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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study wéo compare | e ment ary teachers’ and el er
perceptios of teacher motivation. By identifying thdifferences exist between elementary
teachers’” and el ementary admi ni stirabotvofers '’ perc
administratorsd gain a betteunderstanthg and possibly desigmore effectivestrategies fo
enhancing teacher motivatioAdditionally, it opens the door for further studies, not only with
elementary teachers and administrators, but at the middle and high schizddenell. This
study used a quantitative methodology with a causal comparative design. The sample population
came fromwo schooldistricts in South Carolindhe Alpha School District (ASD, a
pseudonym) and the Beta School District (BSD, a pseudonyh®.ASDcontained a mix of
rural, suburban, and urbatakeholdersvhile the BSDwas rural The sample included 251
elementary teacheesd 31 administrators frortwelve schoolsin the two districts who
completed the Teacher Motivation and Job Satigfac@urvey(TMJS)electronically through
Survey Monkey The sample size for this study included a total of 282 participaiitslata
was coll ected by Survey Monkey. Overall stat
admi ni st r at ofteacher maivatioe gnd doraparsons of teacher motivation as
delineated by gender were analyzed with independent sarrtpkes tComparisons of teachers
based on their | ength of s Resultdirdieated|atisticallgnal yz e
sign fi cant differences between el ementary teact
motivation. Results indicatgno difference in perceptis of motivation for eithegender or
length of service. Implications for practice and recommendatiorigtioe studies are included.

Keywords:intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, twiactor theoryglementary

teachers, elementary administrators.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview

Quality education ifundamental to obtaining economic freedom and giving students a
better chance at escaping poverty (Sa&ifAgbenyega, 2014). Maintaining a strong and
effective core of teachers assists with quality education. Teacher motivation is an issue which
affectshow strong and effective America’'s teacher.
motivation of teachers has a positive effect on student academic performance (Butler, 2012;
Jerotich, 2015; Recepoglu, 2013; lli&lfeoma, 2015; Bollougl& Hall-Kenyon,2012). Better
teaching practices can be linked to teacher motivation (Butler, 2012; Klassen et al., 2012;
Remijan, 2014; Kocobas, 2009; Cerasoli, Nicklin, & Ford, 2014; Arifin, 2015). Simply
maintaining an adequate supply of teachers is also necesgagptthe American education
system functioning properly. Improved teacher motivation helps prevent teachers from exiting
the profession and therefore assists in preventing teacher shortages (Mertler, 2002; Griffin, 2010;
Skaalvik& Skaalvik, 2011; Nawe& Yasin, 2015). Therefore, a study focusing on teacher
motivation will be beneficial for a variety of reasons.

Background

Motivation research has been around for a
pioneered achievement motivation and asserted dugtl@ have a desire for accomplishment
and mastery of ideas (Bla8rocker& Er nst , 2013) . The 1940’ s sav

a need theory’ of motivation which eventual/l
pyramid (Grison, Heatherton, &@azzaiga, 2015). David McClelland proposed a new

achievement theory in the 1950’ s in which he
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difficult challenges and attempt to outperform others (Weiten, 2013). From these early theories,
motivation reseatcbegan moving into the realm of workplace motivation.
One of the pioneering efforts in the subject of worker motivation included Herzberg,

Mausner, and Snyderman’s (1959) research with
Pennsyl vanisatal (19%9presealcke insgired the-fiactor theory. The twdactor

theory asserts that there are two types of motivational factors, intrinsic factors and extrinsic

factors, or as Herzberg et al. (1959) ddiitteem, motivatorsandhygienes The idetification of

separate motivational factors spurred many others to continue research in the field of worker

motivati on. David McGregor’s research foll ow
(1960) formulated Theory X and Theory Y from his reseaitdbMillan, McConnell, and

O Sullivan (2016) explain the contrasts in Th
two ends of the spectrum include the view that humans are basically lazy and require external
stimulation (Theory X) or that true moétion can be internal to an individual (Theory Y). From

Herzberg’'s and MacGregor’ s reseahontorkern t he 19
motivation followed
Motivation continued to be a highly researched topic in many occupational fields. For
example, Gardner (1977) studied it with London bus crews, Frey and Edinburg (1978) with
social workers, and Allan and Sienko (1998) focusing on temporary workers. Research
involving the motivation of teachers was the emphasis of a number of other studads as
(Gaziel, 2001; Kocobas, 2009; Brien, HassS&voie, 2012; Convey, 2014). Beginning in the
early part of the ZLCentury, some of the focus regarding teacher motivation began shifting

towards a comparison of teacher and administrator perceptioeaobier motivation (Bexley,

2005; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Boyle, 2014; AkaMassry-Herzllah, 2016). The sheer volume
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of current studies involving teacher motivation demonstrates the impact and importance of
teacher motivation to society, the educatiompwinity, and the education system overall.

Teachers shape the future of a nation through their influence on the minds and souls of
the younger generations (AfsharDoosti, 2016). Because teachers play such a vital role in
society and in the overall ecatconal process, the motivational status of teachers is important as
well. The motivational status of the teachers of a nation effects many areas which relate to
society as a whole, the educational community, and the overall educational system. Aodiscuss
of some of the specific realms with which teacher motivation affects follows.

A number of studies report that increases in teacher motivation leads to better teaching
practices (Butler, 2012; Klassen et al., 2012; Remijan, 2014; Kocobas, 2009; Garakpli
2014; Arifin 2015). Because one result of increases in teacher motivatioreisteatthing
practices, imakes sense that increasing teacher motivatvonld also lead to a corresponding
increase in student academic performance as well. Accordingly, there is much research which
demonstrates that with an increase in teacher motivation, there is also an increase in student
academic performance (Butler,220) Jerotich, 2015; Recepoglu, 2013; li&dfeoma, 2015;
Bollough& Hall-Kenyon, 2012). In addition to increases in student academic performances and
better teaching practices, another benefit of increasing teacher motivation is that it enhances
studentteacher relationships (Lam, 2012). Additionally, there are still other benefits to the
educational system and to society as a whole that invtiledssue of teacher motivation. A
discussion of the conceptual framework follows.

The issue of teacher meadtion flows from the problem of worker motivation. This
study’s conceptual framework is derived pri ma

Herzberg et al. (1959) created the two factor or motivator hygiene theory which stated that there
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aretwoypes of motivational factors. One type, W
similar to intrinsic motivation.Herzberg et al. (1959) believéedh at * mot i vat or s’ wi
satisfaction if present and typeobmosvatioraldaCtaec t i on’
include what Herzberg et al. (1959) | abeled
motivational factors. Herzberg (1959) arguledt mot i vat or s’ l ead to ‘sat
sa i sfaction'Leathiitleshggien&safi present and ‘' di
Thus, i f managers want to increase the ‘“satis

intrinsic motivation and if they want to prevent dissatisfaction, they need to do increase extrinsic
mativation.

Mc Gregor’s (1960) research Il ed to his crea

and Theory Y are beliefs held by managers. The assumptions of Theory X are that the

manager’' s subordinates do not | tagkglodkto wor k, r
others for guidance, and do not want tchb&l accountable (Seger, 2019he assumptions of

Theory Y are that subordinates can be intrinsically motivated to work, can regulate their own
performance, and prefer to be held accountablehfar actions.Highhouse (2011) noted that

Theory X and Y are not strategies, butbeliefs at gui de aAdmmiatrdterswhe act i o
hold Theory X viewpoints do not consider workers capable of intrinsic motivation. This concept
isimportant becausen admi ni strator’' s o0 u tnotivatkwillgneatlt e ac her
affect how an administrator approaches the ta
motivation and McGregor’'s identif elefaltelpon of t
inform this study on teacher and administrator perceptions of teacher motivation.

The background for this study includes a historical overview of motivation studies in

general and teacher motivation in specific, a society at large discugsiloa discussion of the
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conceptual framework for this research. Research on motivation has been extensive and dates
back throughout much of the previous century. Pioneering work by Herzberg (1959) and

McGregor (1960) were the impetus for later work oniwaion. The societal benefits of

enhancing motivation for teachers was found to be extensive and includes the idea that increased
teacher motivation enhances teaching practices, increases student academic performance,
promotes better relationships betwaeachers and students, and helps to prevent teaching
shortages. The theoretical framework for thi

(1959)twef act or t heory and McGregor’'s (1960) Theor
set the stge for the continuance of further studies into the domain of teacher motivation.
Problem Statement

Although the topic of teacher motivation has been extensively researched, there is a niche
in this body of research which has yet to be explored. Onlystodies have been found which
address the topic of teacher motivation by <co
of teacher motivation. The primary responsibility for increasing teacher motivation belongs to
administrators (Kocobas, 2009).idtfor this reason that studies regarding the motivation of
teachers should involve and include administrators. However, as previously mentioned, only
four studies were found which compared teache

motivation.

Bexley (2005) in Mississippi and Brown and Hughes (2008) in Arkansas studied K

teachers and administrators perceptions of
found statistically significant differences between the two groups. AdaMassryHerzllah
(2016) researched the motivational factors of Arab teachers by compatidgaacher

responses with K2 administrator responses. Their research also found differences between the
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two groups. Boyle (2014) researched the same tofieorgig but used only high school
teachers and administrators.

Boyle’'s (2014) research only identified di

admini strators perceptions of teacher motiva

and Arar and MssryHerzllah (2016) researched K2 t eacher s and admini s
of teacher motivation, but did so without delineating between the teaching levels. Thagrevio

st u datadetdilingt he di fferedd@es elaethwe s nor'askkeptpasdomi ni st
teacher motivatiomallows administrators to tailor professional development to the specific needs

of their teachers. However, the value of the studies would have been greater if administrators

knew the results for teachers of only titeiaching level like Boyle (2014) did for high school

teachers and administrators. Because Boyl e’ s
school teachers and administrators, and Bexley (2005), Brown and Hughes (2008), and Arar and
MassryHerzllah(2016) did not delineate their results, a gap has developed.

Nor esearch has been found which compares el
perceptions of teacher motivatioAdditionally, there is little research regarding gender or
lengthofservie di fferences for el ementary tBedegher s’
(2005), Boyle (2014)Brown and Hughes (200&nd Arar and Masstkerzllah (2016) have
requested further research on this realm of teacher motivation. Arar and Maszsltgh (2016)
stated that further research should be encouraged to clarify the factors influencing teacher
motivation. Boyle (2014ljkewise argued that her high school study should be expanded to the
other grade levels (elementary and middle school). Thereéfioaeldition to looking for gender
and length of service differences in elementary teactiessstudy will identify whethe

di fferences exi st bet ween teachers and admin
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elementary teachers and administrators. Because research has not identified whether differences
exist regarding perceptions of teacher motivatiamben elemetary administratorand

elementary teachers, a problem has developed. The problem is that it is not known if there are

di fferences between el ementary teachers’ and
motivation.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to compare el

perceptions of teacher motivation. The need for research of this nature developed as a result of

previous research focusing exclusivelyoilkk t eac her s parcdptianglomi ni st r a

teacher motivation without delineating between the teaching levels &§AvéassryHerzllah,
2016; Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 2008) and

teachers’ and admi ni st r aevias research was foungthat o n s . T

delineated teachers and administrators per c

elenmentary or middle school leveldikewise, little research was found regarding differences

between male and female elementary teacheé  p esmofdeaghdr madivation or differences

bet ween el ement ar y eacbeamotivatiotsy lengtheaf serviget i ons of t
The primary independentriable for this study is theb status (teacher, administrator)

of the participants Othe independent variables incluteachegender (male, female) and

teachetength of service (early career, rradreer, late career)lhe dependent vible for this

motivation scores from Mertl er

reseatredchear s
Satisfaction SurveyTMJS). The population for this study includes all elementary teachers and
administraors in the ASD and the BSID South CarolinaT he T MT J theoueticale y ’ s

foundati on was informed with Herzberg’ s two f
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Significance of the Study
Previous studies have researched teachers’
motivation (Arar& Massry-Herzllah, 2016; Bexley, 200Brown & Hughes, 2008; Boyle,
2014) . However, no study has been found whic
administratorsperceptions of teacher motivation. Bexley (2005), Boyle (2014), and Arar and
MassryHerzllah (2016) have recommended futwesaarch in this realm. Principals are in a key
position to effect teacher motivation (Finnigan, 2012). Therefore, it stands to reason that

administrators can better assist teachers mo
Previous studeidentified differences in perceptions of teacher motivation aid K

level without delineating between elementary, middle school, and high school teachers and

administrators (Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 2008; A&dassry-Herzllah, 2016). This

studywill go one step beyond the previous studies by ascertaining whether differences exist

bet ween el ementary teachers and el ementary a
This study will also make a t {1959 twe fadtoctebry cont r
by adding to the knowledge base of whether el
perceptions of teacher motivatiahffer with the participants in the 12 participatisghook. An

empirical contribution tahe overall knowlede of teacher motivation will likewise result from

the data of this research due to the quantitative nature of the research and the fact that the data

will be collected fronboththe ASD and the BSDheither of which havbeen used in prior

teacher motivabn studies. Although a convenience sample is used and therefore results may not

be generalized to other locations, data from this study may be used to inform administrators of

boththe ASD and the BSBs to whether their elementary teachers and adnatostragree as to

what motivates teacheos whether there are differences between their teachers based on the
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demographic categories of gender and length of sentit@wise, results of this research may
help promote research in other locations andridmrie to the overall knowledge of teacher
motivation and the possible differences in perception of teacher motivation between teachers and
administrators.
Research Question
RQ1: Are there any differences between elementary tedchiedsadministratorgerceptions of
teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
He r z b e rfactors of mativation?
RQ2: Are there any differences betwemale and femalelemen ar y t peraeptiors ofs ’
teacher motivatio as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
He r z b e rfactors of mativation?
RQ3: Are there any differences betwesarly career, migtareer, and late careglemenary
t e a c pereptohs of teacher motivation asasered by the Teacher Motivation and Job
Satisfaction Sur v e yactbracd mativaton? Her zber g’ s t wo
Definitions
1. Motivators- Herzberg (1959) used the term motivatimrslenote intrinsic motivation.

Mertler (1992) included#& f ol | o wi n gmotvatordHrehis Zdaeher g ’

Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey: sense of achievement, recognition, job

significance, and professional growth.

2. Hygienes— Herzberg (1959) used to term hygiene to deegtansic forms of motivation.
Mertler (1992) includd the following hygieneafct or s of Herisber g’ s th

Teacher Motivatia and Job Satisfaction Surveyonetary rewards, working conditions,

and interpersonal relationships.
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3. Two Factor Theory Thetwof act or t heory i s th@5»ther nam
motivator hygiene theory.

4. Intrinsic Motivationr When one does something only for the internal feeling it fosters
(Wyatt, 2013). Intrinsic motivation refers to the desire to perform a task or activity
without any hope of reward outside of the satistan derived from performing the
activity. I ntrinsic maonoitv avtaitmm ' a mde athe rt htee rs
Some of Her zber gtosindudeptofessiongrovithy sensesof ¢ f a c
achievement, and the meaningfulness of the work.itsel

5. Extrinsic Motivatios- When someone derives their desire to work fromaeioutside
of the work itself. Herzberg et al. (1959) listed some extrinsic factors as interpersonal
relationships, monetary rewards, and working conditions.

6. Job StatusJob stats is the primaryndependentariable for this studyJob status refers
to whether the participant is classified as an administrator or a t€8dybe, 2014)

7. Gender-Gender is an independent variable in this study and it refers to whether the
participant is classified as a male teacher or female teacher.

8. Length of Service Length of Service is an independent variable in this study and it
refers to how long (in years) a participant has been a teacher. Early career teachers are
definedas beginning teders up to teyears of service. Midtareer teachers are defined
as having taught &m eleven years to twenygars. Late career teachers are defined as
teachers who have served twentyeyears or more.

9. Perception of Motivation Score$ Per c e pttiiomast iodn nsocor es’ s t

variable for this studyThe perceptions of motivation scores will be captured via
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participant responses to various categorie
stated in Mertler’ s (dS&StigdictioTSumey.her Mot i vat
10.Theory -Mc Gr egor’ s (1960) theory in which mane
that employees lack intrinsic motivation and will only be motivated by coercion or other
means used by management to force workers to work.
11.TheoryY-TheoryYisM Gr egor’ s (1960) theory in whict
the opinion that employees are capable of intrinsic motivation and that they have an

internal drive to perform well at worln this theory, managers only have to try to assist

employees in reaching their full potential and no coercion is necessary.
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CHAPTER TWO : LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview

The purpose of this causabmparative, quantitative study is to determine if differences
exi st between el ementary administratonthe’ and
TMJS survey in the ASD and the B&DSouth Carolina Additionally, motivation differences
amongthe teacher demographics of gender and length of service will be expldrisdchapter
conssts of four major sections: averview thetheoretical framework of the study, related
literature, and aummary The theoretical frameworkection identifieshe theory/theories that
provide the foundation for the research and explaow the problem under investigation relates
to the theory. Next, the relatditerature section includes a broad, balanced overview and
synthesis of existing literature relatiexthe research topicsThe chapter cacludes with a
focused summaryThis summary addresses what is currently known and not kabount
teacher motivationGeneral and specific topics which will be found in the literature review
follows.

Theoretical Framework
The ideas of Herzberg 959) and McGregor (1960) attee foundation upon which this

study is built. Her zbagrog” s tTwae ofr ey cptdaida ntdh el direyo
the basic constructs on the phenomenon of teacher motivation. Taaldigoussion on teacher
motivation, one must first address worker motivation because in any workplace setting, results
matter.

In 1959, Herzberg sought to find out what motivates people at work. He formulated a

theory referred to as the motivadoygiere or twafactor theory. Herzberg claimed his theory

encompassed all types of workersalhoccupations (Herzberg et d1959). Basically, Herzberg
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opined that working circumstances could be categorized as either a factor for satisfaction or a
factor fa dissatisfaction. Because worker motivation is an important topic in a highly
industrialized society, research regarding
present time (e.g., Gardner, 1977; Spillane, 1977; Herzberg, 1987; Gaziel, 2006t;&8r
Hughes, 2008; Kocobas, 2009; Griffin, 2010; Convey, 2014; Boyle, 2014).

In The Motivation to WorkHerzberg et al. (1959) conducted interviews with 203
industrial accountants and engineers in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania in order to learn more about

thar job-related events and how those events made them feel. The authors used a qualitative

technique called the critical i ncident
motivation in order to develop a framework that could be applied to @&étgpworkers and
organizations. The critical incident technique, whgh narrative method, involvexsking
workers to think of a time or incident at work that led to either a positive or negative feeling.
The workers were then asked to describerbiglent and the feelings associated with the event.
The analyses of these statements led Herzberg to formulate his motivator hygiendéagtdwo
theory of motivation (Herzberg et al., 1959).

