%. The same survey, along with interviewgedéran special educators, was
utilized to gather qualitative data. The themesctvlemerged from the qualitative data
were considered.

To perform the Mann-Whitney test, a nonparametric statistical analysis as
required by surveys using Likert rating scales,dinevey questions were divided into
those representative of relational support faciois those representative of
organizational factors (Wuensch, 2013). Billings{2004) broadly defined relational
support factors and organizational factors in hadimark work, and the specific
retention factors that were developed into closgdey items were categorized based
upon those broad criteria. The pilot group conéicdhthe categorizations of the factors
utilized in the survey matched their understandimig®lational support and
organizational factors.

After calculation of the Mann-Whitndy value, thez value and value were
calculated. The value calculated for a two-tailed test from the MaihitneyU value
and established at 0.0819. Thigalue was utilized to not reject the following null
hypothesis (HJ) at a critical probability level of 5%p(< .05): There was no difference
between the reported influence of relational supfamtors and organizational factors on
special education teacher retention. The follovahgrnative hypothesis (Hlwas not
supported with the value of 0.0819: There was a difference betweemdperted
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on special education
teacher retention.

Although no statistically significant difference svBound to exist between the

influence of relational support and organizatidiaators on special education teacher
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retention at a probability level of 5% € .05), a difference would have been established
ata 10%1 < .10) probability level. With this taken intoregideration in the context of
this study, relational support factors appeardaetonore influential on the longevity of
the surveyed special education teachers than wgamiaational factors. Qualitative
interview responses appeared to affirm this assenwith all five interview participants
indicating relational support factors, such as sspa for teaching and the desire to make
a difference in the lives of students, were thempry reasons for staying in the field of
special education.

Relational support factors comprised 28 of the #i®ey items. Of these 28
items, 10 relational support factors were mostdesiyly ranked by the surveyed special
education teachers as being extremely influentigd factor has been a major influence
on my decision to remain a special educator). Qegdional factors comprised the other
22 survey items, and only four of those items weost frequently ranked as extremely
influential.
Findings from Qualitative Data

Survey findings. The online survey was completed by 35 out of 112l
participants. The survey was presented to alliapeducation teachers from eight
Missouri school districts affiliated with a partlau conference who had remained in their
current special education teaching positions fdeadt five consecutive years. Data
collected through the online survey were utilize@dlgatively in order to determine
which retention factors were most frequently repdtio be influential on the decision of
educators to remain in the special education tegghiofession for a lengthy period of

time.
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Of the 50 closed survey items, 28 were categorgectlational support factors.
The remaining 22 items were categorized as orgaoia factors. A final open-ended
item allowed the survey participants to expoundnugh@ir own reasons for remaining in
their special education teaching positions for nibem five years.

As Paul (2010) suggested, a five-point Likert rgtscale was chosen for the
survey as preferable to an even-numbered Likdrngatcale, because survey participants
were reasonably expected to express neutral feetibgut some items. This option for a
neutral response could have contributed to cetégrmlency bias, wherein participants
avoid extreme responses (Paul). Out of 50 toteed survey items, the mode response
rating of somewhat influential (rating 4) was theshcommonly chosen response.
Somewhat influential (rating 4) was selected masdently on 28 of the 50 survey
items.

Of the 10 relational support factors most frequerdhked by the surveyed
special education teachers as being extremelyenfial on the decision to remain in the
profession, four factors were rated as extremdlyential by more than 50% of the
survey participants. Two of these four factorsevessentially student-related relational
support factors. The ability to make a differencéhe lives of students was rated as
extremely influential by 66% of the teachers suaeywhich was the overall most
highly-rated factor on the survey. In addition%sbf the survey participants found
enjoyment gained from job to be extremely influahtin their decisions to remain in the
special education teaching profession.

Seven of the remaining eight relational supportdiacranked most frequently by

survey participants as extremely influential cooéddescribed as colleague-related
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relational support factors. Of utmost importare&4% of the surveyed teachers was the
support of fellow special education teachers, atolosely to the 51% of survey
participants who found the support of district-lesgecial education administrators to be
extremely influential. Other colleague-relatedatiginal support factors ranked most
frequently as being extremely influential includéd following: relationships with
colleagues (46%); respect and appreciation of st@3%); support of building-level
administrators (37%); staff morale, culture, andhate of building (37%); and support
with paperwork (34%).

In contrast, only four of the 22 survey items deaigd as organizational factors
were most frequently ranked by surveyed speciat@iln teachers as being extremely
influential. None of the organizational factorsewed the extremely influential ranking
from more than 50% of the survey participants. ®tganizational factor with the
highest percentage of extremely influential ratibgsespondents to the survey was job
security/tenure (43%). In addition, both managea&hklseloads and salary and benefits
were ranked as extremely influential by 34% of syrkespondents. Moreover, an equal
number of survey participants rated opportunitiech in varied contexts (co-teaching,
resource, self-contained) as being somewhat intilaie@0%) and as being extremely
influential (40%) on their decisions to remain e tspecial education teaching
profession.

Responses to the final open-ended survey itemmadtirthe data on factors most
frequently cited as influential on retention of sjgé education teachers. Relational
support factors described by participants in thalfsurvey item included the “self-

satisfaction of working with students in a job tis&always interesting each day and
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never boring” and “the chance to laugh every daltiese responses were analogous to
the closed survey item, enjoyment gained from yalich was rated as extremely
influential by 51% of survey participants.

In response to the open-ended survey item, othehegs reiterated the
importance of “friendships with colleagues,” whiobrresponded to the item
relationships with colleagues that 46% of respotslsated as extremely influential.
Finally, one respondent wrote about the opportulaitisee growth in attitudes and
acceptance of special needs students getting iasiolith regular education students
through clubs and committees” within the schootrdis Although more effusive and
definitive, this open-ended response could be coedb® the closed item ability to make
a difference in the lives of students. This iteaswated as extremely influential by 66%
of the experienced special education teachers geyevhich was the most highly-rated
factor on the survey.

Interview findings. Interview responses were utilized as qualitativia da
determine attitudes as expressed by special edudatachers regarding the influence of
relational support factors and organizational fesctin their decisions to remain in their
current teaching positions for five years or moéve of the special education teachers
who participated in the online survey were intemad individually. The interview
sample was stratified based upon years of spediadation teaching experience. One
teacher was interviewed from each of the followstrgitum: five to nine years in current
position, 10-14 years in current position, 15-18rgan current position, 20-24 years in

current position, and 25-29 years in current positi
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Four themes were made evident through analysiseofiata collected during
interviews:

1. Experienced special education teachers were infeeemost by making a
difference for children and helping students rethelir potential, which was the
primary motivator for teachers to remain in thecsgleeducation teaching
profession.

2. Although both relational support factors and orgational factors were
designated as somewhat influential or extremelyanitial on the decisions of
experienced special education teachers to remdireincurrent teaching
positions, relational support factors were desdriag more influential than were
organizational factors.

3. Building-level administrators could and should adr certain influential
retention factors in order to increase the likebti@f retaining special education
teachers.

4. District-level special education administratorsidoand should address certain
influential retention factors in order to incredise likelihood of retaining special
education teachers.

Theme one. Experienced special education teachers were infeetmost by
making a difference for children and helping studerach their potential, which was the
primary motivator for teachers to remain in thecs@leeducation teaching profession.

In response to interview questions one, two, avel fll of the interview
respondents referenced the ongoing impact of pteamsd fulfillment through working

with and helping students with disabilities succe®éhen asked these three interview
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guestions concerning the primary motivating factorgemaining in the special
education teaching profession, all five intervieavtitipants repeatedly used phrases
such as making a difference for kids and helpingestts reach their potential. T3
expressed, “No other job would give me as muchyangnt and satisfaction” as being a
special education teacher. All five respondentaroanicated the certainty relational
support factors had definitely influenced theiridems to continue as special education
teachers.

Themetwo. Although both relational support factors and orgational factors
were designated as somewhat influential or extrginéuential on the decisions of
experienced special education teachers to remaheincurrent teaching positions,
relational support factors were described as nrdhedntial than were organizational
factors.

The most common refrain during the five interviemss the retention factor
described specifically by T3 as “making a differemt a positive way in the lives of
students.” The five interviewees each voiced #sedion relational support factors had
definitely influenced their longevity as specialiedtors. All five participants described
enjoyment in the job and a passion for children.

The interview respondents seemed more willing tenscore and to expound
upon the influence of relational support factorsamtrast to the influence of
organizational factors on their lasting commitmentghe field of special education.
Despite this, some specific organizational facteese mentioned as being significantly
influential on the participants’ decisions to coni in the special education teaching

profession for more than five years. Salary amiebts, manageable case loads,
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planning time to complete required paperwork, dreddpportunity to design curriculum
were all specifically named during the intervievsshaghly influential organizational
factors.

Themethree. Building-level administrators could and should atdrcertain
influential retention factors in order to incredise likelihood of retaining special
education teachers.