The twofactor theory asserts that there are some factorsdhate job satisfaction
(intrinsic factors) and another set of factors that cause job dissatisfaction (extrinsic factors).
Extrinsic factors were | abeled ‘jpbbygi ene’
dissatisfaction, but their presence could eadlto job satisfaction. Herzberg et al. (1959) coined
the term hygiene because these factors act in a similar manner to the principles of medical

hygiene. Medical hygiene can prevent, but not cure disease. Similarly, extrinsic factors can

prevent dissafaction, but cannot cause satisfaction. Hygiene factors inclugayalp) fringe

mo

met h

fact
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benefits (c) company policies(d) working conditions (e)interpersonal relationgf) job
security and (g)positional status

Accordingly, Herzberg et al. (1959) kelled the set of intrinsic factors that caused job
satisfaction as motivators. Motivators includer@ognition (b) sense of achievemergt)
responsibility (d) growth and promotional opportunitieand (eXhe meaningfulness of the work
itself. Essetially Herzberg et al. (1959) believed that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction are
not two ends of one continuum. At the other
di ssatisfaction’. Her z b er gpbettveerarhotivatgr andd 5 9) s um
hygiene factors:

Poor working conditions, bad company policies and administration, and bad supervision

will lead to job dissatisfaction. Good company policies, good administration, good

supervision, and good working conditions widit lead to positive job attitudes. In

opposition to this, as far as our data has gone, recognition, achievement, interesting work,

responsibility, and advancement &atl to positive job attituded.heir absence will

much less frequelytlead to job dssatisfaction(Herzberget al.,1959, p. 82).

Herzberg further asserted that the findings from his study, along with corroboration from
many other studies that used different techniques, suggest that the factors that produce job
satisfaction and motivation are separate and distinct from the facabitedld to job
dissatisfaction. In 1959, Herzberg et al. opined that the leading causes of job dissatisfaction are
hygiene (extrinsic) factors such @mpany policy and administratiosupervisionrelationship
with supervisorwork conditions andsalay. He went on to say that leading factors for job
satisfaction are motivator (intrinsic) factors suclaelsievementrecognition the work itself

responsibility andadvancementThis is important in the educational setting because every
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administratomeeds to be aware of what specific policies and actions help create job satisfaction

and motivation and which factors lead to poor motivation and a sense of dissatisfaction.
Throughout the year s, Herzberg’s Motivator

(Gardner, 1977; Spillane, 1977). In fact, Gardner (1977) asserted that more than half of the

published evidence contradicts the motivator hygiene theory. Also, Spillane (1977) criticized

Herzberg’s met hodol ogy it sel &cknawledgedthagued t hat

worker’s themselves would claim responsibilit
be the cause of their own success. Spillane went on to say that it should also have been evident
to Herzberg that dissatisfied workers woatgue that they are the victims of extrinsic
circumstances beyond their control.

Despite criticisms, support for Herzberg’s
studies (e.qg., Frick & Drucker, 2011; Gaziel, 2001; Pur&Hitandyopadhyay, 2014; Wis &
Zhang, 2011). Herzberg’'s concepts of intrins
categorizing motivational factors and continue to be used in studies related to teacher motivation
(e.g., Bexley, 2005; Boyle, 2014; Brown & Hughes, 2008)fact, Spytak, Marsland, and
Ul mer (1999) observed that Herzberg’ s ideas o
considers how to manage staff.

Because Herzberg’'s theory offers a reasona
and extrinsic fadrs of motivation, it makes sense that survey instruments dealing with the topic
of worker motivation would use his theory. Accordingly, when Mertler (1992) designed the
Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey, the theory that he based his insoffiroe

was Her z b e r-hydieme omwetactor theory (C. Mertler, Personal Communication,

January 20, 2015). Mertler further stated that one will notice that many of the topics in his
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survey come directly fr omeHeercztbeadr gs’esv elna soif c Htehr
highly ranked motivation factors in designing his instrumémertler included four of
Her zber g’ s ijobssignificarsceraecoghitercsenserobachfevemerand
professional growthand three of his extrinsfactors (vorking conditionsmonetary rewards
andinterpersonal relationships. Herzberg’'s two factor theory
starting point for research studies and instruments involving worker motivation.

Her zber g’ s st uedtfied (ndtigaofa) varialtiels antl labeldd them as
either intrinsically rewarding or extrinsically rewarding may be dated artthps flawed.
However, itprovides a foundation upon which future studies on worker motivation were
launched. In a professi@uch as teaching, many of the rewards are intrinsic and come from the
helping, nurturing nature of the profession. Of course pay, benefits, and other extrinsic rewards
also impact motivation.

The research questisnvhich guide this study steimtomHerb er g’ s t heory and
instrument (which was b dirsteesearchfqdestithgolvestindimgg’™ s t h

out whether differences exist betwedamentary e ac her s and administrat

teacher motivation as captured bgm | er ° s (1992) overall scal e.
guestions involve finding out whether differences exist between teachers based on the variables
gender and lengths of service respectively. The inubgrg variable for this study includgb

status (administrator, teachegender (male, female), and length of service (early career, mid

career, late career)he dependent variable is tieacher motivatioscores as idenfied

t hr ough Me Burveye The eesedrii fuessamseHe r zber g’ s moti vati or

help identify differences in teacher motivation factors between teachers and adminiatrators

between teachers based on the demographic categories of gender and of length of service
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However the theoretical foundatidior this study comes not only from Herzberg and his two

factor theory, but also from MacGregor and his Theory X and Theory Y which played a role in

Herzberg’'s | ater work and also in this study.
During the years following his 1959 work, Herzberg continusdtudies on worker

motivation. As Highhous@011l)noted Her zber g’ s | ater study (198

by McGregor’' s ( I'e6l0man Side af Emeaptisénthie TOBO, work,

McGregor also studied the idea of worker motivation. étenfilated Theory X and Theory Y

and asserted that these theories | ead to assu

Mc Gregor’'s ideas acknowledge that managers wi
Some managers will credit workerstiwvihe ability to sefmotivate. These managers see

workers as willing to perform their jobs well based on their need for intrinsic rewards; they see
workers as in control of their own work ethic. On the other hand, McGregor opined that some
managers @w workers as basically lazy with the tendency to avoid work and responsibility.

Theory X managers believe that workers need to be coaxed and coerced into performing
job duti es. The assumptions of Theotoy X are
work, require coercion to complete the tasks, look to others for guidance, and do not want to be
held accountable (Seger, 2015). The assumptions of Theory Y are that subordinates can be
intrinsically motivated to work, can regulate their own perforneaaad prefer to be held
accountable for themctions. Highhouse (2011) statbat Theory X and Y are not strategies,

but beliefs that guide a | eader’s actions. A

consider workers capable of intrinsic twation. This concept is important because an

administrator’ s out | emtkateomil greatlyaifebtbawsan abi | ity

administrator approaches the task of managing teachers.
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Accordingly, Mc Gregor’'s (l96efsthedr leakbe
(1959) theoretical foundation with his various motivator and hygiene factors play an important
role in this study. Identifying factors that affect teacher motivation and then ascertaining

whether administrators agree with teachersiailadnat motivates teachers are essential steps in

administrators being able to foster teacher motivation. Consequently, this study expands

Herzberg’'s idea of evalwuating an individual s
their perception wh that of another individual (administrators). In essence, this study extends
Herzberg’'s ideas into the soci al psychol ogy r

Theory X essentially believe that workers are incapable of intrinsic motivatios.afthude is

in direct contrast to those who hold views that support Theory Y and feel that workers are more
intrinsically motivated. Whetheliscussing assembly line work or teaching, there is little doubt

as to the importance of management and admaish in regards to employee motivation and

job satisfaction (Kocobas, 2009). While Herzberg (1959) provided a means to label and classify

forms of motivati on, Mc Gregor’'s ideas (1960)
the role of adminisators in teacher motivation.
RelatedLiterature

The related literature sectitregins with a general look at worker motivation and
progresses to specific information about the complex issue of teacher motivation with an
emphasis on differences of the perceptions of teacher motivation by elementary administrators
and elementary teaels as well as differences between male and female elementary teachers
and differences between elementary teachers with varying lengths of sekwiltgcussion of

the most useful way to conceptualize teacher motivation from a theoretical standpoint is

included. The literature review also discusses the major topics included in this literature review.
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The major topics include: the importance of teacher motivation, perceptions of teacher
motivation by administrators, the importance of the administrat@arding teacher motivation,
perceptions of teacher moti@n by elementary schodeachers, the impact of gender on

el ementary teachers motivation, and the i mpa
motivation Research found on all of theseits was located from many sources.

Existing literature on these topics was located by seagdhie foundational and current
scholarly, peer reviewed journals in the databases of the Liberty Univerdityedibrary.
Common themes found in the litereglon motivation includenorale(Fernet, 2012; Mertler,
2002),increased production and efficien@iddique, Aslam, Khan, & Fatima, 201apd job
motivation(Griffin, 2010; Kocobas, 2009; Ciné&r Saracli, 2015). These themes, along with the
search termased to find and identify relevant articles included teachers, administrators,
motivation, motivation factors, extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation, elementary teachers,
middle school teachers, high school teachers, Herzber¢attar theory, motiatorhygiene,
McGregor, Theory X, Theory Y and various combinations of the aforementioned terms.

Additionally, relevant books and dissertations were used as sources of information.
These were located by perusing citations in the reference sectionsirdmtgournal articles
and books and from personal recommendations from experts in the field. Also, a Google search
was conducted for dissertations regarding teacher and administrator perceptions of motivation
that revealed Boyl 605) (dD038d4prantli Bagxl ep’ she2s
study was |l ocated from a Google search, and B

ProQuest. I nitially, Her zberg’ s seminal book

historical background otie subject of worker motivation. The dissertations of Bexley (2005)
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and Bg/le (2014), as well as the studissnducted by Brown and Hughes (20883 Arar and
MassryHerzllah (2016)dentified a number of gaps regarding perceptions of teacher motivation

The literature review revealed that very little research exists which explores the
di fferences between administratorsBexeynd teach

(2005) and Brown and Hughes (200i) Mississippi and Arkansas respectiveisearched

differences betweenK 2 t eacher s and administrators per

found differences between the grougsar and MassrHerzllah (2016) studied this issue with
Arab teachers and administrators. Boyle (2014) wantéddamut whether the differences found

by Bexley and Brown and Hughes at the K level applied to teachers and administrators at the

hi gh school l evel. Boyle’'s (2014) study revea

teachers and agmroeptirans of teacher motivat

that further research should be conducted in the lower grade levels (elementargdiad mi
school) to see if there wediferences at these levels as well. Therefore, the purpose of this

study originates from where the problem was first identified: in those studies involving

comparisosof t eacher s and administrators percept

discussion of the four aforementioned studies follows.

The most recent addbn to the study of teacher motivation through the comparison of

teachers and administrators perceptions of

MassryHerzllah (2016). Theirs was the first study found which explored this topic outside of
the Unted StatesArar and MassmHer z|1 | ah (2016) captured Arab t

administrators p e r c eTpdy found differentes betwaen thetwo mot i v a

groups, which are discussed later.
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The most recent American study of the problem t¢batpares perceptions of teachers
and administrators on teacher motivation that was found in the literature search was by Boyle
(2014). Boyle (2014) conducted a study on perceptions of teacher motivation in a high school in
Judy County, Georgia. Boyle (204 ) st udi ed high school teachers
perceptions of teacher motivation as well as teacher perceptions of teacher motivation among
some demographics including gender and lengths of service. Boyle found statistically significant
overall diferences between teachers and administrators regarding teacher motivation and also
statistically significant differences based on gender. Boyle did not elaborate on why she was
interested in this topic, but she did assert that her idea for the studyestémpart from the
similar research by Brown and Hughes (2008).

Il n 2008, Brown and Hughes researched teach
teacher motivation in elementary and secondary schools in Arkansas. Brown and Hughes (2008)
found statisticek | v si gni fi cant overall results between
and statistically significant differences in perception of teacher motivation based on gender.
Brown and Hughes (2008) <cited t ha(2005) dnglarly de a f
titled research which was conducted in Mississippi.

No research on the topic of teacher and administrator perceptions of teacher motivation
could be foundwhichprd at es Bexl|l ey’ s. Li kewi se, Bexl ey (
find any prior research on this topic in her literature search. In 2005, Bexley conducted a study
that focused on school improvement through the comparisonl@f t€acher and administrator
perceptions of teacher motivation. Like Brown and Hughes (2008) aAchMassryHerzllah
(2016), and Boyle (2014), Bexley found statistically significant overall differences between

teachers ashadministrators. Each of the authors of tretadies (Ara& Massry-Herzllah,
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2016; Boyle, 2014; Brown & Hughe2008; Bexley2005)made recommendations fartéire
studies based on thegsearch and findings.

Research has demonstrated that there are differences in perceptions of teacher motivation
at the k12 level (Arar& Massry-Herzllah, 2016; Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 8pand at
the high school level (Boyle, 2014). However, no research was found which explored the
possibility of differences in perceptions of teacher motivation between administrators and
teachers for the lower levels (elementary and middle school)01kh, Boyle requested future
studies on the topic of comparing el ementary
motivation and middle school administrators’
Likewise, both Bexley (2005) and &rand MassrAHerzllah (2016) asserted that future research
should be conducted with teacher and administrator perceptions in other realras such
elementary or middle schools, and in other teacher demographics such as teacher gender and
teacher length dervice

Thisreviewof the related literature turns to a brief restateroémthat will be found in
this chapter. Beause teacher motivatiama focal point of this study, threlated literature topics
beginwith abrief section regarding why teacheptivation is important. The second and third
topics of this sectiopresent overall findings of previous research regarding what administrators
think motivates teachers followed by a section discussing the importance of the administrator in
the process of teacher motivation. Thkated literaturéhen proceeds towardsdescussion of
the findings of overall teacher perceptions of teacher motivation followetementary
teaches perceptions of teacher maditionfollowed by finding and discussions of teacher

motivation as delineated by gender and length of service
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The Importance of Teacher Motivation

The motivation of teachers has an impacstaents. When teaclsaremotivated, it
can have a positive impact on the achievements of students. A number of researchers posit that
teaching practices are enhanced witihbr teacher motivation (Butler, 2012; Klassen et al.,

2012; Remijan, 20%&Kocobas, 2009Demir, 2011 Cerasoliet al., 2014; Arifin, 2015). Student
performance likewise, can be linked to better teaching practices by motivated teachers (Butler,
2012; Jerotich, 2015; Recepolgu, 2013; lydfeoma, 2015; Bullougl& Hall-Kenyon, 2012;
Klusman, Richter, & udtke, 2016). lareasing student performance is a laudable goal which
helps establish the relevance of the topic of teacher motivation.

Interestingly, student success likewise increases teacher motivation. Kocobas (2009)
asserted that the majority of teachers surveygedp r i mary school s in Turke
to the survey item which stated that “ My stud
Thus, teacher motivation helps with student success and student success helps drive teacher
motivation. Obviouslyboth of these factors are positives for educational systems. Student
success is only one of several reasons for the importance of teacher motivation. Another reason
for the importance of teacher motivation includes preventing the exodus of teachettsefrom
profession.

Maintaining an adequate supply of teachers has been a concern at various times and in
various countries. Teacher motivation has an impact on whether teachers choose to stay in the
profession or not. A number of studies have found thatasing teacher motivation and job
satisfaction helps prevent a desire to leave the profession (Mertler, 2002; Griffin, 2010; Skaalvik
& Skaalvik, 2011; Nawe& Yasin, 2015). Teacher retem has become a top concermany

countries (Mansfield, Wosniéz & Beltman,2012). Aside from helping teachers better their
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teaching practices, improving student performance, and assisting in teacher retention, teacher
motivation is important for other reasons as well.

Teacher motivation is linked to increasing twerall psychological health of teachers as
well ashelping to enhance studetgtacher relationships. Teacher motivation and job satisfaction
helps teachers maintain better péwlogical health (Brien, Hass, 8avoie 2012). The
maintenance of better yishological health by teachers is seen as a posithgdguct of
motivation and can realistically only be viewed in a positive light. Another benefit to teacher
motivation is that it leads towards better relationships with students and other staf§ctdbl.
In a study of prospective teachers in Hong Kong, Lam (2012) found that one of the important
motivations for prospective teachers was to establish, build, and develop good relationships with
young people. It is fairly easy to see that theseioglships wil be easier withmore, rather than
less, motivated teachers. Thus, the benefits and importance of teacher motivation is far reaching
in the educational system and could potentially have profound effects. A summary of the finding
regarding tle importance of teacher motivation follows.

A summary of the importance of teacher motivation leads to an interesting conclusion.
Not one published piece of literature was found that asserted in any way that there were no
benefits to enhancing the motiiat of teachers. Consequently, the easy conclusion to reach on
this topic is that teacher motivation is important. As previously mentioned, teacher motivation is
linked to better teaching practices (Butler, 2012; Klassen et al., 2012; Remijan, 201da%oco
2009; Cerasoli et al., 2014; Arifin, 2015), increasing student achievement (Butler, 2012; Jerotich,
2015; Recepolgu, 2013; lliya Ifeoma, 2015; Bullougl& Hall-Kenyon, 2012; Klusman et al.,
2016), helping teachers want or desire to stay in the otawsr (Mertler, 2002; Griffin, 2010;

Skaalvik& Skaalvik, 2011; Nawe& Yasin, 2015), enhancing the psychological health of
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teachers (Brien et al., 2012), and helping maintain better relationships with students (Lam, 2012).
The aforementioned reasons demstoate the importance of teacher motivation and job
satisfaction.Theliterature review turns towards the primary focus of the study, that of
comparing and contrasting perceptions of teacher motivation by administrators and teachers.
Admi ni st ercedtians cdT@acherMotivation

Finding out whether administrators share the same perceptions as teachers do regarding
teacher motivation is among the highlights of
perceptions of teacher motivation differ, thewill be difficult for administrators who want to
enhance teacher motivation to do so. How can administrators do anything about teacher
motivation if they do not know what motivates teachers? The results of this study could identify
whether administtars and teachers differ regarding their perceptions of teacher motivation.
Research of this nature was specifically called for by Boyle (2014), Brown and Hughes (2008),
Arar and MassnrHerzllah (2016) and Bexley (2005). Thus, ascemag if job statugteacheror
administrator) leads to differences in teacher perceptions of motivation is a crucial aspect of this
research. The purpose of this particular section of the literature review is to discuss the findings
of what admini st rachérmotigatonger cepti ons of te

How do administrators perceive teachers’ m
school teachers and administrators in Georgia
motivati on. Boyl e’ s s tsochdoyadmirssratousnwergparécipants t h at
as opposed to the other “teacher and administ
mi ddl e school , and high school | evel s without
study, one gets a chance to viewat only high school administrators perceive regarding teacher

motivation. The seven factors of teacher motivation that Boyle included in the study were: (a)
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monetary rewardgb) recognition (c) sense of achievemergtl) working conditions (e)
interpasonal relationshipgf) job significanceand (g)professional growth Boyle found that
admi ni st r atnometary reyaedgarc extringienabtivator) as the most potent
motivator, andsense of achievemegan intrinsic motivation factor) as thecemd most powerful
motivator. I't is also interesting to jobote th
significanceandrecognitionmuch further down the list. As previously noted, Boyle became
interested in this subject areainpatbause of Brown and -RRughes’ (2
admi ni strat or s’ ions of ttacheeraotvhtierr. discussioa of 8revwntand
Hughes’ (2008) findings foll ows.