The most common response when asked what buildingipals could do to
retain special educators was that they should rea&ey effort to create a culture and
climate of collaboration within their buildings.1TT3, and T4 suggested administrators
should express appreciation for special educaganhters and should welcome students
with disabilities as accepted and valued membeteo$tudent population. Prather-
Jones (2011) found special education teachersedie@spect and appreciation from their
building principals. Special educators also craa@dllaborative culture and climate that
would garner respect and support for special edutstachers from the other teachers
around them (Prather-Jones). Without this posegivwaronment, special education
teachers might be treated as “second-class citizatisn their buildings, as described
by T5.

Both T3 and T4 articulated principals should supppecial education teachers
when handling student discipline issues. Pratbaegd's (2011) work echoed the desire
of special educators for building administratoremdorce consequences and to include
the teacher in decisions when discipline issuesear6Feeling supported” by the
principal during exchanges with students and pareas especially important to T4

when student behaviors had to be handled by admancn.
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In addition to support through a positive cultwbservable appreciation, and
backing during discipline incidents, certain orgational factors were within the control
of building principals. The interview respondeaipressed administrators should insure
instructional, technological, and monetary resosirgere available to special education
teachers. T2 and T3 also wanted principals toré&st# wealth when assigning extra
duties.”

Themefour. District-level special education administrators ldoand should
address certain influential retention factors idesrto increase the likelihood of retaining
special education teachers.

Although desirous of the support of district-lemein-special education
administrators, the interview participants were enofluenced to remain in their current
positions by the support of district-level spe@dlcation administrators. T1
communicated special education administrators shewpport special educators through
timely training and assistance with the ever-chagdggal requirements and compliance
issues related to special education paperworkexpbessed a belief it was especially
important for special education administratorsagénhad experience as special
education teachers so they could empathize withpaovde useful advice to their
employees.

Conclusions

Both gquantitative and qualitative data were aradyt identify common themes
and to answer the three research questions. Relefarmation gleaned from the
literature review in Chapter Two in combinationhwihe data outlined in Chapter Four

were utilized to answer the research questions.
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Resear ch question one. What difference exists, if any, between the inflceenf
relational support factors and organizational fexcts reported by special education
teachers who remain in their current teaching posstfor five years or more?

Thep value calculated from the Mann-WhitnByvalue utilizing the survey
results was established at 0.0819. At a criticabpbility level of 5% |§ < .05), the null
hypothesis (Hg) that there is no difference between the repartidence of relational
support factors and organizational factors on gpp@clucation teacher retention was not
rejected. The alternative hypothesis {Hhat there is a difference between the reported
influence of relational support factors and orgahanal factors on special education
teacher retention was therefore not supported.

Although no difference was found to exist at a jtahty level of 5% p < .05), a
difference would have been established at a prbtyalevel of 10% ¢ < .10). At this
higher critical level, relational support factopgpaared to be more influential than
organizational factors on the decisions of the syed special education teachers to
remain in the field of special education. QuakMainterview participants confirmed this
assertion. All five interview participants expredsa passion for teaching and the desire
to make a difference in the lives of students, lmatiegorized as relational support
factors, were their main reasons for remainingnegpecial education teaching
profession.

Resear ch question two. What retention factors do special education teacher
most often report to be influential reasons foyistg in their current teaching positions

for five years or more?
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The retention factors most often reported to blanftial reasons for continuing
as special education teachers were determined biasedthe mode for each survey
guestion. A total of 14 survey items were mosfjéiently reported to be extremely
influential by the surveyed teachers. Of thosm&el0 were categorized as relational
support factors, while the remaining four factoerevcategorized as organizational
factors.

Overall, the ability to make a difference in theek of students was the most
highly-rated retention factor on the survey, wig% of the surveyed special education
teachers rating the item as extremely influent@f.those educators surveyed, 54% rated
the support of fellow special education teachemsxaemely influential, while 51% of
respondents gave the same rating to both enjoygaené¢d from job and support of
district-level special education administratordieTollowing retention factors are listed
in descending order based upon the percentage\afsparticipants who assigned a
rating of extremely influential to each item: rebdaiships with colleagues (46%); respect
and appreciation of others (43%); job security/tend3%); opportunity to teach in
varied contexts (co-teaching, resource, self-caetd)i (40%); support of building-level
administrators (37%); staff morale, culture, arichate of building (37%); and support
with paperwork (34%).