Brown and Hughes’' study of teachers’ and a
mativation took place in Arkansas. Like Boyle, Brown and Hughes (2008) found differences

bet ween administrators’ and teachers percept
(2008) found that administrator ratings of the intrinsically motivated it@ene statistically
significantly | ess than the ratings of teache
I n contrast, administrator ratings of teacher
significantl y (g tries& tatings for thaghers. tThissagaineupgofts the idea

that teachers feel more intrinsically motivated than administrators perceive. Brown and Hughes
found that administrators misperceived the most powerful motivators for teachers taifne (1)

off and holidays(2) supervisor recognitigrand (3)salary Brown and Hughes (2008) asserted

that the idea for their researlczh acdamenifsrtaomtBe
teachers’ perceptions of teacher motivation.

The earliest studythatoul d be found regarding teachers

of teacher motivation was conducted by Sheila Bexley in 2005. With participating teachers and
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administrators from Mississippi schools, Bexley (2005) used an instrument that contained 32
separate factors to measure perceptions of teacher motivation for both extrinsic factors and

intrinsic factors. The highest extrinsic motivators for teachers as perceived by administrators

were (a)open, supportive principalb) having needed materialE) andthe atmosphere of the

school setting It seems that the administrators in this study gave a great weight to the factors

that they themselves could control. Administrators also gave high rankings for the extrinsic
motivational factors of (a3alary (b)time off-holidays (c) peer recognition(d) supervisor

recognition (e)parent recognitionand (f)parent involvement Interestingly, administrators in

this study did not attach great weight to the extrinsic factors upon which they had litttd.cont
Bexley’s finding also included interesting re
intrinsic factors for teachers. A discussion

misperceptions of teacher motivation as being less itrin nature follows.

I n each of the previous studies, administr
as |l ess motivating for teachers than extrinsi
t his. According to the r es urtrinssc motivatioB tactdrse y ’ s (

administrators did not at praeimworl(rplofessiomplor t anc e
growth, and (c)shared responsibility with peerglowever, administrators did attach more

i mportance t o t e torsdf@kowingwhmatisekpecsedbra loneddr i v a

children (c) anda sense of accomplishment T h e i n tlove ohchiidren f aserdeo’'r s
of accomplishment di d appear multiple times in differe
factorfort eac her s. One difference between Bexl ey’

Herzllah (2016), Brown and Hughes (2008) or Boyle (2014) is that Bexley included a qualitative

component to her study.
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Bexley included opeended questions and collected lgative data from administrators
regarding teacher motivation. Bexley did not collect qualitative data from teachers. Principals
were asked about methods used to -endadi vate tea
responses included (pjaise (b) appreciation(including using notes and small gifts), &dtra
planning time (d) duty free time and (eVerbal recognition of a job wetlone Furthermore, in
Bexley’s (2005) study, the wuse of fear or thr
and this could indicate an absence of an authoritarian Theory X style of management. But one
has to ask, “How I|likely is it that an adminis
motivate teachers?” Al t htody inply thahadminiseasors vidws o f
teachers as motivated by extrinsic factors more than intrinsic factors, the principals perceive
themselves as attempting to motivate through praise and rewards rather than threats and fear.
The literature review regaralj administrator perceptions of teacher motivation was anchored by
the three primaryAmericanstudies on the matter. However, since fairly similar results were
uncovered in each study which was conducted in different years, in different states, and with
different teachers and administrators, an identifiable trend can be discerned which will be
discussed and summarized next.

Il n summary, administrators views regardin

overemphasized as this is the primary group that leaslitity to do something about teacher

motivation aside from the teachers themselves. Comparing the alternate perspectives and themes

regarding administrators perceptions of teac

Each of the studiesand mi ni str at or s and teachers percep

that administrators mi sperceived teacher mot

no contrasting perspectives or theenes regardi
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motivation were found. The major theme uncovered in this section is crucially important

because if this trend (that of administrators misperceiving that teachers are motivated more by
extrinsic factors than intrinsic factors) continues, then itlgllvery difficult, if not impossible,

for administrators to contribute in any meaningful way towards enhancing teacher motivation.
Although the literature review is clear regarding what administrators perceive to be motivating
factors for teachers, it §tbehooves one to establish why this is relevant; what role does the
administrator play in the motivation of employeéeBhi s t opi ¢ (t he admini st
teacher motivation) of the literature review will be discussed next before delving into what

tteachers perceive to be motivating factors fo

compari sons between administrators and teach
Admini strator s JeadcherMaivatde gar di ng

The topic of ‘awh’ag rtdleaw teadheri motivedigraisad i
importantarea with the subject of teacher motivatidrhe primary responsibility for increasing
teacher motivation belongs to the administrator (Kocobas, 2009). Thus, identifying what the
admi ni gdensavithdeacher motivation is important primarily because it establishes
additional relevance for this research. A discussion of the role of the administrator in teacher
motivation follows.

As in any work situation, the person who oversees perspfae a great role in worker
productivity, motivation, and satisfaction. Likewise, school administrators greatly influence
teacher motivation and job satisfaction. There is ample literature to support this concept (e.g.,
Gaki, Kontodimopopoulas, &liakis, 2013; Hitka, Stachova, Balazova,S&&acho, 2015;

Convey, 2014; Akpinar, Bayansalduz,i&ros, 2012; Chiller & Crisp, 2012; Fernet, 2013;

Hamzah, Wei, Ahmad, Hamid, Blansor, 2013; Puplamp& Adumako, 2014). For example, in
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2013, Gaki et al. argued thabtivation is seen as an administrative operation and through their
actions it is possible to maintain human behavior in the desired direction. Furthermore, Convey
(2014) stated that administrators’ management
workd ace motivation, and this is in agreement v
administrators determine working conditions, and through this they shape employee motivation.
Chiller and Crisp (2012) went on to explain that employee motivation tauilcicreased with
regular and supportive supervision by adminis
regarding whether collaboration or control provides better workplace outcomes follows.

The particular management style and beliefs as to whatiministrators adhere to
Theory X or Theory Y may also play a role not only in determining motivation but also in
desired workplace outcomes (McGregor, 1960). As previously noted, a manager who holds
Theory X beliefs would not trust employees to hawe iaternal drive to perform or succeed.
Thus, the manager sees himself/herself as the only impetus for workers actually accomplishing
anything. On the other hand, a Theory Y manager would trust, nurture, and assist employees to
reach their potential arallow them to flourish using as much or as little sissice from
management as desiredlso, Fernet (2013) posited that management style indeed exerts a
powerful influence on employee motivation. According to Chuang (2013) individuals with
different tackgrounds may vary in their conception and expectations of leadership. Thus, the
way to lead and motivate one person or even one group of people may not work with everyone,
which is partly why there are various types of management styles (assertioeitaiiim,
collaborative, etc.) in regards to trying to enhance motivation.

Whether administration adheres to an assertive, authoritarian, Theory X style of

management or a more collaborative tednmen approach advocated by a Theory Y style,
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managemenhniluences employee motivation. Likewise, Williams, Lankford, and DeGraaf
(1999) maintained that motivation is the center of the management process and is the basis for
productivity. They reported that the use of threats and fear to motivate (TheongiXyaegults

in less than desirable outcomes and naturally was not considered an effective motivator.
Williams et al. (1999) urged a more participatory Theory Y style of management to increase
overall motivation. In either case though, the administrd&yspa significant role in the

motivation of his/her teachers.

Regarding administrators influence, Leona
are seen as a very important source of motivation for teachers. Mertler conducted research in
middleadl hi gh schools in Ohio (2002) to explore
He concluded that an essential role of school administrators is responsibility for the morale of
teachers. Likewise, other studies (e.qg., Griffin, 2010; Kocobas, 2@afifigSe et al., 2011) have
demonstrated the strong connection between administration and teacher motivation.
Furthermore, Puplampu and Adumako (2014) concluded that although management and
employees have different beliefs in the value of certain outcadesnistration must remember
that each individual is motivated differently. This means that administrators need to get to know
the teachers on a professional level; what drives the individual?

One of the factors that motivate teachers is when theytfeglhtave effective leadership

of those in positions of authority over thetd.o c o b u s study (2009) of ad
teachers from all grade levels in Turkey found interesting results. A statistically significant
effect was found nfiosrt r‘aatno re fgfoevcetrinviengadinhme schoo

(Kocobas, 2009, p. 728). Administrators do have control on how they interact with teachers and

this factor has the potenti al to provide a gr
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concludedhat the main responsibility for motivating teachers ultimately falls on administrators.
This is an important concept because it brings to light the large amount of influence that
administrators have on teacher motivation.

Administrator influence on teachmotivation can come from at least two sources:
helping to increase the intrinsic motivation of those in their charge and minimizing things that
de-motivate their teachers. Leaders can motivate employees to work and perform by minimizing
de-motivators (®ldique et al., 2011). Herzberg et al. (1959) related the hygiene factors to
dissatisfaction or no dissatisfaction and by the lesseningwiafizators, administrators can
|l essen teachers’ overall di s s at inhélppincreasenthme. On
intrinsic motivation of their teachers. This is also important; principals can play a role in helping
teachers become intrinsically motivated. Likewise, Siddique et al. (2011) stated that effective
| eader s can i ncangagement aachomanzatiana sommijment. Thus,
effective administrators can help with overall motivation by lessenifrgatevators and also by
increasing the factors that Herzberg et al. (1959) described as motivators. As has been
demonstrated abovédre is ample evidence to demonstrate the importance of the administrator
regarding teacher motivation and a brief synopsis ofitigéngs follows.

In summary, the role of the administrator regarding teacher motivation led to two
alternate perspectivesdtwo themes which anenportant in making this study more relevant.
The two alternative perspectives with the role of the administrator includes how the
administrator projected himself/herself (whether they acted in an authoritarian, Theory X role or
a wollaborative, Theory Y style). The alternate perspectives of whether the Theory X or Theory
Y style of management was better for employee motivation that ran through this section of the

literature review demonstrated that the Theory Y style of leadef@blipborative, team driven
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approach) was preferable and that most administrators view themselves as Theory Y leaders.
Thus, the first theme of this section was that the Theory Y style of leadership was preferable to
the Theory X style. The second thethat was found throughout the literature on this topic was
of one voice in claiming that administrators have an important role regarding the motivation of
his/her staff and no literature was found asserting the opposite point. The first theme (whether
anadministrator is oriented towards the Theory X or Theory Y viewpoint) is primarily helpful
for educating the reader as to differing perspectives and viewpoints of leadership styles and how
this may have an influence on motivation. The second theme f{itiet ionportance of the
administrator in teacher motivation), establishes the reasoning behind why administrators may
want to view the results of this study which is because they are the primary people who are in the
position to influence teacher motivatio After discussing the perceptions of administrators
regarding teacher motivation and discussing the reasoning behind why it is important to include
the administrators in this process, it is now time to turn to what the teachers themselves think are
motivating factors for teachers.
Teacher Perceptions of Teacher Motivation

This literature reviemow turns towardkoking at what teachers perceive as motivating
factors for themselves. Althougimother sectioin this literature review will look at the sam
issue through thelensefl e ment ar y t e a c htbigssection fakes acbeoaderilookn s o n
at the whole topiof teacher perceptions general In other words, the aim of this section of the

literature review is to give an overall view of teach s perceptions of teach
importance of tls section cannot be overstatslit goes to the heart of the study. What will be
found in this section includes the work and results of the main American studies of perceptions

of teacher motiation (Boyle, 2014; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Bexley, 2005) along with teacher
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motivation studies from various countries around the world. The research of Bexley (2005),
Brown and Hughes (2008), and Boyle (2014) as well as many others regarding teacher
perceptions of teacher motivation garnered interesting findings and is discussed next.

Teacher motivatiois a well researched topic and includes many recent stuOies.of
the mormgereepmitons of teacher moti vaildandh’' st U
her findings yielded some very egpening results. Boyle (2014) used an adapted version of
Mertler’s (1992) Teac hierSurivky to gather her datblonevery Job S
the same sevenof H&Zr g’ s mot i v at i ousedfindis suveysverd used bis Mer t |
well by Boyle in her adapted version of that instrument. The seven factors of motivation
included four intrinsic factorsénse of ddevementrecognition professionagrowth andjob
significancé and three extrinsic &ors (monetary rewardsvorking conditionsand
interpersonal relationshipsBoyle found that teachers ranked the factors in the following order
beginning with the most motivating: (4¢nse of achievemefihtrinsic), (2)monetary rewarsl
(extrinsic),(3) interpersonal relatiomsgps (extrinsic), (4)job significancgintrinsic), (5)
recognition(intrinsic), (6)professional growtkintrinsic), and (7working conditiongextrinsic).

A further discussion of how teachers ranked the aforementioned factorsBoy |l e’ s (2014
follows.

One of the more interesting findings from
sense of achievemewas the most motivating factor of them all as perceived by teachers
t hemsel ves. Thi s ptiensof themseivest aadst Foanchis study, ’ perce
identifiedan intrinsic factor as being more important than either how much money or benefits

they earn (the extrinsic factoronetary rewardsor the day to day conditions that they work in

(the extrinsic factoworking condition$. It should be restated theg¢nse of achievemeot
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sense of accomplishmewts one of those factors that administrators also placed near, but not at,
the top for €achers (Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Boyle, 2014). Besides the fact that

an intrinsic factor | ed the pack in Boyl e

s
well.

One other finding in parti cuthyaotfuthen Boyl e’ s
discussion. Two of the top three factors as perceived by teachers as motivating for themselves

were extrinsic factors. Botimonetary rewardandinterpersonal relationshigse extrinsic

factors, but ranked as the 2nd and 3rd highestaspei ved by teachers in B
contrary to much of the research on teacher motivation in the United States which, generally
speaking, has found that teachers perceive themselves to be most motivated by intrinsic factors.

It should be redked though that administrators perceived these factors to be motivating for

teachers (Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Boyle, 2014). Nevertheless, although two of

the top ranked teacher motivators were extrinsic, the top ranked motivatsenszsof

achievement an i ntrinsic factor. Boyl e’ s research
(2008) stwudy of teachers’” and administrators’
results.

Intrinsic motivators were at the top of the listforadaer s i n Br own and Hu:

teachers and administrators perceptions of
moti vator according to teachers f orpriBerimwn and
work’ . Unl i ke ddrankirigéctor forrlBeownsardcHaghes was also an intrinsic
motivator,sense of accomplishmenthich corresponds to the top ranking factor for Boyle,

sense of achievement Il n Brown and Hughes study, teache

significantly higher than extrinsic factors overall. The leading extrinsic factoopes
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supportive principalwhich found its way to the top in a number of other studies. The extrinsic
factobpren ‘suppor,gves @edgnae itorthe afgreankntidsections in this review

as well regarding both the role of the administrator in teacher motivation and the importance of

the administrator in teacher motivation. Bro
research came fromh Befx|lteegyd shdr2909'059gnd easdckmirrci str
teacher motivation which took place in Mississippi.

The research and findings of Bexley’s stud
factors than either Brown aesebrctHnclgdedk3 or Boyl e
motivation factors as opposed to the seven factors used by Brown and Hughes and Boyle.

Bexl ey’s (2005) r essgpportivegprin€ipass the neoat aimpatansfacipriolh c e d

the 32 factors included in her study. Even thoagtextrinsic motivator, the principal plays a

huge role in the affective sector of teacher
they are treated is a monument al part of teac
study also revealetthat teachers are also intrinsically motivated bytl{elr love of children(b)

improving achievementnd (c)pride in work The top ten ranking factors for Bexley are as

follows: supportive principdextrinsic),love of children(intrinsic),improvingachievement

(intrinsic), having needed materialsxtrinsic),knowing expectationgxtrinsic),pride in work

(intrinsic), sense of accomplishmegitrinsic), professional growtkintrinsic), shared vision

(intrinsic), ard decision makindjintrinsic). Due t o t he number of factor s
study, a further discussion of her results is warranted.

Al t hough the top ranked f apen, supporfiveprinciped ac her
was extrinsic, seven of the top ten factors identifietelbshers were intrinsic factord.ove of

children improving achievemenandpride in workwere three highlyated factorsiBe x | ey ' s
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study. These three factors were a common theme among many teacher motivation studies (Lam,
2012; Lin, Shi, Wang, Zhang@ Hui, 2012; Jugovich, Marusic, lvaneeb\&dovi, 2012;

VisserWijnveen, Stes, & Van Petem, 2012; Brien et al., 2012%ince Bexley included so

many factors in her study, it is also interesting to note the factors teachers did not rank as

motivating. Starting with the least mieaiting and moving ugvere:easy hourgextrinsic),merit

pay (extrinsic),public recognitior(extrinsic),peer recognitiorfextrinsic),parent recognition
(extrinsic),rank/title (extrinsic). As can be seen from the list, thye six hommotivating factors
according to Bexl ey’ s findi ng peewecageitiofwhidh e x t r i
was found to be a motivating factor in a number of studies), the rest of that list did not appear as
motivating factorsforc her s i n any research that was four

and administrators perceptions of teacher mo
(2008), and Bexley (2005) a number of other studies in the United States and arounddhe worl
regarding teacher motivation were found.

For teachers in the United States, the factors that motivate them seem to be all over the
board, but with some commonalities. One common theme for teacher motivation involved the
school administration. Erq2011) found that the most important factor for the motivation of
teachers is the school administration. Thus, administrators have been identified in multiple
studies (Eros, 2011; Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 200&tler 2002 as playing a large role
in teacher motivation. Along with motivating factors involving principals and school
administration, a number of other motivating factors were identified in other teacher motivation
studies.