Interestingly, unlike the findings of much of trexent research on special
education teacher retention, mentoring and teaokection were not rated highly by the
teachers surveyed for this study. Billingsleyle{2009) stressed quality teacher
induction programs with an emphasis on mentoringld/ocrease special education

teacher retention. However, the most frequentbseh rank of influence for mentoring
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programs was neutral, while new teacher inductimgiams were ranked most
frequently by survey participants as not influelnbia their decisions to remain in the
field of special education. Perhaps this was c#fte of the work of Washburn-Moses
(2010), who asserted mentoring practices for gémreltzcation and special education
teachers were dissimilar and of different qualifihe special education teachers
interviewed for the Washburn-Moses (2010) studyregal special education mentors
and valuable mentoring programming were less avail® them than to general
educators.

Berry et al. (2011) emphasized relevant and tirpebfessional development was
found to increase the commitment of special edaonagachers. In the work of Albrecht
et al. (2009) on teacher retention, professionaéligment opportunities were cited as
the most influential school climate and workplaoadition. Within the Albrecht et al.
(2009) study, professional development opportunitvas not rated by participants as one
of the top 14 most influential factors. Of theay respondents, 49% rated it as
somewhat influential on their decisions to remainhe field of special education
(Albrecht et al.).

Cochran-Smith et al. (2011) established studertrarelationships contributed
significantly to the retention of special educatieachers. Albrecht et al. (2009)
revealed interest in student welfare to be a kgnteon factor for special educators.
Correspondingly, of the 35 survey respondentsisigtudy, 66% communicated the
ability to make a difference in the lives of stutdewas extremely influential to them
when considering the option to continue in thenrent special education teaching

positions.
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Berry (2012) found special education teachers raaiat the support of other
special educators in the same building was the hepful support they received.
Albrecht et al. (2009) also revealed the suppodtbér teachers was of primary
importance. These findings aligned with the sumesgults that 54% of the participants
rated support of fellow special education teachsrextremely influential on their
longevity in the field.

Although it was not the most highly-rated retentfactor in this study, support of
building-level administrators was rated by 37%ld survey respondents as being
extremely influential. Billingsley et al. (2009isdovered strong building principal
support influenced special educators to be moramwitted to their profession and to
remain in the special education teaching fieldbrétht et al. (2009) also established
building-level administrative support on a dailyslsawas crucial for special education
teacher retention. In a study by Kukla-Acevedd@0support from administrators was
the only factor that showed a statistically sigrafit relationship to overall teacher
retention and mobility.

Resear ch question three. What attitudes are expressed by special education
teachers regarding the influence of relational supfactors and organizational factors
on their decisions to remain in their current teaghpositions for five years or more?

The most prevalent attitude expressed during\al ifiterviews with experienced
special education teachers was they were primiafiiyenced to remain in the special
education profession by relational support facteush as making a difference for
children and helping students reach their potent#dl of the interview respondents

articulated they found enjoyment and fulfillmentireir current special education
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teaching positions. Relational support factorsendsfinitely influential to all five
interviewees when making their decisions to comiteaching in the field of special
education.

When asked to delineate between the relative infleef relational support
factors and organizational factors, the interviestipipants stressed and expanded more
upon the influence of relational support factotlof organizational factors. Monetary
inducements, manageable case loads, adequaterngdme, and the opportunity to
participate in curriculum development were all speally named during the interviews
as highly influential organizational factors. Tdeneral attitude appeared to be that
feeling supported at work and being invested indbethrough relationships were more
influential on the decision to remain in the fielidspecial education than were fiduciary
and organizational considerations.

Interview participants expressed strong beliefs éldaninistrators should make
every effort to address retention factors withiaitiinfluence and control. The
respondents were adamant building principals shonddte a collaborative, inclusive,
and accepting culture and climate within their stbo It was also hoped by the special
educators interviewed that principals would supgmetn when student discipline issues
arose. Building-level administrators could alssistsspecial education teachers to obtain
the resources they needed to provide the bestuatigtnal experience for students with
disabilities.

At the district level, the support of special ediaraadministrators was extremely
influential for experienced special educators. Aastrators of special education were

expected by the interview participants to provigprapriate and timely training and
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professional development that would enable spedatators to meet the legal
requirements of the profession. The respondeatsexdpressed the need for special
education administrators to be readily availablprtwvide support when difficulties
arose.
Implicationsfor Practice

As established by Boyd et al. (2010), special etlocdeachers play an integral
role in the success of all public school systetdafortunately, the ongoing shortage of
special educators has made it difficult for admmat®rs to hire and retain those who are
both qualified and experienced (Berry et al., 201Ryilding-level and district-level
administrators have expressed relief when they ael@to rely on the expertise of
experienced special educators who have remainggtifield for an extended period of
time (Berry et al.). In order to provide the bedticational experience possible for all
students, especially those with disabilities, adstiators should make every effort to
retain experienced and qualified special educagirofessionals for as long as possible
(Carr, 2009).