Many other factors were identified by teachers as being matgathich include

relationships with colleagugsaking a social contributigarticipating in the decision making
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processlove for children sharing authoritymonetary compensation and other tangible rewards
the fact thateaching is an awesome respbiigy , andthe physical conditions of the schools
Important factors as noted by Eros (2011) includedpérgcipation of teachers in the decision
making procesgshe sharing of authorifgompensation and rewardmdthe physical conditions

of theschools Althoughparticipation in the decision making processlsharing authoty was
noted by other§Gulcan, 2011; Bastick, 200GJhe physical conditions of the schoalas not

found to be much of a motivating factor in any study besides the odeated by Eros (2011).
Bastick’s (2000) study s ough senterdheprofessionandd i de
assertedhat the highest ranking factors includede of children the fact thateaching is an
awesome responsibilityand that teding would give them a chancedgpress their creative
abilities All top ranking factors as noted by Bastick (2000) were intrinsic in nature and may
explain why less experienced teachers who have more recently entered the profession are
motivated more pintrinsic factors than by extrinsic factors. Finally, other studies in the United
States found that teachers were motivated by thkitionships with their colleaguéRoby,
2012),making a social contributioffkar, 2012) and byhat they thought thecolleagues

thought about them and their job performa(®ezeman &Gaughan, 2011). Research regarding
teacher motivation from various countries around the world shared some commonalities with
research found regarding teachers in the United Statealsbumnany differences.

Teacher motivation studies were found concerning many different countries and many
different types of countries such has Nigeria, Turkey, Canada, Croatia, China, Ghana, and Hong
Kong. Many of the teachers in some of these cour(dggeria, China, Ghana, and Turkey)
listed primarily extrinsic motivational factors as being the mogbittant teacher motivators. In

ateacher motivation study conducted by Evans and Oludidieo (2010) in Nigeria, the
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researchers found thegacher ppwas the major focus for motivation of teachers. The authors
al so asserted that Nigerian teachers suffer
graduates which helps explain why teacher pay is an important motivator for teachers in Nigeria
whenit ranks lower in many industrialized countries. Like Nigerian teachersegovice
teachers in China also listedlaryas one of their top motivating factors (Lin et al., 2012).
Similar to both Nigeria and China, a teacher motivation study in Tulkeyf@nd that Turkish
teachers were motivated more by extrinsic factors than by intrinsic factors. Siddique et al. (2011)
studied teachers in Turkey and found the top motivational factors for teachers to be the
opportunity for career advancemgsalary andworking conditions Likewise, teachers in
Ghana reported their top motivation factoreaspensation for job performangeerit pay) and
job enrichmen{Salifu & Agbenyega, 2013)However, a number of other teacher motivation
studies from various cmtries listed intrinsic factors above extrinsic factors as top motivators for
teachers.

Primarily intrinsic motivational factors for teachers were found among teachers in the
countries of Canada, Hong Kong, and Croatia. Teachers in Hong Kong listesiéntri
motivation factors as the tapasons for their motivatior.am (2012) researched teacher
motivation in Hong Kong and found that these teachers liskageaof teachingandhelping the
next generatiorinfluencing the next generatipandthat theyenjoyed being with kidas their
top motivational factors. Similarly, teachers in Canada were motivated primarily by their
relationships with othersncluding students and colleagues (Brien et al., 2012). Although
teachers in one study in Croatia dit lan extrinsic factottije influence of significant othgras
an important motivator, the top motivator was an intrinsic factor. Jugovich et al. (2012) found

that teachers in Croatia had one factor in common with teachers in Hong Kong and teachers in
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Canada, that of thdesire to work with childreas being their top motivator. The teacher
motivation studies from the United Stated and from various countries around the world regarding
teacher motivation demonstrates that teacher motivation is a coraplexwith many divergent
viewpoints.
The Impact of Grade Level on Teacher Motivation

The various teaching levels (elementary, middle, and high school teachers) may have
motivational characteristics that set them completely apart from eash @@ade evel may
well be the most importawnkemographic factdnecause administrators in most schools véve
teachers of both gendermany education levels, and varying lengths of service, but are likely to
only be responsible fome certain range of gradevtd such as elementary, middle, or high
school teachers. Partly because of this, Arar and Mas=izllah (2016), Bexley (200%nd
Boyle (2014) recommended further research conducted in this realm of teacher motivation.
Motivation Factors for Elementary Teachers

One aspect of teacher motivation at the elementary level was the finding that this group
of teachers is primarily motivated by intrinsic factors (Klas&e&Dhui, 2010; Klassen et al.,
2011; Gulcan, 2011; Dundar, 2014; Weiss & Kiel, 2013kewise, Griffin (2010) reported that
elementary teachers have higher levels of intrinsic motivation than either middle school or high
school teachers. Specific intrinsic motivation factors that were found to be motivating for
elementary teachers includagagemeniKlassen& Chui, 2010) relatedneséKlassen et al.,
2011; Weiss & Kiel, 2013participation(Gulcan, 2011; Dundar, 2014)pcial equityDundar,
2014), anddealism/ability(Wiess& Kiel, 2013). A discussion of these specific motivation

factors for elementary teachers follows beginning with the faatgagement
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Elementary teachers are motivated by the intrinsic fastgagementKlassen and Chui
(2010) conducted their study with teachers in Canada and found that elementary teachers were
motivated most byngagement The authors asserted tleaigagementas synonymous with
connectedness. Teachers who were motivatezhggemernin this study had an
engagement/connectedness with their school, the stjdemt their teaching subjects. ides
from engagemenbther researchers found elementary teachers to be motivated primarily by the
intrinsic factorrelatedness

Elementary teachers are also motivateddigtednesswhich refers to the relationships
between teachers and others at the gldncluding students, parents, administration, and other
school employees (Klassen et al., 2011). A common finding for elementary teachers was that
their rdationship with others was positivemotivatingfactorfor them. In a study of prospective
German elementary teachers, Weiss and Kiel (2013) asserted that a dominating motivation factor
for elementary teachers centered on their contact and closeness to children. Along with
engagemendndrelatednessanother intrinsic factoparticipationwas foundo be important to
elementary teachers.

The feeling of being an active participant in the various aspects of the decision making
process in a school is what is referred to as the motivating faetiicipation Gulcan (2011)

found elementary teacherstie motivated byarticipation Al t hough Gul can’ s s
teachers and administrators was one of the few studies that delineated the demographic groups

by grade | evel, the primary focus of his stud
views towards participation in the schools rather than motivation. However, Gulcan did look at

participation in terms of whether that was more or less motivating for any of the three grade

levels of teachers (elementary, middle school, high schoollca@found that elementary
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school teachers and administrators Vi ews re

participation in the decision making process was statistically significantly higher than middle

school teachers a n dingthie mecision snakm@proocesss In anothee ws r e
Turkish study of the motivating factors for elementary teachers, Dundar (2014) found that
el eme nt a rpyior éxpedendesewittsdecisionakingwith either their teaching
assignments atecisions at thelilding levelwas motivating for them. Participation in the
decisions made at either the classroom level or the building level was motivating for elementary
teachers. Elementary teachers were also found to be motivated by intrinsically rewarding social
equity factors which will be discussed next.

Social equity factors include factors such as making a social contribution and having the
ability to make a contribution to society through teaching. Dundar (2014) reported that in a
study which included 176 Tkish elementary teachers, they were motivatedriancing social
equity, shaping the future of childreandmaking a social contributionThese teachers felt
intrinsically rewarded by the aforementioned factors and this was a major source of motivation
for them, ranking as the top threefa or s i n Du n d ®thér sourdeddidtrihgic st udy .
motivation for elementary teachers includdealismandthe ability of teachers to do a good job
andwill be discussed next.

Elementary teachers also derivetiation from other intrinsic factors suchidsalism
and their perception of theability to perform well as teachers I n Weiss and Ki el
study of German elementary teachers, they found that these teachers were motivkealishy
Idealism as mentioned by Weiss and Kiel, referred

really mattered to students, parents, the community, etc. Teachers in their study found this to be

internally rewarding and motivating for them. Tangentiatlealismas defined by Weiss and
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Kiel, is the idea that teachers are motivatedheybelief that they have the ability to do a good
job performing as teachers and that this makes a difference in the lives of those in their charge.
Dundar (2014) reported that tleense of their ability was a strong motivational factor for
teachers in her study. A review of the factors that elementary teachers found motivating for
them includegngagementelatednesgarticipation social equityidealism andability.
However,research was also found which demonstrated certain factors which elementary teachers
perceived as being daotivating for them which will be discussed next.

Among the factors that elementary teachers found to drive their motivation levels down
includelow pay, poor working conditiongeaching not being respected as a casaaithe
science of teaching itselinterestingly, may of these factors aextrinsic in nature and could
potentiallybe alleviated by administratiorEach of the aforementioned faxs will be addressed
individually beginning with the issue of teacher pay and the perception by some elementary
teachers that it is too low.

Multiple studies involving elementary teachers in different countries of the world
reported that teacher pay waerceived to be too low and that this negatively affected motivation
for those teachers. In a study of elementary teachers in Ghana, Salifu and Agbenyega (2013)
found that teachers perceived their pay to be too low and forced them to do otijessieh
as herding goats and selling agricultural products in the market which affected their motivation
and commitment to teaching. Elementary teachers in China also reported that a cause of job
dissatisfaction and lack of motivation for them was their paighvtiney likewise perceived as
toolow (Lu&Onwuegbuzi e, 2014) . Dundar’'s (2014) pr
Turkish elementary teachers also reported that they felt that teaching is not a well paid profession

and that this was also a source of dissatisfaction for them as well. Along wutbrdeption of
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low teacher pay, perceivgubor working conditionslso served as a source of dissatisfaction and
de-motivation for elementary tehers

The factorworking conditionsncludes both the physical area in which teachers work and
also the condibns of the work environment itself such as studeather ratios, teacher
evaluation systems, and disciplinary policies (or lack thereof) for misbehaving students.
Although no studies were identified which elementary teachers stated that the physidaito
of the school buildings or classrooms were a source of job dissatisfaction to them, elementary
teachers in both Ghana and China cited other working conditions as factors causing them to be
less motivated as teachers. Elementary teachers in Gitesh#éhat they had studetgacher
ratios of 701 when the school policy was supposed to maximize the sttebestter ratio at 24
(Salifu& Agbenyega, 2013). This high studéeacher ratio was a source of discontentment and
a cause of lessening theiotivation. Likewise, elementary teachers in China listed working
conditions such as unfair teacher evaluation systems, poor student behavior with administrators
not following stated policies and guidelines to alleviate the problem, and bad attitudesnté pa
as being causes of dissatisfaction for them (LiO&wuegbuzie, 2014). Interestingly, bqtay
or monetary rewardandworking conditionsare factors mentioned by Herzberg as potentially
causing dissatisfaction when not adequately dealt with byrastnaition. Although not
mentioned frequently, the perception ttestching is not respected as a cavess mentioned in
a fewstudies aviaving caused lessening of motivation for elementary teachers and will be
discussed next.

Although not identifiechs a source of dissatisfaction for teachers in most countries,
teachers in both China and Turkey cited that teachingwaiaa well respected caresnd that

this caused a sense of di ssatisfaction for

t
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Chineseelementary teachers, these participants reported that one of the major factors that caused

a lessening of their motivation for teaching was their perception of low social status of teaching

as a profession. Li kewi s e,)reschrenimeolvingpar vy t eache

elementary teachers in Turkey felt that teaching was not respected as a career. Along with
factors such asonetary rewardsvorking conditionsand thdow social status of teaching
other factors which were found to be Amiotivating for elementary teachers include subject
matter that they teacdndthe science of teachgn

Although elementary teachers are motivated by many fath@subject areas that they
teachandthe science of teachintgelf were found to be nemotivating for German elementary
teachers (Weiss & Kiel, 2013). German elementary teachers reported a love and motivation for
the nurturing aspect of teaching. However, when questioned about whether the specific subject
areas that they taught motivatkdée m, t he parti ci pants i n Weiss
this was not an area that motivated theXso, getting down to the nuts and bolts of teaching,
the science of teaching itself, the German elementary teachers in the aforementioned study also
reported that they were not motivated by this factor.
The Impact of Gender on Teacher Motivation

Both Bexley (2005) and Boyle (2014) called for further research regarding ascertaining

whether male and female teachers are motivated differently. Bexl@y,(2070) stated that

future research should, “Consider experience,

factors may provide insight to reasons for r

stated, ..few st ud.ilaises dncddiffereneex ia Inow teaclerstarb e s i mi

motivated based on their sex, ethnicity, or length of sefviEarther research in this area would

support administrators in their efforts to be
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Therefore it was thought to be important to look into research involving the motivation of
teachers based on gender.

Thereis a wealth of research available regarding motivation based on gender. Research
regarding the impact of gender on motivation, both iedurcational setting and in other
professions was found in a variety of studies (e.g., Kusurkar, GrRi3ein Cate, 2013;

Kocobas, 2009; Akpinar et al., 2012; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Am&lihkeszaros, 2011;

Bexley, 2005; Christopherson, Elstad, Solhaud,u&mo, 2015; @an et al., 2012; Kusurkar,
TenCate, VanAsperen, &roiset, 2011; Boyle, 2014; Griffin, 2010). Much of this research is
either directly or tangentially related to motivation or factors that may contribute to motivation.
Are female and malesotivated differently? The literature demonstrates that men and women
are motivated by different factors. The majority of the research, but certainly not all of it,
demonstrates that female teachers are motivated primarily by intrinsic factors.

While mdivation studies regarding the interaction of gender and motivation were quite
common, the results were surprisingly consistent. The following studies on motivation all
identified that females are motivated by intrinsic factors statistically significartthe than
males (Kusurkar et al., 2013; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Kocobas, 2009; Angelnészaros,

2011; Chan et al., 2012; Bexley, 2005; Kiksuret al., 2011; Boyle, 2014)-emale teachers
were not simply motivated bwytrinsic factors more than male ¢b&rs specific intrinsic

motivators were found to be mameotivating for femalesaswel. n Kocobas’s (2009)
teachers in Turkey, he found that female teachers were statistically significantly motivated more
by the intrinsic factorecognition Althoughrecognitioncould be viewed as an extrinsic

motivator, Herzberg (1959) identified it as an intrinsic motivator based on his view that the

internal feeling of satisfaction is derived f
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intrinsic motvational factors were also identified in studies as being more motivational for
female teachers than for male teachers.
Another intrinsic motivation factoprofessional growthwas found to be more
motivating for females than for males in multipledstu e s . I n Boyle’'s (2014)
teachers and administrators in Georgia, she found that although neither generation (age) nor
length of service had a great impact upon what teachers said motivated them, there were effects

related to gendernl Boyl e’ s ( 20 1 4 )professiand growtldnentmiasice s r at e d
motivational factor) statistically significantly higher than male teachers. Likewise, Brown and
Hughes (2008) also identified that female teachers were statistically significariy tign
male teachers for the intrinsic facfmofessional growth In showing a preference for
professional growth, female teachers in Brown
identified that they are motivated by learning and advancing ingdhesen professional career
(teaching) more than male teachers. However, the research is less clear when it comes to
extrinsic factors for male and female teachers.

When comparing male and female teachers regarding their perceptions of extrinsic
factors that motivate them, a mixed bag of results appears. Regarding overall extrinsic
motivation between male and female teachers, Griffin (2010) found that male teachers in the
Bahamas were more motivated than female teachers by these factors. Howheesame
study, he found no difference between male and female Jamaican teachers on extrinsic
motivation. Griffin also found that neither male nor female teachers in the Bahamas or Jamaica
were motivated by the extrinsic fac&alaryor monetary rewardsAlthough Brown and Hughes

(2008) identified that female teachers were statistically significantly more motivated than males

by intrinsic factors, the authors found no difference between male and female teachers based on
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extrinsic factors. Interestingijfto u g h Boyle’ s (2014) research wut
were statistically significantly more motivated than male teachers by the extrinsiofackang
conditions Thus, although most of the studies regarding whether male or female teachers were
motivated by different factors found some statistically significant differences, some studies
found no differences between the genders on any factors of motivation.

Of all the research found regarding perceptions of teacher motivased on gender,
only two researcherg/ere identified whdound no differences between male and female
teachers. Interestingly enough, both studies that were found which contained no statistically
significant differences in teacher motivation based on gender were condutiteccountry of
Turkey. Recepoglu (2013) specifically looked at demographics regarding teacher motivation
among teachers in Turkey and asserted that there was no meaningful difference between male
and female teachers in terms of their motivation. Hehéurposited that in terms of motivation,
mal e and female teachers have the same opinio
Turkish teachers also found no statistically significant differences between male and female
teachers in terms of what nihates them. What is fascinating about these two studies is that so
many studies in so many other countries were found that did contain statistically significant
differences between the genders for teacher motivation. However, aside from the two Turkish
studies, the remainder of the research demonstrates a much more intrinsic orientation for female
teachers and a hodgedge of results regarding extrinsic motivation for male and female
teachers which will be summarized next.

In summarythefirst focal pant that was apparent very early on in the review of the
literature on this topic was that a majority of the studies identified an intrinsic orientation for

female teachers over male teachers. The second focal point that developed was that regarding
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extrinsic motivation, no discernable trend could be established as to whether male or female
teachers were motivated more by extrinsic factérsgliscussion of the finding regarding teacher
motivation as delineatieby length of service follows.
The Impact of Length of Service on Teacher Motivation
Although there is considerable research regarding length of service and teacher
motivation, the findings were not very consistent. Studies which included length of service
among the demographic variables used terain differences in teacher motivation were
plentiful (Griffin, 2010; Brown & Hghes, 2008; Boyle, 2014; Recehad013; Mertler, 2002;
Schbarador, Ebrahimpo&r Hasanzadeh, 2013; Erdemli, 2015; Can, 2015; Kocobas, 2009; Lam,
2012; Akpinar et al., 201Xlassen& Chui, 2010). Akpinar et. al. (2012), Can (2015), Brown
and Hughes (2008), and Boyle (2014) were the only studies which did not report any statistically
significant differences with length of service and teacher motivation. Proceeding with
identifying various motivational factors with a number of differing lengths of service in the
various studies and keeping them organized in any meaningful way is challenging to say the
least. Adding to this dilemma is the fact that many of the studies dreteaotivation and
lengths of service used different length of service parameters. However, this section proceeds
with a discussion of the findings among of the lowest tenured group of teachers, followed by
teachers near the middle of their career, amallfi teachers closer to the end of their career. A
discussion of what teachers in the earliest stage of their career are motivated by follows.
Among the findings for what motivates teachers near the beginning of their career is that
they rank nearly higkst among all of the groups regarding overall motivation. In a study of
Turkish teachers, Recepoglu (2013) found statistically significant differences between teachers at

the 15 years of tenure level and both thé®year of tenure level and the-1% years of tenure
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level with the former group having the highest levels of overall motivation. Recepoglu (2013)
asserted that it is remarkable that the new teachdry€ars of tenure in office) have the highest
motivation. He further posited that perhdtpsould be explained by the enthusiasm of starting a
new career in the teaching profession. Mertler (2002) researched teacher motivation in Ohio and
likewise found statistically significant differences between the various groups of length of

service. Athough Mertler also found longer tenured teachers to be highly motivated as well,
teachers in the-b year range of tenure were statistically significantly higher than teachers at the
6-10 year range of tenure. Actually, Mertfeund that teachers indl6-10 year range of length

of service to be the lowest of the various ranges in his study. Early tenured teachers were found
to be motivated by specific motivational factors as well as in overall motivation.