Based upon the data collected in this study, ugidevel principals should make
a concerted effort to promote a positive buildingure and climate that endorses and
expects collaboration, collegiality, and the acaape of all students and teachers as
valuable. Principals should be readily availalsld ahould concentrate their efforts on
expressing respect and appreciation for the carttabs of special educators who make a
difference in the lives of students. Finally, blinlg administrators should provide
support when behavior issues arise for studentsdigabilities and should insure access

to quality instructional resources for special edion teachers and students with
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disabilities. These types of efforts by buildirey¢! administrators were found to be
extremely influential on the decisions of experethspecial educators to remain in the
field.

At the district level, non-special education admiirators should promote the
retention of special education teachers by actingomd stewards of financial resources
so that the salaries and benefits offered to spedigcators are competitive. District-
level administrators should also make a concettiedt¢o be visible and available to all
teachers. When district-level administrators emtewuspecial education teachers and
students with disabilities, the administrators dtiquovide praise, respect, and
appreciation for the work being done.

Finally, in order to retain special education teashthe data collected in this
study suggested district-level special educatianiastrators should be available to
provide timely and relevant professional develophagr training opportunities to
special educators. When possible, administratiospecial education should attempt to
assign manageable caseloads and the opportunispéaial educators to teach in varied
settings and contexts (co-teaching, resource ceeifained). Parallel to the implications
described previously, special education administsashould deliver praise to teachers
for making a difference and should make it cleacsd educators are respected and
appreciated.

Recommendations for Future Research

Most previous research has focused primarily eréasons special education

teachers leave the profession rather than on #sons they stay. This study

supplemented the limited research on retentiorofachat influence special education
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teachers to remain in their teaching positiongriore than five years. Recommendations
for future research deriving from this project unbéd, but were not limited to the
following:

1. Investigate and analyze the relative influemiceslational support factors and
organizational factors on the retention of speetalcation teachers in other demographic
areas of the state of Missouri, in other statesragobns of the United States, and in the
United States as a whole. Surveys and interviéwsas to those utilized in this study
could be conducted with a much larger sample afregtspecial education teachers
expanded to include other areas of Missouri, cskeges, regions, or the whole United
States.

2. Investigate and analyze the effect of high spp@clucation teacher mobility on
the achievement of students with disabilities. i&gbment scores could be quantitatively
compared based upon the mobility rates of spediataion teachers.

3. Conduct research to determine whether or rogtfality of mentorship and
teacher induction programs affects the influencého$e programs on special education
teacher retention.

4. Qualitatively identify the methods and procexduthat best enable building-
level administrators to create a collaborativeureltand climate that is accepting of
students with disabilities. Determine whether or sthools with positive morale and an
inclusive environment actually have lower ratesécial education teacher mobility and

attrition.
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Summary

The purpose of this study was to identify speddictors that have influenced
special education teachers to remain in their otitesaching positions for at least five
years. As of 2005, more than 40,000 special echrcggaching positions were left
vacant or were filled by teachers without adequaaiaifications (U.S. Department of
Education, 2011). Students with disabilities hbgen found to achieve more when they
are educated by experienced and highly qualifietigpeducation teachers (Feng &
Sass, 2009).

Following a survey of 35 experienced special edanaeachers and interviews
with five of those surveyed, both quantitative gjudlitative statistical analysis were
performed on the data. The results of the quaivitgortion of the study indicated the
null hypothesis (Hd) was not rejected, and the alternative hypothgtls) was not
supported. The nonparametric Mann-Whitkketest was performed to determine no
significant difference existed between the respalaga modes for relational support
factors versus the response data modes for orgmmahkfactors that have influenced
surveyed special education teachers to remairein ttbaching positions for at least five
years.

Subsequently, analysis of the data obtained frastiivey of 35 veteran special
education teachers indicated that the four mokiential retention factors included the
following: enjoyment gained from job, ability to kea difference in the lives of
students, support of district-level special eduwsraadministrators, and support of fellow
special education teachers. Another 10 retentiotofs were most frequently rated by

participants as extremely influential. Of the ttat factors that had a response mode of
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extremely influential, 10 were categorized as retat| support factors and four were
categorized as organizational factors.