Although early tenured teachers ranked higiresverall motivation, they also ranked
statistically significantly higher than teachers of other levels of tenure in certain specific
motivational factors. In his study of teachers in the Bahamas and Jamaica, Griffin (2010) found
that early career tehers were motivated more by the motivation fasalaryor monetary
rewards Interestingly, no other teacher motivation study in either the United States or any other
nation foundsalaryor monetary reward® be a high ranking motational factor for edy career
teachers. Griffin (2010) also identified that for new teachers, another strong motivator was the
level of administrative support. Although being motivated by support from the administrators or
by monetary rewardsiay not be viewed in a posiédightby someas it reflects potentially
either a need for help (from the administrator) or a desire to earn more money, it must be
remembered that anything that enhances motivation can be \aaluadtiould also be restated

one more time before moviran to the next group (those in the-2Q years of tenure level), that
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regarding overall motivation, teachers at or near the beginning of their career rank at the top of
all length of service groups.
It was identified through the literature search thathess near the middle years of their
careers (120 years of service) had some positive motivational attributes as well as one
di sturbing fact regarding motivation. I n Koc

that teachers with 220 yearso er vi ce rated the question a po

motivates me statistically significantly hig
an encouraging finding for this length of service range which had few other notabieeposit
motivational attributes. Another positive finding for the teachers in tH20l1éngth of service
range was also found by Kocobas. ‘Being part
finding by Kocobas for teachers in the-2Q year range in whitcthey again ranked statistically
significantly higher than teachers in the 21 year and up range. However, one disturbing finding
for the 1220 year range of teachers was identified by multiple studies as a particularly
concerning motivational area andhe discussed next.

An area of particular concern for teachers in the length of service range0fyEhrs is
significantly more withdrawal behavior. Schbarador et al. (2013) found that teachers in the 11
20 range of length of service had statisticalgnificantly more withdrawal behaviors than
teachers in the 21 years and up range. In another study of teacher perceptions of motivation by
Erdeml i (2015), his findings were the same as
length of serice range was for teachers 6R6 years of service as opposed te2Dlyears of

service. Regrdless of the slight variatian the tenure range, it is particularly worrisome that

teachers in this range would identify withdrawal behaviors for this grGuie wonders how
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di fficult the task may be to motivate student
the picture is brighter for teachers nearer to the end of their careers.

Teachers in the 21 years and up length of service range demonstaigdserall
motivational orientations for teaching. Me r t
that teachers nearing the ends of their careers (as well as teachers at the beginning of their
careers) had statistically significantly higherd&ssof motivation than teachers in the middle

range of their tenure. Griffin s (2010) stud
demonstrated statistically significantly higher overall levels of motivation for teachers in the 26
years of service ahup category for the teachers in Jamaica. Interestingly enough, this same
study found that teachers in the Bahamas were identified as having low levels of motivation in
this length of service range. Griffin did not address what may have caused thig teashers
near the end of their careers in Jamaica had high levels of motivation while teachers in the
Bahamas in this tenure range had | ow | evel s.
levels of motivation for teachers at the end of theieees for teachers in the Bahamas, no other
research was found showing low levels of motivation for this length of service reog#his
range of length of service of teachers, other strong motivational factors were identified.

Teachers in the tenurenge of 21 years and up identified both a competitive atmosphere
at school and a strong love for children as very motivational for them. Kocobas (2009) found
that teachers in the 21 years and up length of service range were statistically significantly more
motivated than all other tenure ranges for having a competitive atmosphere in the school.
Kocobas did not discuss why he thought this was the case. However, the identification by this

tenure range of teachers of having a competitive atmosphere irhthsscan be viewed as a

positive finding because instead of winding down antpsy settling for mediocrityn the years
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before retirement, |l onger tenured teachers, a
desire to compete with others to be éeih the school. Another encouraging motivational
finding for teachers near the latter end of their careers was the strong love for students (Lam,
2012). Maintaining a strong love for students after 20 years or more of teaching is obviously
both desirale and admirable. The literature review has uncovered interesting findings from
many studies regarding teacher lengths of service and teacher motivation which will be
summarized next.

The findings in the literature review regarding teacher motivatioaratus lengths of
service evels identified many differingerspectives regarding these tenure ranges, as well as
demonstrated that there were a number of themes in this topic that relate to this dissertation. It
must be mentioned that two of the primatydies found in this literature review (Boyle, 2014;
Brown & Hughes, 2008) were among the few in which no statistically significant differences
were found among any of the lengths of service ranges fanfahg factors of motivation.
However, the majaty of the rest of the studies demonstrated two important themes. First of all,
teachers near the beginning of their careers and teachers near the end of their careers were found
to be highly motivated overall and also highly motivated by a number ofispaotivation
factors. Among these factors for early career teachersmametary rewardandadministrative
support(Griffin, 2010) and among the factors for teachers at the end of the length of service
spectrum wer@ competitive atmosphe(gocobas2009) anda love for studentd.am, 2012).
Secondly, teachers in the middle range of the length of service category not only had the lowest
levels of overall motivation, but also were plagued with withdrawal behaviors (Schbarador et al.,

2013; Erdemli, 215).
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Summary

This summarysectionof the literature review will discuss what isdwn about

el ementary teachers and administrators perc
about thigopic, and bw this study addresses the gaphe knowedge baseThe purpose of
this study is to ascertain whether there are

el ementary admini str at or s 'Furtpeg this ®tugytidolesm® of t ea
teacher deographic categories of gender dadgth of service to identify other possible
differences.Numerous studies have delved into the subject of teacher motivation. Hence, much
is known about the motivation of teachers.
What is known about this topic is that teacher motivation is impoida number of
reasons. @&acher motivation is linked taetter teaching practicéButler, 2012; Klassen et al.,
2012; Remijan, 2014; Kocobas, 2009; Cerasoli et al., 2014; Arifin, 2Dt5¢asing student
achievemen(Butler, 2012; Jerotich, 201Recepolgu, 2013; lliy& Ifeoma, 2015; Bullougi
Hall-Kenyon, 2012; Klusman et al., 20168glping teachers stay in the classrodMstrtler,
2002; Griffin, 2010; Skaalvil&k Skaalvik, 2011; Nawe& Yasin, 2015)enhancing the
psychological health of teaatsgBrien et al., 2012), ankelping maintain better relationships
with studentgLam, 2012). It is also known that the administration plays an important role in
teacher motivation (Griffin, 2010; Kocobas, 2009; Siddique et al., 2011; Eros, 2011)y,kinall
is known that differences exist between teach

motivation in a number of settings. Boyl e’ s

school teachers and admiotvat®r im saasubarbas Atlarpjae r c e p t i

school district. Both Bexley’s (2005) and Br

betweenK1 2 t eacher s and administrators percepti
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Arkansas respectivellikewise,Ararand MasshmHer z| | ah’ s (2016) study i
demonstrated differences between teachers’ an
motivation. However, there is still much that is not known about teacher motivation.

One thing that is not knowatbout teacher motivation is whether differences exist
bet ween el ementary teachers’ and el ementary a
Al t hough a number of studies were found that
perception®f teacher motivation differed (Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Boyle, 2014;
Arar & Massry-Herzllah, 2016), none of them ascertained whether the differences that they
found applied to el ementary teacheuwusesdhigmd admi
school teachers and administratoBexley (2005), Brown and Hughes (2008), and Arar and
MassryHerzllah (2016) included elementary teachers and administrators in theiskidies,
but did not delineate between the grade levels. Therefasestii not known whether

el ementary teachers and el ementary administr
teachers.

It is perhaps for the aforementioned reason that three of the previous researchers (Bexley,
2005; Boyle, 2014; Ara& MassryHerzllah, 2016) have requested that further research in
teacher motivation be conducted by ascertaini
administrators’ perceptions of teacher motiva
schools ananiddle schools). This study will addrgsart ofthat gap in the knowledge base by
finding out whether el ementary teachers’ and
perception®f teacher motivation through the participants fithi ASD and the BSih South

Carolina. The results of this study will add to the overall knowledge base of teacher motivation

in general. Also, the results of this study will specifically address the gap in the knowledge base:
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that of whether differences exist between@emt ar y t eacher s and el emer

perceptions of teacher motivation.
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CHAPTER THREE : METHODS
Overview
This chapteprients the reader to the methods usdthimstudy. In Chapter Threthe
design of this study (causabmparative) will be introduced and explaingdurther, thehree
research questions and hypotheses will be stated and addr&ber parts of Chapter Three
include a section on the study’s population a

s udy. Mertler’s (1992) TeauwdyesusedModaptuwveadatda on an

fombot h teachers and administrators percept.i
includes sections describing and detailing the procedures addtthanalysis for this study.
Design

A causalcomparative design was used for this study. Mertens (2015) stated that causal

comparative research i s ex post facto meani

dependent variable because the independent variable has already occurred. Mdr5rds@

stated that in causabmparative research the groups are nodoanly selected because the

population already belongs to a group. The population for this study already belongs to specific

groups based on job status (elementary teacher, elementary adminjgjeatder (male

teaches, female teachers), and lengftservice (early career teacher, roigreer teacher, late

career teacher)Further, Lod (1977) asserts that in causaimparative research, the purpose of

this type of design is to make a search for factors or conditions which seem to be associated with

one group and not the other that might serve as a possible explanation of the underlying causes.
The different groups in this study include the groups within the ent#gnt variable for

job status, gender, and lengths of serviéds Mertens (2015) assed, these groups would be

compared on a dependent variable (peroap of teaber motivation scores) as thelependent
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variable (job status, gender, lengths of serviae) already occurred, which makes a causal
comparative design the most appropriateigte for this study. Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007)
asserted that caalcomparative designs can be used to discover and verify cause and effect
relationships and that the presumed cause is the independent variable (jolgataters length

of servicg andthe presumed effect is the dependent variable (teacheratian scores on the
TMTJ survey.

The causatomparative design will enable the researcher to capture data regarding
Her zberg’' s f adtrorms Mefr trhetrisusay(Alsd @eldptiveldstd S
wasobt ained from the survey as wedenderiandlengghgar ds
of service Comparisons regarding differences of the perceptions of teacher motivation based on
job status (elementary teachers, elementary administratmigjender (male teacher, female
teacherwvasconduded statistically withndependent samplegdsts. Comparisons regarding
differences of the perceptions of teacher motivation based on lengths of service (early career
teacher, mietareer teacher, late career teaghersconducted witA NOV A’ s .

Although the causatomparative design is the best dedighor this study, the causal
comparative design does have some drawbacks which were considered when selecting the
research designUnlike experimental designs, causalmparative designs have a lack of control
over its independent variables (Lord, 1977h ex post facto research such as this study, the
independent variabddjob statusgender, length of servitalready exist and thus allder no
manipulation or control over the variableThis fact tempers assumptions of cause and effect
relationships.Lord (1977)further asserts that in causamparative research there is difficulty
in being certain that the relevant causative factor (job stgéunsler, length of serviges

included among the factors under study. In other words, it is possibke difeerent causative
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factor such as teacher ethnicity or teacher age may in fact be more of a causative factor than the
independent variabden this study. However, based on the recommendations to study the
independent variabéf job statusgenderand length of servicky Boyle (2014), Arar and
MassryHerzllah (2016), Brown and Hughes (2008), and Bef@&05),and the findings
regarding theseariablesin the literature review, it is believed that the proper independent
variables havebeen selected for this study and for this design.

Research Question

RQL: Are there any differences between el em
perceptions of teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction
Survey based n  He r z bfactos of snotivaom?

RQ2: Arethereay di fferences bet we @erceptiensad and f em
teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
He r z b e rfactors of mativation?

RQ3: Arethereay di fferences bet we ecnareeaerrl yt ecaacrheeerrs
| at e c ar eaaeptione d tedthernwtivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation
and Job Satisfacti on Sfactors efynotivaionr2d on Her zberg

Null Hypotheses

Hol: There are no statistically significant d
administrators’ perceptions of teacher motiva
Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg’'s two f

Ho2: There are no statistically signiicnt di f f er ences bet ween mal
perceptions of teacher motivation as reported by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction

Survey based on Herzberg’'s two factors of mot
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Ho3: There are no statisadly significant differences betweesarly career, migtareer,
and | at e c percepgons of teaeher metivaion as reported by the Teacher Motivation
and Job Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg

Participants and Seting

The participants for the study were drawn from a convenience sample of elementary
teaches and adminisators from both the ASD and the B&izated inthe southern quadrant of
South Carolina during the 202819 school year. Th&SD consists of a broad range of lower,
middle, and upper income families which include urban, suburban, and rural populatiens.
BSDincorporates large geographical area, lmonsists of amall, rural, and primarily low
socioeconomic populationfhe pgulation from which the sample was drawn included all
willing elementary teachers and administraiarthe 17elementary schoolsithin the ASDand
the two elementary kools in the BSD As per the ASDpolicy for site authorization, building
administratos were contacted first to determine their willingness to have their staffiparé in
the research study. Tefthe 17 elementary school administratorthe ASDgranted
permission for the studyThe superintedent of the BS[agreed that both of ¢helementary
schools in her district would participate.

Using the ASDschool directoriefrom the 20172018 school years, it was determined
that there wie approximately 410 teachers in the pamticipating sbhools. Likewise, the
directoriesdemonstradthat there were approximately 36 administrators in th@aeticipating
schools.Using the same procedure to obtain approximate population numbers of teachers and
administators in the BSDif was determined that the two elementary schimolhe BSD had
approximately 100 teachers and 11 administratdre aggregate of the two distsdhus

include approximately 51@aches and 47administrators.
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Determiningthe gender population of the $2hools was more problematic because
many of the teachers in the directorid&l not have pictures included o compound the
problem, many also had genderutral namesHowever, using the directories and takantpw
educated guesses with the “gender dy86%afal’ na
the teachers in the Tarticipating schools were female (433) and 15% weaée (77.

As problematic as ascertaining the gender of the participants, ascertaining their lengths of
service was even more so. The school directories were oerforudetermining lengths of
service. Therefore, it was assumed that approximately 1/3 of the teachers would fall into each of

the three ‘1l ength of service categori es. To
ascertaining whether the populatiomrhers would be sufficient for the power analyses of the
study, each of t he t fiweeassumkedeamogly dontamnfbfdhe otalvi c e s’
teacher population (12Tather thanhe 1/3 that they likely are (1Y.0

Using a target populatioof 510 (teachers) and 4@&dministrators)433 (female teachers)
and 77 (male teachers), and 12% each of the length of service categorieg)riori power
analyses were conducted to determine if these numbers were adeqgeatsh of the three
hypotheses The power analyses werenctucted for the use afidependent samplegests(for
Hypotheses One and Two) and one way ANOVAs (for Hypothesis Tanekthe size of the
sample population required for the study was detezthby thea priori poweranalyss.

Power was set to .70 and adplvas set at .05 for the analysand unequal group
representation was assumed. According to Gall et al. (2007) 100 participants is the required
minimum for a medium effect size with the statistical power of .7 at the .05 alpha level for the

independent samplégest which is used iHlypothese Oneand Two A minimum participant

number is required for each group as wellpothess One has two groups, teachés$Q) and
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administrators (4) . As this study’'s data collection pr
(2014) proceduresnd she obtainegproximately a 5% participation rate for teachers and a

75% participation rate for administrators, those percentages were used to approximate the
anticipated participatiorof this study. Therefore, it wasticipated tha255 teacher§50% of

510) and 3@mdministraprs (75% of 4y would participate. Likewise, for Hypotheslsvo, it was

anticipated that 21#&male teacher®0% of 43 and 37male teacheré&0% of 74 would

participate.

Regarding Hypothesis Three (which contains thragtteof service groups)ceording
to Gall et al. (2007) 12participants is the required minimum for a medium effect size with the
statistical power of .7 at the .05 alpha level foraghe way ANOVA which is used in this
hypothesis With an orerall teaber population of 510, if 50% participate, 28achers will
comprise the samplelo ascertain whether there would difficulty reaching the minimum
number in any of the three length of service categories, each of the three cat@gorie
previously statd) wasassumed to contain only4 instead of 1/3 of theverallteacher
population. Under that assumptioach length of swice category containezhly 127
participantsandif 50% patrticipate, then each categeovould contain approximately 63
participants.

For this study, the number of téar participants sampled was 2&4& the number of
administraor participants sampled was ®hich exceeded the required minimum for a medium
effect size.The number of female telaer participants sampledas 244and the number of male
teader participants sampled was 8hich exceeded the required minimum for a medium effect
size(8 participants did not select a gender and their data was subsequently eliminated from the

research) The numberof e ar ley ¢ a®rad-bacet’ e ac her’ participants
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career teacher’ p94, 178, and d rgs@ectivelwhishaexaepetied the regaied
minimum for a medium effect siZene participant did not select a length of service and that

particb ant ' s data was al s a Thelampie camaetfrendall particgpating he r e
elementary teaahs and administrators in the telementary schools within the ASD South
Carolinaand the two elementarylsools in the BSDn South Carolina.
Instrumentation

Mertler’s (1992) Teacher Motivation and Jo
perceptions of teacher motivation factors. Mertler granted permission for his instrument to be
used in this study (Appended& &) .HemMNMzelbaedgers s( 1¢
factor theory. With Mertl er’ @pppndix Ahasbeenon, Me
slightly modified in order to fit the paramet

administrators notvatiecnk pt i ons of teacher

Mertler originally published no reliability data on the Teacher Motivation and Job
Satisfaction Survey from his initial study. However, after using this instrument in subsequent
research, Mertler (2002) estaihed overall reliability (876 wi t h Cronbach’ s al p
instrument. Vogt (2007) posited that the closer the results were to 1.0, the higher the

correlation between the items and that a reliability coefficient higher than .7 is acceptable for

most research. A reliability scor&.876 is considered to be a good indicator of the

instrument’s reliability. This instrument wa
and Griffin (2010).

I n an effort to assure the instrument’s va
sught the expertise of Mertler, the scale’ s al

made ( C. Mertl er, Personal Communication, Jan
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instrument contains two questiont¢ssfaftiQuesti on 1
with your job as a teacher?” and Question 2:
career, would you choose to become a teacher?
These questions were removed because they do nanhgertadministrators participating in
the study. Along with the removal of the first two questions, permission was also sought to
add an additional demographic question ("“Are
granted permission for this changewell (C. Mertler, Personal Communication, January 27,
2016)(Appendix D)

Mertler (1992; 2002) established content validity by gathering an expert panel to
evaluate his instrument. Content validity is the extent to which the test measures the behavior
of interest. Mertler (2002) asserted that his panel was highly representative of the ultimate
sample for his research. His panel reached a consensus that the survey did measure teacher
motivation and job satisfaction. As opined by many researchesgnbugh for some tests to
have content validity (Myers, 2014; Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Gay, 1992). Gay (1992)
further elaborated that content validity is determined by expert judgment and that there is no
formula to compute it and no way to express dmiatively.