Five interviews were conducted to determine thitudtts expressed by
experienced special education teachers regardeetative influence of relational
support factors and organizational factors on ttleaisions to remain in their current
teaching positions for five years or longer. Makandifference in the lives of students
and gaining enjoyment from the profession weresdtticudes most frequently shared by
the interview respondents, which would both begateed as relational support factors
according to Billingsley’s (2004) work. The integw participants also offered
suggestions for building-level principals, distsievel non-special education
administrators, and district-level special edugaadministrators concerning retention
factors that should be addressed in order to retgyerienced and quality special
educators for years to come.

Lastly, conclusions were reached following quafitiaand qualitative analysis
of the data collected during the survey and ineawgi. The three research questions were
answered, the null hypothesis was not rejectedilamdlternative hypothesis was not
supported. Implications for administrative prae@nd approaches that would likely
increase the retention of special education teaci®l recommendations for future
research in the area of special education teaelwemtron were enumeratedhe
guantitative and qualitative data collected in #tisdy facilitates the opportunity for
building-level and district-level administratorsaddress influential teacher retention
factors within their control in order to increabe thances of retaining experienced and

gualified special education teachers. Instructielivered by competent and experienced



special educators typically leads to increasedemarland social achievement for

special education students (Feng & Sass, 2009).
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Appendix A

Survey

Please rate the following factors in terms of houcmeach has influenced your decision
to remain a special education teacher for five yeaitonger.

1. Clearly-defined teaching roles

3.

(0]

© O 0O

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Access to quality teaching materials

(0]

© O 0O

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Access to technology

(0]

© O 0O

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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4. Professional development opportunities (in-distiactt-of-district, tuition
reimbursement, etc.)

(0]

© O 0O

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

5. Special education-related training provided bydtsrict

(0]

© O 0O

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

6. Manageable caseloads

(0]

© O 0O

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

7. Manageable paperwork demands (volume and comp)exity

(0]

© O 0O

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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8. Salary and benefits

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

9. District process for handling special education tings and evaluations

o

© O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

10.Class size

(@)

o O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

11. Adequate planning time

o

o O OO0

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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12.Professional Learning Communities

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

13. Opportunity to advance professionally within thstdct

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

14. Student behavioral climate within the district

(@)

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

15. Classroom budget

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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16. Opportunity to teach in varied contexts (co-teaghnesource, self-contained)

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

17.Quality of education in district

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

18. School district reputation

o

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

19. Job security/tenure

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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20. Scheduling of students/services

21.

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Location of school

(@)

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

22.School size

23.

(@)

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Personal connection to school/area

(@)

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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24. District demographics

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

25.Classroom space

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

26.Time for paperwork

27.

o

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Enjoyment gained from job

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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28.Classroom autonomy

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

29. Ability to make a difference in the lives of studen

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

30.Personal influence over building and district piesscand procedures

31.

o

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Proof of student achievement gains

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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32.Support of building-level administrators

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

33. Support of district-level non-special education adstrators

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

34.Support of district-level special education adntnaiors

(0]

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

35. Support of regular education colleagues

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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36. Support of fellow special education teachers

37.

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Parental support

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

38. Community support

39.

o

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Building climate supportive of inclusion and coldahtion

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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40. Mentoring programs

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

41.New teacher induction programs

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

42. Staff morale, culture, and climate of building

o

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

43. Staff morale, culture, and climate of district

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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44.How student discipline is handled

45.

46.

a7

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Relationships with colleagues

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

Paraprofessional support

o

o O 0o

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

.Related services availability and personnel

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)
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48.Respect and appreciation of others

o

o O O0OOo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

49. Support with paperwork

o

© O O0Oo

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

50. Climate of shared responsibility for all students

o

o O 0o

Opposite of influential (this factor has causedtmeonsider leaving special
education)

Not influential

Neutral

Somewhat influential

Extremely influential (this factor has been a majdluence on my decision to
remain a special educator)

51.What other additional factors have influenced ymsttay in your current position
as a special education teacher?
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Appendix B

LINDENW@D

LINDENWOOD UNIVERSITY ST.CHARLES, MISSOURI

DATE: September 16, 2013

TO: Samantha Henderson

FROM: Lindenwood University Institutional Review Board

STUDY TITLE: [605921-1] Factors that Influence Special Education Teacher Retention
IRB REFERENCE #:

SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project

ACTION: APPROVED

APPROVAL DATE: September 16, 2013

EXPIRATION DATE: September 16, 2014

REVIEW TYPFE: Expedited Review

Thank you for your submission of New Project materials for this research project. Lindenwood University
Institutional Review Board has APPROVED your submission. This approval is based on an appropriate
risk/benefit ratio and a study design wherein the risks have been minimized. All research must be
conducted in accordance with this approved submission.

This submission has received Expedited Review based on the applicable federal regulation.

Please remember that informed consent is a process beginning with a description of the study and
insurance of participant understanding followed by a signed consent form. Informed consent must
continue throughout the study via a dialogue between the researcher and research participant. Federal
regulations require each participant receive a copy of the signed consent document.

Please note that any revision to previously approved materials must be approved by this office prior to
initiation. Please use the appropriate revision forms for this procedure.

All SERIOUS and UNEXPECTED adverse events must be reported to this office. Please use the
appropriate adverse event forms for this procedure. All FDA and sponsor reporting requirements should
also be followed.

All NON-COMPLIANCE issues or COMPLAINTS regarding this project must be reported promptly to the
IRB.

This project has been determined to be a Minimal Risk project. Based on the risks, this project requires
continuing review by this committee on an annual basis. Please use the completionfamendment form for
this procedure. Your documentation for continuing review must be received with sufficient time for review
and continued approval before the expiration date of September 16, 2014.

Please note that all research records must be retained for a minimum of three years.
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If you have any questions, please contact Tameka Tammy Moore at (618) 616-7027 or
tmoore@lindenwood. edu. Please include your study title and reference number in all correspondence
with this office.

If you have any questions, please send them to IRB@lindenwood.edu. Please include your project title
and reference number in all correspondence with this committee.

This letter has been electronically signed in accordance with all applicable regulations, and a copy is retained within Lindenwood
University Institutional Review Board's records.
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Appendix C

LINDENW@D

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Factors that Influence Special Education TeachézriRien
<survey>

Principal Investigator: Samantha Henderson
Telephone: (41764 E-mail:demsonsa@branson.k12.mo.us

Participant Coimifact

1. You are invited to participate in a researcllgttonducted by Samantha Henderson
under the guidance of Advisor, Dr. Cherita GrabBne purpose of this research is to
determine the specific factors that encourage apeducation teachers to remain in
the field of special education for more than fiveags. Previous research has focused
primarily on ways to attract special educators amdhe reasons they leave the field.
This study will further the research available cnming the positive factors that
influence teachers to stay in their special edooagaching positions for an extended
period of time. In order to keep experienced sgemiucators in the field of
education and in their current special educatiachag positions, school
administrators must take action and address teetieh factors that are within their

control.
2. a) Your participation will involve:

Completing an electronic survey of 50 questions ithquires you to rate the influence
of specific factors on your decision to stay in tieéd of special education. These
items will ask you to rate the influence of factorsa five-point Likert rating scale. A
final open-ended item will allow you to provide yawn reasons for remaining in
your special education teaching position.

b) The amount of time involved in your participatiaill be approximately 10
minutes.

Approximately 30-100 special education teachershlinvolved in this research.

3. There are no anticipated risks associated withrésearch.

4. There are no direct benefits for you participaimghis study. However, your
participation will contribute to the knowledge abdthe positive factors that influence



116

teachers to stay in their special education tegcpasitions for an extended period of
time. In order to keep experienced special edusatathe field of education and in
their current special education teaching positisnbpol administrators must take
action and address the retention factors that @henwtheir control.

5. Your participation is voluntary and you may choasgto participate in this research
study or to withdraw your consent at any time. Yiaay choose not to answer any
guestions that you do not want to answer. You MdIT be penalized in any way
should you choose not to participate or to withdraw

6. We will do everything we can to protect younvpgy. As part of this effort, your
identity will not be revealed in any publicationmresentation that may result from
this study and the information collected will rem&é the possession of the
investigator in a safe location.

7. If you have any questions or concerns regarthisgstudy, or if any problems arise,
you may call the Investigator, Samantha Henderaso@ 17 4. or the
Supervising Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore, at 417-8809. You may also ask
guestions of or state concerns regarding yourgjatiion to the Lindenwood
Institutional Review Board (IRB) through contactindg Jann Weitzel, Vice
President for Academic Affairs, at 636-949-4846.

| haveread this consent form and have been given the opportunity to ask
guestions. | may retain a copy of this consent form for my records. |
consent to my participation in the resear ch described above.