There are 28 items on the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction survey. Eighteen
survey items related to job situational factors (intrinsic) and 10 related to job performance
incentives (extrinsic). The 28 questions were distributed amongy e n of Her zber g’ s
intrinsic and extrinsic categories. The categegognitioncontained four questions,
monetary rewaraontained thregyrofessional growtltontained fivejnterpersonal relations
contained fourjob significancecontained thre, sense of achievemettantained four, and

working conditiongontained five. Each of the questions were answered wibo6 Likert
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scale. The six pointsahe scale range from highiyotivating (with a value of a one for this
answer choice) to highlyn-motivating (with a value of a six for this answer choice). The
closer the results of aigstion is to the score of a gitlee more motivating that item is for the
respondent or the agggate of respondents atie nearer the score is to a #ig less
motivating that item is.

Each participant will have a specific score for each question and a total score for the
scal e. For exampl e, i f paforthegoestpraomsalaryX sel ect s
(eg. financial compensation) then a score of a amé be reported for that individual
regarding that question. The same calculations will take place for the aggregate of all other
individuals in regards to this question and the oéslhe questions on the instrument. Overall
scores on the imsiment range from 28 (highiynotivating) to 168 (highlyin-motivating).

The data will be broken down and analyzed for teachers on each question and for the overall
scale and for administraton each question and for the overall scale.
Procedures

Before conducting resear clopal ReasewBoas §iRB) n f r o
wassought to conductthise s ear ¢ h. L pravieed all yidciameritsRp&tinentafar
their approval inkeiding partcipantinformedconsent forms (Appendix)Fthe Teacher
Motivation and Job Satisfaction Surv@ppendix A)(Mertler, 1992), the slightly altered
version of the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction syAppendix B) siteauthorization
letters to the ASD and the B&ihd the site authorizah approval lettexfrom those @tricts,
and the proposal which details procedures and ethical considerations. Before obtaining IRB
approvalthe Chief Operating Officer, a representativéhaf superintendent ¢fie ASD was

contacted bymail to request consent to conduct the research. A letter explaining the study and
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guaranted@ anonymity for the district wagiven to her After obtaining site authorization
approval from the Chief OperagrOfficer, each of the principals of théeenentary schools
within the ASD wagontactedor their consent Of the 17elementaryschoolsin that district
which werecontactedtengranted consent, fouespectfully declined, and threeverresponded
despte repeated attempts to contact thebhe superintedent of the BSQvas contacted directly
and site authorization was granted for both eld@argrschools in thatistrict.

After permisionwagg r ant ed f r o prinapal,dhe researther owith each

school ' s f-armangédtinge aadtlocaion o ingoduce the stuliscuss informed
consentand toexplain that the survey wagnt electronically through Survey Monkey to the
participants. When participantsreceleh e survey instrument, the dc
instructions includét he f ol |l owi ng statement, “The pur pose
di fferences regarding the factors that motiva
regarding risksandbenet s, t he document also states, “the
in this study, and potential benefits include that participants may gain a greater understanding of
teacher motivation.”’

In addition to written assurances on thevey, all partigpants werearerbally informed
and assured that no names or personal identifiers are requested on the survey in order to protect
confidentiality forthe participants. Consent was implied when participeonspletel the survey
independently and electronicall To further guarantee cadéntiality, the surveys were
collected electronically with no IP addressefiected. Participants wepgovided the

researcher’s name, cel | gaseotimey hadnyaoriceansor and e ma

guestions.
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Completel surveys wereollected electronicallby Survey Monkey andata was

managed and stored on the researcher’”s home o

known only to the researcher. At the coetjn of the study, data wasmoved from the

reseae cher’ s computer and stored on an external
security wasnaintained by providing access only to the researcher. Furthermore, data will be
saved until three years after the dissertation process is completgat ime all data will be
deleted and destroyed.
Data Analysis

The relevant data analysis will include both descriptive and inferential statisticgirsThe
research question involves identifying whether elementary administrators and elementary
teache s have differing perceptions as to what n
there any differences between el ementary teac
motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Saseelydn
Her z berfga cst otrwso o f Thimmesearch guestian pettains to bBiyesis One
which usesndependent samplegdsts to identify if there are statisticaligmsificant differences

betweere | e ment ary admi ni st riang obteasher motivationt Hypothéss r s [

i s: “There are no statistically significant

admini strators perceptions of teacher motiva

Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg’ s two f
Thesecondesearch question involves identifyindpether male and femaleachers

have differing perceptions as to whatanmnoti vat

di fferences bet we e n pemeaplioas ohnmtvatibneameasured bytkea c her s

Teacher Motivation and Job Sat-fadofsafct i on Sur ve
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mo t i v aThis ese&ch qetion pertains to Hypothesis Twdhich usesndependent

samples-tests to identify if there are statisticaligmsificant differences betweesglementary

admini strators and teachers phirceptTlhhearse odr ¢
statistically signiicant differences between male and female teacher per cept i ons of
motivation as reported by the TeacMpotivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
Herzberg’'s two factors of motivation.?”
Thethird research question involves identifyindpether early career, michreer, and
late career teachensave differing perceptions as to what motivates teachmekssestated as
f ol |l ows : any differencds hebvmeen early career,qmidr eer , and | ate car
perceptions of motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey
based on Hdrazherg’' o fiThsaesearchgutongertairis to Hypothesis
Threewhich uses an ANOVAo identify if there are statisticallygnificant differences between
earlycareer,mit ar eer , and | petceptionsatteaecher motieadoo. hHypothesis
i s : * Tro etatigticallysigniftant differences between early career,-gadceer, and late
careerteachers perceptions of teacher motivation as
Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg’ s two f
The data from the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfacsiorvey (Mertler, 1992) was
uploadednto Excel, respondents wegésen a code, and then the alaasimported iro SPSS.
Next, the data wascrutinized, by checking to see that the codes assigned to the answer choices
for each question (1 = Teachers, 2 = Administraj¢B8¥ Male Teachers, 4 = Female Teachers),
(5 = Early Career Teachers, 6 = Mitareer Teachers, 7 = Late Career Teaclagg®ar in the

data file, in order to detect and correct corrupt or inaccuratedec®ata wasbtained from all

participating elementary administrat@nsd teachers in the ASD and the Bi&[bouth Carolina.
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As the population of teachers and administsatdrthe elementary schools in this distvidtich
have granted conseistgoproximately 510 teachers and @@ministratorsand it isanticipated
that approximately 3% of the teachers and 75 % of the administraidiisparticipate, an
estimated 29@aricipants are expecteab pertaining to Hypothesis Qnkeikewise, 218 female
teachers and 3nale teahers for Hypothesis Two and 1Rdrticipants in each of the three
length of service categorie3hea priori power analyses in this document demmatedthat a
sample size of 12&ould be sufficient. Thus, the sample population should exceed the sample
size requirements as demonstrated byatpeori power analyseand all groups should meet or
exceed the minimum sample size of Each of these assumptions held true in this study.
Independent samplégests analyseandANO V A wereusedto analyze the data.
Independent samplegastsandANOVAs align with both the research quess@mnd the
research design in théitese stastical analysesemonstraté whether any differences exists for
the independent variald§ob statusgender, length of serviren the dependent variable
(perceptions of @cher motivation scores). Outliers wesemined and removed. All data was
checked to make sure it mée basic assumptions of normality and homogermditsariance
Any cases whre there we missing valuefor job status, gender, or length or serwiere
deleted from the data s@f which there were nine in all)The levéof statistical signitance

for data analysis wa®5. Eta squared will be used for reporting effect size.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
The purpose of this causedmparative, noexperimental study vgato compare
el ementary t earcdhtearss’ amar aapmti ind Aedtitioodlly, t eac her
compari sons were made between male and femal e
well as between early career,ruidar eer , and | ate career teacher :
motivation. Administrators were included in this study because they play a primary role in the
motivation of teachers (Kocobas, 2009). Alerting administrators as to what factors motivates
teachers as well as demonstrating whether administrators already understatidsehtzctors
are could go a long way towards helping them identify factors that motivate teachers. This
study’s inclusion of comparing teacher motiva
could further assist administrators in identifying hineseteacher groups differ regarding
motivation.
This study focused on teachers and administrators from 12 schools in two school districts
in the southern quadrant of South Carolina. All willing elementary teachers and administrators
from the ten schoslin the Alpha School District antivo schools in the Beta School District
completed the TMJS survey designed by Mertler (1992). The dependent variable was the
teacher motivation scores from the TMJS survey. The independent variables included job status
(teacher, administrator), teacher gender (male teacher, female teacher), and teacher length of
service (early career teacher, reigreer teacher, late career teacher). Participants in the study
included 3ladministrators and 251 teachefBhe following chapter provides the research
guestions, null hypotheses, descriptive data, and the resultstaéttsand ANOVA to

determine if there were differences between the groups.
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Research Questions

RQ1: Are there any differences betweenelantear y t eacher s and admi
perceptions of teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction
Survey based dactor$lad mativiaten?g’ s t wo

RQ2: Arethereay di fferences bet we g@erceptbasioe and f em
teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
He r z b e rfactors of mativation?

RQ3: Arethereay di fferences bet we ecnareeaerrl yt ecaacrheeerrs
| at e c ar eacepbhsofaeather mativation as measured by the Teacher Motivation
and Job Satisfacti on Sfactorsefynotivaion2d on Her zberg

Null Hypotheses
Hol: There are no statistically significant d

administrab r s perceptions of teacher motivation as

Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg’ s two f
Ho2: There are no statistically signiicnt di f f er ences bet ween mal

perceptions ofeacher motivation as reported by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction

Survey based on Herzberg’'s two factors of mot
Ho3: There are no statistically significadifferences between early career, 1oateer,

and | at e c percepens ofteachec moéviat®n as reported by the Teacher Motivation

and Job Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg

Descriptive Statistics

The datasetcontained 251 teacher responses and 31 administrator responses to the TMJS

survey and was used to answer the research ques@masparticipant did not fill out any of the
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demographic questions and this participant’s
Additionally, sevenparticipants failed to identify their gender and one failed to answer the

demographic question regarding length of service. Teigge¢p ar t i ci pant s dat a w
from the data set as well. After the removal of the data fresetiine participants, the data set
contained 22 teacher responses and 31 administrator responses. The TMJS survey was tested
by the devel oper and was found to have a high
(Mertler, 2002). Additionally, the psent study found the survey to have a high reliability with a
Cronbach’”s alpha of .893.
Research Question 1

Table 1 shows thdescriptive statistics for the firstsearch question addressing the
di fferences bet we e nelemdntarmgemit rair syt rt eetacrhse’'r sp e ramap t
motivation. Table 2 shows the means fordélmmentaryeachers anthe elementary
administrators on each of the 28 factofsnotivation There were 28 items in the survey that
were each scored with a range &8 %ith one being most motivating and si% least motivating
for the participantsThe possi bl e range for omkacmitemwaar y t e a
1-6(N=242 M =2.54, SD=.72) Additionally, the possible range f@ementary
administratorsperceptions of teacher motivation each item was also-16 (N = 31,M = 2.30,
SD= .618.
Table 1

Descriptive Statistics: Teachers and Administrators

Frequency Mean StandardError of Standardeviation Variance
Mean

Teacher 242 2.54 0.047 0.727 0.528
Administrator 31 2.30 0.111 0.618 0.382
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Table 2

Mears: Teachers and Administrators

Teachers Administrator s
Recognition 2.32 2.00
Potentialfor Professional @&wth 2.41 1.94
Supervision 2.83 1.90
InterpersonaRelationships with Glleagues 2.02 1.77
Salary 1.91 1.97
Job @curity 2.08 1.84
Status of Pofession 2.96 3.10
Interpersonal Relationships withdAinistrators 2.37 2.06
Sense of Ahievement 1.70 1.58
Working Conditions 1.79 1.71
District Policies 2.58 2.65
Teacher Ealuation 3.2 2.26
Responsibility 2.06 1.93
Potential for Alvancement 2.66 2.27
The Work tself 2.38 2.40
Factors in Personalife 2.41 2.2
Interpersonal Relationships withuglents 1.85 1.84
Sense of Acountability 2.95 2.61
A Onetime Monetary Avard 2.34 2.58
Selected as.D.Y in District 3.73 3.19
Instructional Workshop for ade 4.41 4.13
Being Thankedby a Sudent 2.21 2.00
InstructionalWorkshopPaidby the District 2.56 2.35
Opportunity for TeacherrBjects 3.00 2.71
Early Retirement/Contract B/out 2.85 2.71
.Improvements in Studentchievements 1.68 1.37
Plaque from &idents 3.72 3.13
Ability to Purchase ClassroongHipment 2.17 2.10

Research Question 2

Table 3shows thalescriptive statistics for the second research question addressing the
di fferences between male and female teachers’
the means for the male and female teachers on each of the 28 factors. There weei@&htem

survey that were each scored with a range ®fiith one being most motivating and s least

motivating. The possi bl e range f oreadmbadtoewas-®H@Ns3ler s’ pe
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M=2.47,SD=.763. The possible range for femalate h er s’ perceptions of
on each factor was also-6 (N=211,M = 2.55,SD=.723.
Table 3

Descriptive Statisticd¥lale and Female Teachers

Frequency Mean StandarcError of  StandardDeviation Variance

Mean

Male Teachers 31 2.47 0.137 0.763 0.582
Female Teachers 211 2.55 0.050 0.723 0.522
Table4
Mears: Male and Female Teachers

Male Teachers FemaleTeachers
Recognition 241 2.26
Potential for Professionalr@wth 2.00 2.41
Supervision 2.31 2.80
Interpersonal Relationships withollzagues 197 1.99
Salary 1.87 1.93
Job Scurity 1.70 2.12
Status of the P®fession 2.98 2.97
Interpersonal Relationships withdAinistrators 2.18 2.36
Sense of Ahievement 1.62 1.69
Working Conditions 1.74 1.79
District Policies 2.60 2.58
TeachelEvaluation 2.82 3.14
Responsibility 1.87 2.08
Potential for Alvancement 2.36 2.66
The Work tself 2.03 2.44
Factors in Personalife 2.38 2.39
Interpersonal Relationships withuglents 1.95 1.83
Sense of &countability 2.83 2.93
A OneTime MonetaryAward 2.13 241
Selected as TOY iDistrict 3.45 3.71
Instructional Workshop for ade 4.15 4.42
Being Thankedby a Student 2.18 2.19
InstructionalWorkshopPaidby the District 2.38 2.56
Opportunity for TeacherrBjects 2.75 3.00
Early Retirement/Contract i/out 2.95 2.82
Improvements in teidentAchievements 1.82 1.62
Plague from &idents 3.41 3.69

Ability to Purchase ClassroongHlipment 1.88 2.21
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Research Question 3

Table 5shows thalescriptive statistics for the third research question addressing the
differences between early career, roateer, and late careera c her s’ perceptions
motivation. Table 6 shows the means for the early careeraaider, and late career ¢bars on
each of the 28 factors. There were 28 items in the survey that were each scored with a range of
1-6 with one being most motivating and si% least motivatingThe possible range for early
careerteah er s’ p e r 6 topetch ibenfN = 96,Ms 2.91,SD=.759. The possible
rangeformidc ar eer t eacher s’ ofvationowagatso-ofor sachoiteniNt=e ac h e r
76,M=249SD=6649. The possi ble range for | ate career
motivation was also-6 for each itenfN = 70,M = 2.63,SD= .755.
Table5

Descriptive Statistics: Early Career Teachers, Midreer Teachers, Late Career Teachers

Frequency Mean Standard Standard Variance
Error of Mean Deviation
Early Career Teachel 96 2.513 0.07701 0.75458 0.569
Mid-Career Teacher 76 2.492 0.07613 0.66371 0.441
Late Career teacher 70 2.634 0.09019 0.75459 0.569
Results
Null Hypotheses One
Hol: There are no statistically significant

admi ni gergeations of ®dcher motivation as reported by the Teacher Motivation and Job
Satisfaction Sur v eofactoradd rmotivatom Her zber g’ s tw
T-test data screening For the first hypothesis, aést was utilized because the

independent variable wastegorical (teachers and administrator). The analysis was conducted
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on the overall scale of the 28 motivation factors in the TMJS survey. The scores of the
participants on these 28 questions constituted the dependent variable (teacher motivation scores)
Table6

Mears: Early Career Teachers, Mi@areer Teachers, Late Career Teachers

Early Career Mid-Career Late Gareer

Recognition 211 2.21 2.57
Potential for lPofessionalGrowth 2.22 2.51 2.35
Supervision 2.79 2.70 2.66
Interpersonal Relationshipgth Colleagues 1.97 1.94 2.06
Salary 2.07 1.78 1.88
Job Scurity 2.19 2.01 1.94
Status of the P®fession 3.00 2.82 3.11
Interpersonal Relationships withdAinistrators 2.25 2.27 2.52
Sense oAchievement 1.74 1.63 1.68
Working Conditions 1.73 1.72 1.9
District Policies 2.59 2.59 2.57
Teacher Ealuation 3.18 291 3.18
Responsibility 2.18 2.01 1.93
Potential for Alvancement 2.62 2.42 2.81
The Work tself 2.34 2.57 2.24
Factors in Personalife 2.37 2.47 2.33
Interpersonal Relationships witliuglents 1.83 1.83 1.88
Sense of &countability 2.83 2.91 3.01
A OneTime Monetary Avard 2.37 2.40 2.34
Selected as TOY iniBtrict 3.39 3.87 3.8
Instructional Workshop for a Ee 4.26 4.64 4.24
Being Thankedya Sudent 2.31 2.08 2.14
InstructionalWorkshopPaidby the District 2.37 2.76 2.49
Opportunity for TeacherrBjects 2.92 3.06 2.93
Early Retirement/Contractugout 2.94 2.61 2.94
.Improvements in Studentchievements 1.64 1.70 1.59
Plague from &idents 3.53 3.69 3.76
Ability to Purchase Classroongipment 2.15 2.2 2.13

To determine if parametric tests could be used, a box and whisker plot was created and
the data was shown to have fiwetliers for the teachers andeextreme outliefor the
administrators A histogram and a @ Plotwerecreatedor teachers.The histogram and @

Plot for teachers demonstrated that the distribution was not noArfastogram and a ) Plot
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was created for administrators as well. Both the histogram and@@IQt for admmistrators
also demonstrated that the distribution for administrators was not ndrondherchecks were
made on the skewness and kurtosis of the data to check for normality. Kim (2013) asserted that
in a small sample (n<50) as in the datafseadmnistrators if thez scores for skewness or
kurtosis are larger than 1.96 we conclude that tteilgution is noAnormal. The z scores for
skewness for administrators was 6.99 and was 15.52 for kustagiesting that the population
distribution for admistrators was nenormal. Kim (2013) asserted that for medium dize
samples (50< n <300) as in the datafgeteachers if the scores for skewness or kurtosis are
larger than 3.29 we conclude that the distribution ismammal. Thez scores for skewness for
teachers wad.64and wa<2.61for kurtosis suggesting that the population distribution for
teachersvasalsonornormal.