By completing the survey, | acknowledge my consent to participatein the
resear ch study.

https://docs.google.com/a/branson.k12.mo.us/forfbBichRg61TmDOYiThG
AEtHmMACczswuQf4qjZqYS3C-F6hl/viewform

Revised 8-8-2012
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Appendix D
Phone Script for Contacting Participants
<Interview>

Hello, this is Samantha Henderson. | am contagtmgregarding research | am
conducting as part of the doctoral requirementfodenwood University. My study is
entitledFactors that Influence Special Education TeachdeeR@en and the purpose of
the research is to identify the specific factoest #ncourage special education teachers to
remain in their current teaching positions for mibraén five years.

As the primary investigator, | am requesting yoartigipation, in the form of a
personal interview, to garner perceptions aboufdb®rs that have influenced you to
remain in your special education teaching positayran extended period of time. If you
are interested in participating in the study, ls@nd you, via electronic mail, the
informed consent form and list of interview questio Then, we can establish the time

and location for the interview. Thank you for ydimne and support.
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Appendix E

LINDENW@D

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Factors that Influence Special Education TeachézriRien
<interview>

Principal Investigator: Samantha Henderson

Telephone: (41764 E-mail:demsonsa@branson.k12.mo.us

Participant Coimifact

1. You are invited to participate in a researchlgttonducted by the principal
investigator, Samantha Henderson, under the guedaiihe advisor, Dr. Cherita
Graber. The purpose of this research is to deteriie specific factors that
encourage special education teachers to remaireifidld of special education for
more than five years. Previous research has fdgusmarily on ways to attract
special educators and on the reasons they leavielthe This study will further the
research available concerning the positive fadtwasinfluence teachers to stay in
their special education teaching positions forx@emrded period of time. In order to
keep experienced special educators in the fieetlatation and in their current
special education teaching positions, school aditrators must take action and
address the retention factors that are within tbetrol.

2. a) Your participation will involve:

Participating in an interview. The interview wikltonducted face-to-face and will
be audio taped for accuracy.

| give my permission to audio tape the intewie

Participant’s initials:

b) The amount of time involved in your participatiaill be approximately 30
minutes.

Approximately six special education teachers ballinvolved in this research.

5. There are no anticipated risks associated withréssarch.
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4. There are no direct benefits for you participgin this study. However, your
participation will contribute to the knowledge abthe positive factors that influence
teachers to stay in their special education tegcpasitions for an extended period of
time. In order to keep experienced special edusatathe field of education and in
their current special education teaching positisnhpol administrators must take
action and address the retention factors that @henwtheir control.

5. Your participation is voluntary and you may choasgto participate in this research
study or to withdraw your consent at any time. Yiaay choose not to answer any
guestions that you do not want to answer. You MdIT be penalized in any way
should you choose not to participate or to withdraw

6. We will do everything we can to protect younvpgy. As part of this effort, your
identity will not be revealed in any publicationmresentation that may result from
this study and the information collected will rem&é the possession of the
investigator in a safe location.

7. If you have any questions or concerns regarthisgstudy, or if any problems arise,
you may call the Investigator, Samantha Henderaso@ 17 |4, or the
Supervising Faculty, Dr. Sherry DeVore at 417-8809 You may also ask
guestions of or state concerns regarding yourgjaatiion to the Lindenwood
Institutional Review Board (IRB) through contactindg Jann Weitzel, Vice
President for Academic Affairs, at 636-949-4846.

| haveread this consent form and have been given the opportunity to ask
guestions. | may retain a copy of this consent form for my records. |
consent to my participation in the resear ch described above.

Participant’s Signature Date

Primary Investigator’s Signature Date

Revised 8-8-2012
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Appendix F
Interview Questions
. What retention factors have most influenced yoretoain in your current special
education teaching position for more than five g@ar
. What is the single factor that has most influengauar decision to remain in your
current special education teaching position forertban five years? Why?
Has that most influential factor changed over tthmeughout the course of your
career? Why or why not?
Do you think you possess personality traits thatHaept you in your profession for
five years or longer despite the presence or alesefite retention factors you have
mentioned? Why or why not? If so, what are thoseonality traits?
. As a whole, to what extent have relational supfamtors influenced your decision to
remain in your profession? [Provide definition anémples of factors].
. As awhole, to what extent have organizationaldiecinfluenced your decision to
remain in your profession? [Provide definition anémples of factors].
. What factors do you think building-level administia should address in order to
retain special education teachers? Please explairyou feel this way.
. What factors do you think district-level administns should address in order to

retain special education teachers? Please explajryou feel this way.
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