Therefore, the five outliers were removed for teachers and the one extreme outlier for
administrators wsremoved and the dataasrechecked for normalityA box plot for teachers
and administrators with the outliers removed was created (Figuke dig¢w histogranwith the
outliers removed foteachers was produtéFigure2) and a new € Plot forteachers were
created without the outlieess well(Figure3). The histogram and-Q Plots for teachers with
the outliers removed appear normally distribut@dnew histogram for administrators without
the extreme outlier was produced (Figdyeind a new € Plot fa administrators werereated
without theextremeoutlier (Figure5). The histogram and-Q Plots foradministratos with the
extremeoutlier removed appear normally distributed.

Further skewness and kurtosis of the datas rehecledfor normality. Thez scores for
skewness for administrators was .00 and was .42 for kurtosis suggesting that the population

distribution for administrators was normal. Thscores for skewness for teachers @d8and
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was.73for kurtosis suggestindnat the population distributh for teachers was also normal. A
table with descriptive statistics for teachers and administrators was produced (Table 7). A

Leve n e’ s themexécuted §ps= .00land the assumptiasf homogeneity was violated
(Table8). Sinceour variance is not equtie resuls were takerfor unequal varianceThe result
for unequal vaances demonstratestatistically significant differences between elementary

teachers and administrat or s ortedpbgthecTeguhter ons of
Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based
t(57.651) =3.701, p = .000 = .05 This result gave significant evidence against the null that

there were no dif f eraednntiensi sbtertawteoerns 't epaecrhceerpst’i oan
motivation. The 95% confidence interval for tiperception mean ranged from .132 to .446e

data was found thave asmalleffect size of d = .021The post hoc level of the statistical pawe

was an observegower of .653

Figure 1

Outliers: Box and Whisker Pléor Teachers and Administratoaster outliers were removed
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Normality Tests: Histogram for Teachers with outliers removed
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Figure4

Normality Tests: Histogram for Administrators with outliers removed
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Table 7

Teacher and Administratdescriptive

Group Statistics

Job Status N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean

Teacher 237 | 2.49 .656 .043
Teacher Motivation Scores
Administrator] 30| 2.21 .358 .065

Table 8

Teacher and Administrator Independent Samptde3dt

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means

for Equality of

Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence
(2- Difference | Difference Interval of the
tailed) Difference
Lower | Upper
Equal
variances 10.702| .001|2.363 265 .019 .289 122 .048 .529
Teacher assumed
Motivation  Equal
Scores variances
3.701|57.651 .000 .289 .078 132 445
not
assumed

Null Hypotheses Two
Ho2: There are no statistically signiicnt di f f erences bet ween mal
perceptions of teacher motivation as reported by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction
Survey based on Herzberg’' s two factors of mot
T-test data screening For the seconttypothesis, atest was utilized because the

independent variable wacategoricl(male teachers and female teacherBhe analysis was
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conducted on the overall scale of the 28 motivation factors in the TMJS survey. The scores of
the participants on these 28 questions constituted the dependent variable (teachermotivatio
scores).To determine if parametric tests could be used, a box and whisker plot was created and
the data was shown to have fetliers for femaléeachers ando outliers for male teachers
histogram and a @ Plotwas created for female teacheifi$ie hisbgram demonstrated a non
normal distribution The QQ Plotalso demonstrated thiéite sampldor female teachensas not
normally distributed A histogram (Figure 6) and a@ Plot (Figure Ywas created for male
teachers as well. The histogra®monstrated a normal distribution for male teachers. Fge Q
Plot for male teachers also demonstrated that most of the sample was clustered near the line.
Skewness and kurtosigas checked for male teachers as w8kewness (.23) and kurtosis
(1.18)demonstrated a normal distributifor male teachers

Figure 6

Histogram for Male Teachers
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Since the histogram and-Q Plot for female teachers demonstrated ammmal
distribution with the five outliers, the outliers were removed and the data wheaked. A Box
Plot (Figure 8) was created with the outliers removed for female teadh@tsthe five outliers
removed, the histogram (Figure 9) demonstrated a normal distribution. Furth€r RidD
(Figure 10) also demonstrated a normal distributiBkewnesg scores (2.11andkurtosisz
scores (.48) also demonstrated that the female teacher distribution was normally distributed with
the five outliers removed.

A Table (Table9) with descriptive statisticwas produced for male and female teachers.
Nextt a L e v (@able 10wastexesute¢p = .074),and the assumpmtn of equal group
variances waagot violated Results of the-test werd (234)=.155, p = .877a= .05
Therdore, theravas no evidence to rejettte Null hypothesis The 95% confidence interval for
the perception meanmged from 2.357 to 2.603The data was found to havemall effect size

of d =.000 The post hoc level of the statistical paweas an observed powef .053

Figure 7
Q-Q Plot for Male Teachers
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Figure 8
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Outliers: Box and Whisker Pléor Male and Female Teachers after outliers were removed
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Figure 10

Q-Q Plot for Female Teachers witutliers removed

Normal Q-Q Plot of Teacher Motivation Scores

for sex= female
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Table 9
Male and Female Teach&escriptive

Group Statistics

Gender N Mean Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean
Teacher female 205 2.49 .629 .044
Motivation
otivatio male 31 247 763 137

Scores
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Table 10
Levene Test favlale and Femal@eacher

Independent Samples Test
Levene's t-test for Equality of Means
Test for
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean  Std. Error 95%
(2- Difference Difference Confidence

tailed) Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Equal
variances 3.223 .074 .155 234 .877 .019 125 -.227 .265

Teacher assumed

Motivation Equal

Scores variances
not
assumed

135 36.424 .894 .019 144 -272 311

Null Hypotheses Three
Ho3: There are no statistically significadifferences between early career, 1oédeer,
and | at e c percepgons of teaecher metivaion as reported by the Teacher Motivation
and Job Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg
ANOVA data screening For the thrd hypothess, an ANOVAwas utilized because the
independent variable was categori@arly careeteachersmid-careetteachersand late career
teachersand there were three grouphe analysis was conducted on the overall scale of the 28
motivationfactors in the TMJS survey. The scores of the participants on these 28 questions
constituted the dependent variable (teacher motivation scdresjetermine if parametric tests

could be used, a box and whisker plot was creatednandiata wa shown tdhave threeutliers
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for the early caredeachersone for themid-careetteachersandone for thdate career teachers
Histograms were créad for early career, midareey and late career teacher-Q Plots were
also creted for early careemid-careey andlate career teacherd he histograms and-Q Plots
all demonstrated nenormal distributions for each of the variabl@herefore the outliers were
removed and the data was rechecked.

After removing thehreeoutliers for the early career teachers, a histogram (Figure 11)
was created and demonstrated a normal population distributiorQAPt was also created for
early career teachers (Figure 12) and this also demonstrated a normal distribution. Zurther,
scores foskewnes$2.00) and kurtosis (.22) for early career teachers demonséraieanal
distribution After removing the one outlier for the mahreer teachers, a histogram (Figure 13)
was created and demonstrated a normal population distribuiti@rQ Plot was also created for
mid-career teachers (Figure 14) and this also demonstrated a normal distribution. Eurther,
scores for skewnes$@) and kurtosis Q8) for mid-career teachers demonstrated a normal
distribution. After removing thesingleoutlier for thelate career teachers, a histogram (Figure
15) was created and demonstrated a normal population distributionQA°IQt was also created
for latecareer teachers (Figuré)land this also demonstrated a normal distribution. Fyrther
scores for skewnes$.83 and kurtosis (@) for latecareer teachers demonstrated a normal
distribution.

A table was produced with descriptive statistics for early careercanékr, and late
career teachemsas produced (Table 11Furthermorea L e 8 test{Table 12was executed
(p = .44 and thedata fulfilled theassumptin of equal vaances There was not a statistically
significant difference between groups as determinealdneway ANOVA F(2, 234) =1.189, p

=.306 a =.05. The null hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, post hoc tests were not
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conducted The data was found to havemall effect size of d =010. Thepost hoc level of the
statisticalpower was an observed power of .259.

Figure 11

Histogram for EarlyCareer Teacherwith outliers removed
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Figure 12
Q-Q Plot forEarly CareerTeachers
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Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Length of Service
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Descriptive
Teacher Motivation Scores
N Std. 95% Confidence Lower Upper
Error Interval for Mean Bound Bound
Early
93 245 .659 .068 2.31 2.58
career
Mid career 75 2.46 621 .072 2.32 2.61
late career 69 2.60 .699 .084 2.43 2.77
Total 237 2.50 .660 .043 2.41 2.58
Figure 13
Histogram for MidCareer Teachers
Histogram — Mormal
Length of Service (Mid career)
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Figure 14
Q-Q Plotfor Mid-Career Teachers
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Figure 15
Histogram for Late Career Teachers
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Figure 16

Q-Q Plot for Late Career Teachers
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Table 12
ANOVAfor Length of Service

Test of Homogeneity of

Variances

Teacher Motivation Scores
Levene dfl df2 Sig.
Statistic

.822 2 234 441

E

Our data fulfilled the assumption of equal variances.

ANOVA
Teacher Motivation Scores
Sum of df Mean F  Sig.
Squares Square
Between 1034 2 517  1.189 .306
Groups

Within Groups 101.714 234 435
Total 102.748 236

103
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CHAPTER FIVE : CONCLUSIONS
Overview
This quantitative, nomexperimental, causa&lomparative study was designed to explore
whet her differences existed bet vwereptionsdfe ment ar
teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction (TMJS) survey.
Additionally, data was checked to identify whether differences existed between male and female
el ementary teacher s’ pneaswekagstvhethar differerfces exestecc her m
between early career, mahreer,and late ar eer t eacher s’ perceptions
Participants included teachers and administrators from ten participating schools in the Alpha
School District (a pseudonym)éifrom two schools in the Beta School District (a pseudonym).
Those who volunteerdd participate irthe study filled out the TMJS survey designed by
Mertler (2002) to capture perceptions of motivation. An independent sartpksstas used to
comparehe means of the teachers and the administratmsindependent samplesest was
also used to compare the means of the male teachers and the female teachers. An ANOVA was
conducted to determine if differences existed between the early careeanasid and late
career teachers. The following chapter provides a discussion of the statistical analyses results,
implications of thestudy, limitations, andecommendations for future research.
Discussion
The purpose of this study wascompare elementay t eacher s’ and admin
perceptions of teacher motivatiomdetermine if there were differences between the groups.
The study also examined whether differences existed between male and female elementary
teachers as well as between teachersraiusastages in their career (early career,-cacker,

late career) Administrators are the primary groups responsible for the motivation of teachers
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(Kocobas, 2009). Therefore, it was thought important to find out whether administrators agreed
with teachers as to what motivates teachers. Additionally, if differences were found between
teachers of the different genders or between teachers at differing lengths of (8amhyceareer,
mid-career, late career) that information could be valuable to étnaitors who seek
information for motivating diffrentdemographicesf their staff.

For this study, perceptionef teacher motivation was measured with the TMJS survey
designed by Mertler2002). In all, 282 (251 teachers and 31 administrapagijcipants from
12 schools in two schools districteé Alpha School District and the Beta School District) in
South Carolina completed the survélywo independent samplésess andan ANOVA were
utilized to determine if there were statistically sfigant differences in perceptions of teacher
motivation. For the first independent sampletest, the independent variablas defined apb
statusandconsisted of two groups (teachers and administratéi®)the second independent
samples-test, he independent variable was defined as teacher gender and consisted of two
groups (maleéeachers and female teachershr the ANOVA, the independent variable was
defined as teacher length of service and consistddeddroups €arly career teachersjan
career teachers, and late career teagh@&rse dependent variableas defined as teacher
motivation scores as determined by the TMJS survey.
Research Question One

Are there any differences bet weperoeptielse ment a
of teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based

on Her z bfactogs of notivatom?
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Null Hypothesis One
There are no statistically significant dif

admini strators perceptions of teacher motiva

Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg’ s two f
For thefirst research questipan independent sampletest was performed to determine

whether statistically significant differences existed between elementary teachers and

administators on the TMJS survey. Thesults indicated that there were statistically significant

di fferences between the teachdiermotvabonnd admi ni s

Administrators perceived teachers as being more motivated by the factors in the survey than

teachers did As a result, the null hypothesis was rejectBdevious teacher and adrstrator

motivation studieslso found statistically signf i cant di fferences bet ween

administrators perceptions of teacher motiva
In a recent study of KL2 teachers and administrators in Israel, Arar and Mdssryllah
(2016) also found statistically significant differences between thgeseps. Boyle (2014)

researched high school teachers and admini st
County, Georgia and also found statistically significant differences between teachers and
administrators. Likewise, both Brown and Hugf2@08) in Arkanas and Bexley (2005) in
Mississippiidentified statistically significant differences between th&Xteachers and

administrators on teacher motivation in their respective studies. Although none of these studies
researched elementary teachand administrators independent of the other grade levels, since

they each found statistically significant differences between their teachers and administrators, it

is perhaps not sprising that differences were found in this study as well.
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Resultsfrom this study, and in the aforementioned studies, suggest that there may indeed

be differences between teachers and admini st
irrespective of the grade level of teachers and administrators. ldentifyin§icspesivatioral
factors that teachers and administrators perceive differently could assist administrators in
tailoring motivational enhancement approaches towactgeving higher motivation among their
teachers. The researcher calls for future research to be completed with surveys designed to
identify specific motivation factors.
Research Question Two
Arethereay di fferences bet we garceptian$ ofteagherd f emal e
motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
He r z b e rfactors of mativation?
Null Hypothesis Two
There are no statistically signiicnt di f f er ences bet ween mal e
percetions of teacher motivation as reported by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction
Survey based on Herzberg’'s two factors of mot
For the second research question, an independent sartggésvas conducted to analyze
whether statisticallysigi f i cant di fferences existed between
perceptions of teacher motivation on the TMJS survey. Statistically significant differences were
not found between the male and female teachers. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not
rejecta. This result was surprising because the majority of studies that explored teacher
motivation on the basis of gender identified statistically significant differences between male and
female teachers (Kusurkar et £013; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Kocob2€§09; Amelink &

Meszaros, 2011; Chan et al., 2012; Bexley, 2005; Kusurkar et al., 2011; Boyle, 2014). Only two
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studies were found (Recepoglu, 2013; Akpinar et al., 2012) in which no statistically significant
differences were found between male and ferresehers.
The results of this study may have had contradictory results than the majatityeof
studies becaus# the low number of male teachers (n=31) compared to the number of female
teachersr(=205) in this study. It is possible that male teasltenformed to what female
teachers perceived as motivating because they were vastly outnumbered in the schools that were
studied. To find out if this is the case, the researcher calls for a qualitative aspect to be added in
future research of this kindBoth male and female teachers could be interviewed to obtain
greater detail as to what specific motivation factors motivate each gehueresearcher also
calls for future research in elementary schools in which the male and female teachers are more
equally distributed.
Research Question Three
Arethereay di fferences bet weecnareeaerrl yt ecaacrheeerrs 't e
car eer pereegtiors ef teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and
Job Satisfaction Survey basech H e r z b-factors of snotivatiom?
Null Hypothesis Three
There are no statistically significedifferences between early career, 1oateer, and
| at e c ar eaaeptiong d tedthernwtivation as reported by the Teacher Motivation and
JobSati sfaction Survey based on Herzberg’ s two
For this null hypothesis, an ANOVA was performed to determine if statistically
significant differences existed between early careersaredr e e r and | ate caree.
perceptions of tedner motivation on the TMJS survey. There was not a statistically significant

relationship between the variables and the researcher failed to reject the null hypadihesss.
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results suggest that there are no statistically significant differencesperteptions of teacher
motivation on the basis on length of service in this study.

This result is nototally surprising as previous studies demonstrated mixed results on this
demographiwariable There were a number of studies in which statisticadjgificant results
were found on the basis of teacher length of service (Griffin, 2010; Recepoglu, 2013; Mertler,
2002;Schabarador et al., 2013; Erdemil, 2015; Lam, 2012; Klassen & Chui, 2010). There were
also a number of studies in which no statislycsignificant differences were found on the basis
of teacher length of service (Brown & Hughes, 2008; Boyle, 2014; Can, 2015; Akpinar et al.,
2012). This variable was included because it was thought that motivation may change over time
and life circumstaces. However, in this study that was not found to be the case. Future
researcltould explore other teacher demographics such as ethnicity, teacher generation, and
level of education to determine if any of those variables affect the way teachers astadoti

Implications

Although onlythe result of the first research question was statistically significant, the
present study adds valuable research to the body of knowledge about teacher mokiratign.
no previous study that could be identifiedearched teacher motivation on the basis of

comparing el ementary teachers perceptions an
motivation. Previous teacher motivation studies explored this issue €rR2d&sis without

delineating between the gradedés (Bexley, 2005; Brown & Hughes, 2008; Arar & Massry

Herzllah, 2017pr in the case of Boyle (2014) only researching at the high schoal [Eveling
statistically significant results between el e

teacher motivation adds to teacher motivation research in a new way with a previously

unexplored group (elementary teachers and administratéds)itionally, in each of the
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previously mentioned studies, teachers perceived the various factors to baadtivaging than
the administrators perceived. In this study, the reverse was true (administrators perceived
teachers to be more motivated by the factors than the teachers did). This is, thus far, a difference
found only in elementary schools.

Secondlythe present study added to the body of research about male and female

el ementary teachers perceptions of teacher m
identified statistically significant differences with this demographic. Previouslynilye o
research found which did not identdijfferences between male and female teachers came from
two independent studies (Recepoglu, 2013; Akpinar et al., 284 conducted in the country
of Turkey. The current results may be due to the location i{Soarolina) or to the vastly larger
number of female teachers as compared to male teachers in this study population.
Thirdly, the present study added to the body of research about early careeayeeid
and | ate career el esodteachermptivdtiena & fumbersof othgrer cept i
studies have explored whether teachers of varying lengths of séifreon perceptions of
teacher motivation (Brown & Hughes, 2008; Boyle, 2014; Griffin, 2010; Recepoglu, 2013; Can,
2015; Mertler, 2002; Akpiar et al., 2012; Schabarador et al., 2013; Erdemli, 2015; Lam, 2012;
Klassen & Chui, 2010). Although their resulteremixed, this stuyl sresuls can now be
added to the overall body of research on whether length of service affects teacher motivation.
Finally, improving teacher motivation is a laudable gadahumber of researchers posit
that teaching practices are enhanced with higher teacher motivation (Butler, 2012; Klassen et al.,
2012; Remijan, 2014; Kocobas, 2009; Demir, 2011; Cerasali, 2014; Arifin, 2015). Student

performance likewise, can be linked to better teaching practices by motivated teachers (Butler,

2012; Jerotich, 2015; Recepolgu, 2013; ligydfeoma, 2015; Bullougl& Hall-Kenyon, 2012;
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Klusman, Richter, & udtke, 2016). Lkewise, administrators greatly influence the motivation
of their teachers (Kocobas, 2009). Therefore, identifying whether administrators know what
motivates teachers is important because if they perceive wrongly as to what motivates teachers it
will be difficult for them to assist in the motivation of their staffshe current study has
demonstrated that for this population, administrators and teachers differ significantly on teacher
motivation.
Limitations

The current study had limitations that could have affected the data. The first limitation
was with the TMJS survey. Teachers and administrators are oftenTaldpg out ten minutes
to fill out a motivation survey means they have ten less minutesdthdoteacher/administrator
tasks. For that reason it is possible that some teachers and administrators who filled out the
survey rushed though it and their answers did not accurately reflect their true fealthgsigh
participants were informed thtteir answers would be anonymous and confidential, it is still
possible thatvhen answering survey questions participants may havihéelteed to select what
they think is the “correct’ answer rather tha
participants completed this survey at a single time, it is possible that an incident of either a very
positive nature or a very negative nature may have affected their true feéletindghe survey
had beeradministered to them at a difégrttime.

A final limitation is the inability to generalize the findings. The sample was taken out of
convenience, limiting the generalizability of the findings (Warner, 2013). Becausertbat
researclonly studied two school districts in one portion of ttegesof South Carolina,

generalizability can only be made to populations that are similar in demographics. It is possible
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that the teachers and administrators in other parts and the country and in other parts of the world

could have had different results.

Recommendations for Future Research

Future research is needed to determine if teachers and administrators differ on the factors

that motivate teachers. The researcher suggests the following considerations:

1.

2.

Collect data that can identifpecific subsales of motivational factors.

Add a qualitative component to the study in order to delve deeper into factors of
motivation particularly with demographics in which there may be lower overall
numbers such as administrators and male teachers

Examine other @mographics such as teacher ethnicity, teacher generation, and
teacher level of education to determineedcher motivation differs with any of these.
Collect data from other geographic locations.

Collect data from middle school teachers and administrators.
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Appendix A

The Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey
(Mertler’s original survey)
Question No. 1

What is your overall level of satisfaction with your job as a teacher?

Very Dissatisfied. Somewhat Dissatisfie( Somewhat Satisfieq Very Satisfied

1 2 3 4

Question No. 2

If you had the opportunity to start over in a new career, would you choose to become a teacher?

Yes No

i1 |2

Question No. 3

Generally speaking, do you believe that the teachers with whom you work are motivated?

Yes No

i1 2

Question No. 4

How many teachers that you know or work with would you classify as unmotivated?

12 34 | 56 | 7.8 | 910 | Morethan
10
c1 |2 o3 |ca|0s 6

Question No. 5
On the following €oint scale, indicate the degree to which each of the

Following serve as a motivating factor or an unmotivating factor for teachers.

Highly Motivating---------- HighlyUnmotivating

ba. recognition€.g., receiving praise from -

o 1 2 i3 m4 |5 6
administratorsparents students, or others

Sb. potential forprofessional growth (e.g., | - - B - B
L2aaAroAtAte 27 AYy €1 2 3 4 | 075 6
professional skills)




5¢. supervision by superiors (e.g., overall

: i1 i 2 i3 m4 |5 "6
competence of superiors)
5d. interpersonal relationships with ol 5 3 ca |l s 6
colleagues (interactions with othéeachers] ' ' ' o
5e. salary (e.g., financial compensation) 1 o 3 4| s 6
5f. job security (e.g., tenure) 1 b 3 ~a |5 -6
5g. status (e.g., professional status of 1 2 3 ca |l s 6
teaching) ' ' ' ' C
5h. interpersonal relationships with
administrators (e.g.interaction with i1 2 i3 m4 |5 "6
administrators)
5i. sense of achievement (e.g., experienci 1 2 3 ca | s o6
success) ' ' ' ' C
5j. working conditions (e.g., building
conditions, amount of work, facilities i1 im2 i3 im4 |5 "6
available)
5k. district policies (e.g., overalffects of 1 2 3 ca | s o6
the district as an organization) ' ' ' ' o
5l. teacher evaluation (e.g., appraisal of 1 2 3 ca |l es Coe
classroom instruction by evaluator) ' ' ' ' S
5m. responsibility (e.g., autonomy, author 1 oy 3 a4 | s “ 6
and responsibility for own work) ' ' ' ' o
5n. potentialadvancement for (e.g.,
possibility of assuming different positions | 1 2 i3 4 |5 | U6
the profession)
50. work itself (e.g., aspects associated w e r ~ -
the tasks of teaching -1 -2 -3 C4 1 O3 e6
bp. factors in personal life (e.g., effects of - - - -
Q5 OkAy3 2yligysaa ( L | T2 |3 0] Os 0
5q. interpersonal relationships with studer 1 oy 3 ca |l s “ 6
(e.g., interactions with students) ' ' ' ' o
br. sense of accountability (e.g., being hel 1 2 3 cales 6

directly responsible for student learning)
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Question No. 6

On the following &oint scale, indicate the degree to which each of the following items serve as a
motivating factor or an unmotivating factor for teachers.

Highly Motivating------------ HighlyUnmotivating

6a. A onetime monetary award ( supplemental - cr s leales lee
to the stepincrease) : - : [ [

AAAAA

cod . SAy3a asSt SOGSR | 1 c2 les leales [ es
district ' ' ' ' o

6¢. An instructional workshop offered by the 1 2 3 cales O6
district for a fee ' ' : ! S

6d. Having students thank a teacher for aiding .~ 1 2 e leqles e
the understanding of a difficuttoncept ' ' : , [ :

6e. An instructional workshop offered and pai 1 o 3 o les -
for by the district - : [ [ -

6f. being given the opportunity to participate i
teacher projects (e.g., research, curriculum o1 o 3 leales e
development) ' i ) ) o

69. Early retirement/contract buyout 1 ap) 3 4|5 6

6h. Observing vast improvements in the
I OKAS@SYSyi tS@Sta 27 (1 C2 |3 |04 )05 [ T6
beginning of the year

6i. Being awarded a plaque by students 1 o 3 a4 |5 6

6j. Being permitted to purchasedditional 1 o 63 o1 los -
equipment and supplies for the classroom ' ' ' : S

Question No.7

What is your gender?

Female| Male

i1 im2




Question No.8

What is your ethnicity?

African AmericaAsia AmericaCaucasigHispanic AmericgOther
i1 "2 i3 i s
Question No. 9
What is your age?
21-25-Yrs| 26-30 Yrs| 31-35 Yrs| 36-40 Yrs| 41-45 Yrs| 46-50 Yrs| 51-55 Yrs| 56 Yrs or oldet
i1 2 i3 i 4 s 6 7 i 8

Question No.10

Including the current school year, how many years of teaching experience do you have?

1-5 Yr6-10 Yr{11-15 Yri

16-20Y

21-25 Yr26-30 Yr{31-35 Yr

36 Yrs or mor

1 |02 "

3

I

4 s

6 7

I

8

Question No.11

Which best describes your current school setting?

Urban

Suburbar

Rural

i1 "2

i3

Question No.12

Which best describes your current school level?

ElementarMiddle/Jr.HigllHighSchoc

i1 i

2

i3
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Appendix B

The Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey
(Adapted Version for thist8dy)
Question No. 1

Generally speaking, do you believe that the teachers with whom you work are motivated?

Yes No

1 "2

Question No. 2

How manyteachers that you know or work with would you classify as unmotivated?

12 34 | 56 | 7.8 | 910 | Morethan
10
c1 |2 |3 |ca|es 6

Question No. 3
On the following ooint scale, indicate the degree to which each of the

Following serve as a motivating factor or an unmotivating factor for teachers.

Highly Motivating--------- HighlyUnmotivating

3a. recognition€.g., receiving praise from I r - - - I

. 1 2 4 5 6
administratorsparents students, or others

3b. potential forprofessional growth (e.g.,
L2aaAiroAtAGe 27 AYy 71 2 3 |4 |5 |6
professional skills)

3c. supervision by superiors (e.g., overall - - - - - I

. 1 2 3 4 5 6
competence of superiors)
3d. interpersonal relationships with 1 o 3 a4 | s 6
colleagues (interactions with othéeachers)
3e. salary (e.g., financial compensation) 1 o 3 a4 |5 6
3f. job security (e.g., tenure) 1 o 3 a4 |5 6
30. status (e.g., professional status of 1 o 3 4 | s 6
teaching)
3h. interpersonal relationships with 1 2 3 4 | 5 6

administrators (e.g., interaction with
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administrators)

3i. sense of achievement (e.g., experienci ol oy 3 4| s 6
success) ’

3j. working conditions (e.g., building
conditions, amount of work, facilities 1 2 3 |4 |5 |6
available)

3k. district policies (e.g., overall effects of| | e o3 s les -
the district as an organization) ' : - : [ ¢

3l. teacher evaluation (e.g., appraisal of 1 o 3 4| s 6
classroom instruction by evaluator) )

3m. responsibility (e.g., autonomy, author 1 o o3 cales -
and responsibility for own work) ' ' : , [ 5

3n. potential advancemer(e.g., possibility
of assuming different positions in the 1 2 |3 |4 |5 | CT6
profession)

30. work itself (e.g., aspects associated w C1 e 3 o les -
the tasks of teaching ' g [ [ [

3p. factors irpersonal life (e.g., effects of - - - - s I
QSFOKAy3 2y 2ySoa | | " [P0t 6

30. interpersonal relationships with studer 1 2 3 4 s 6
(e.g., interactions with students) ' ' ' ' o

3r. sense of accountability (e.g., being hel 1 o 3 cales -
directly responsible for studeréarning) ' ' : - [ ¢

Question No. 4

On the following 6 point scale, indicate the degree to which each of the following items serve as a
motivating factor or an unmotivating factor for teachers.

Highly Motivating------------ HighlyUnmotivating

4a. Aone-time monetary award ( supplemental ol o 3 a4l s 6
to the step increase) i

district ' ' ' ' o

4c. An instructional workshop offered by the 1 o 3 cales o
district for a fee ' ' g : Lol

4d. Having students thanktaacher for aiding in 1 2 rs loales e
the understanding of a difficult concept ' ' - - [ 5

A4e. An instructional workshop offered and pai{ .~ 1 o ca leales ee
for by the district : — ( [ k.

A4f. being given the opportunity to participate i~ 4 o 3 |4 |5 6
teacher projects (e.g., research, curriculum




development)

4g. Early retirement/contract buyout | 2 3 | |5 6
4h. Observing vast improvements in the

I OKAS@SYSyid tS@gSta 27 (1 2 |3 (T4 |05 |6
beginning of the year

4i. Being awarded a plaque by students 1 o 3 |4 |5 6
4j. Being permitted to purchase additional 1 2 3 | |les 6
equipment and supplies for the classroom ' ' ' o '

Question No.5

What is your gender?

Female

Male

im1

2

Question No.6

Including the current school year, how many years of teaching experience do you have?

1-5 Yr6-10 Yr{11-15 Yri

16-20 Y]

21-25 Yr

26-30 Yr

31-35 Yr

36 Yrs or mor

i~1 |2 i3

4

s

"6

7

s

Question No.7

Which best describes your job title?

Teacher

Administrator

i1

2
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Appendix C

Permission Letter from Dr. Mertler to use Instrument

From: Dr. Craig Mertler [craig.mertler@gmail.cormailto:craig.mertler@gmail.corxmailto:craig.mertler@gmail.corj
Sent: Sunday, January 18, 2015 11:20 AM
To: Foreman, Jody
Subject: Re: Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey

Hello Jody,

Thanks for your email reques¥.ou certainly may have permission to use the instrutfenyour dissertation research studyll | ask
is that you cite me appropriately.

Thanks, and best of luck!!
Best Regards,
Dr. Craig A. Mertler

CRAIG A. MERTLER, Ph.D.
President, Mertler Educational Consulting, LLC

Delray Beach, FL

Web:
www.craigmertler.com/meshttp://www.craigmertler.com/mec-<http://www.craigmertler.com/mec><http://www.craigmertler.com

/mec>

Phone: 561-665-0572
Email

craig.mertler@gmail.cormailto:craig.mertler@gmail.corxmailto:craig.mertler@gmail.corrmailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com


mailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com
mailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com
mailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com
http://www.craigmertler.com/mec
http://www.craigmertler.com/mec
http://www.craigmertler.com/mec
http://www.craigmertler.com/mec
http://www.craigmertler.com/mec
mailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com
mailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com
mailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com
mailto:craig.mertler@gmail.com
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Appendix D

PermissioriLetter from Dr. Mertler to Alter Instrument

Dr. Craig Mertler craig.mertler@gmail.com

To:

Wed 1/27/2016 12:08 PM
Hi Jody,

You can certainly have my permission to adapt the instrument as necessitated partmaeters of
your study.

Actually, it would likely improve both the validity and reliability, since the items would pertain more
to administrators than would my original items.

Continued best of luckl am actually sitting here putting the "finishinguches" on my final study
report for my statewide study | conducted in Arizona in the fall!

Thank you,

Dr. Craig A. Mertler

CRAIG AMERTLERPH.D.

Associate Professor

Leadership & Innovation EdD Program Coordinator
Arizona State University

P.O. Box 37100 | Phoenix, Arizona | 850697100 | Mail Code 3151
Office: FAB N278 | PH: 602.543.2829 | Email: Craig.Mertler@asu.edu


mailto:craig.mertler@asu.edu
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http://www.craigmertler.com

On Jan 27, 2016, at 10:05 AM, Foreman, Jodly.Foreman@jcsd.netrote:

Dr. Mertler,

| am sorry to bother yoagain with another request and a question.

Previously you gave me permission to not only use your survey, but to add a demographic question
(adding the category teacher/administrator). Since my study involves comparing teacher and
administrator responseregarding the factors that motivate teachers it has come to my attention that
the first two questions in the instrument are not applicable for administrators. The questions are: 1.
'What is your overall level of satisfaction with your job as a teachex®2a'lf you had the opportunity

to start over again in a new career, would you choose to become a teacher?'

Can | have your permission to remove those two items from the instrument?

Also, do you think that by removing those two items that | will bentiag the instrument's overall
reliability or validity?


http://www.craigmertler.com/
mailto:Jody.Foreman@jcsd.net
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Appendix E

LIBERTY UNIVERSITY.

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW ROARD
September 26, 2018

Jody Foreman
IRB Exemption 3467.092618: Elementary Teachers' and Administrators’ Perceptions of Teacher
Motivation

Dear Jody Foreman,

The Liberty University Institutional Eeview Board has reviewed your application in accordance
with the Office for Human Research Protections (OHEF) and Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) regulations and finds your study to be exempt from further IRB review. This means you
may begin your research with the data safeguarding methods mentioned in your approved
application, and no further IRB oversight is requred.

Your study falls under exemption category 46.101(b)(2), which identifies specific situations in
which homan participants research is exempt from the policy set forth m 45 CFR. 46:101(b):

(2} Besearch imvoling the use of educational tests (cogmitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement),
survey procedures, inferview procedures or observation of pubhic behavior, unless:

(1) information obtained 1= recorded in such a marmer that human subjects can be identified
directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (1) any disclosure of the human subjects’
responses outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at nsk of crioomal or el
hiallity or be damagng to the subjects” financial standing, employability, or reputation

Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and any
changes to your protocol mmst be reported to the Liberty IRB for venification of continued
exemption status. You may report these changes by submithing a change in protocol form or a
new application to the TRB and referencing the above IRB Exemption number.

If you have any questions about this exemption or need assistance in determuining whether
possible changes to your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at
b liberty edu.

g

Adminisirathe Chair qf Institutional Research
The Graduate School

LIBERTY

UM| ¥ :RyLILY
Liberty Univarsity | Traming Champions for Christ since 1971



Appendix F
The Liberty University Institational
Beview Board has approved
this docurment for use from
Q262018 to —
Protocel # 3467 002618
CONSENT FORM
Elementary Teachers” and Administrators® Perceptions of Teacher Motivation
Jody Foreman
Liberty University
School of Education

You are invited to be in a research study of elementary teachers” and elementary administrators’
perceptions of teacher motivation. You were selected as a possible participant becanse you are an
elementary teacher/admimistrator in a parficipating school. Please read this form and ask any
questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.

Jody Foreman, a doctoral candidate m the School of Education at Liberty University is
conductmg this study.

Background Information: The purpose of this study is to identify differences in perceptions of
what motivates teachers. The following groups will be checked for differences (elementary
teachers and administrators; male teachers and female teachers; early-career teachers, mid-career
teachers, and late-career teachers). The following research questions gmide this study:

BQ1: Are there any differences between elementary teachers” and admimistrators’ perceptions of
teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
Herzberg’s two-factors of motivation?

BQ2: Are there any differences between male and female elementary teachers” perceptions of
teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey based on
Herzberg’'s two-factors of motivation?

FQ3: Are there any differences between early career, mid-career, and late career

teachers” perceptions of teacher motivation as measured by the Teacher Motivation and Job
Satisfaction Survey based on Herzberg's two-factors of motivation?

Procedures: If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to do the following thing:
1. Participate in an online survey. It should take you approximately five to ten minutes to
complete this survey.

Risks: The nisks involved in this study are minimal which means they are equal to the nisks you
would encounter in everyday life.

Benefits: Participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from participating in this
study. Benefits to society inclode the possibility that the results of this study will enlizhten

admimistrators as to what teachers view as motivating for themselves and be able to
plan for the firure accordingly. Consequently, this study could lead to a more motivated core of
teachers in the firture.

Compensation: Participants will not be compensated for participating mn this study.
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Appendix G
Dr. Mertler,
| hope that you remember me. Previously, you gave me permission to useisway (The
Teacher Motivation and Job Satisfaction Survey) in my dissertation. | just successfully defended
my dissertation. My program requires me to submit it for publication in the Liberty University
openaccess institutional repository, the ScholargsSing, and the Proquest Theses and
Dissertation subscription research database. Can | have your permission to reproduce your
survey in these publicationsWill, of course, cite you appropriately.
Thank You
Jody

Jody Foreman, Ed.S

Dr. Craig Mertler<craig.mertler@gmail.com>

Reply all
Today, 4:04 PM

Foreman, Jody

JCSD

*WARNING: This is an external email that originated outside of our email system. DO NOT
click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the ceafeht is
From the JCSD Technology Department*

Yes, of course you may, Jody! And congratulations!

Thank you,

CRAIG A. MERTLER, Ph.D.
Arizona State University Mary Lou Fulton Teachers College



