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Abstract. Provided the shared post-so-
viet context and the rapidly declining 
school age population, this compara-
tive study of teachers in Estonia, Geor-
gia, and Latvia can shed light on alter-
native approaches to increased teacher 
satisfaction for countries in similar con-
texts that are unable to make across the 
board increases in teacher salary. The 
focus on high poverty schools is essen-
tial in these countries as the changing 
demographics and present school fund-
ing mechanisms disproportionately af-
fect rural schools which are often high 
poverty. This study addresses two press-
ing research questions, exploring each 

independently for Estonia, Georgia, and 
Latvia: 1) How does teacher satisfaction 
and other teacher characteristics differ 
by school poverty level? 2) What policy 
relevant factors are related to increased 
satisfaction for teachers in high pover-
ty schools? Data from the 2013 Teach-
ing and Learning International Survey 
(TALIS) were used in this study. Given 
the dichotomous measures of the out-
come variable (teacher satisfaction), hi-
erarchical generalized linear modeling 
(HGLM) was the primary method of anal-
ysis. Although the policy implementation 
and internalization process is challeng-
ing, this study indicates that simplistic, 
externally driven policy solutions, such 
as introducing induction programs or 
changing the contract status of teach-
ers, are not as effective in increasing 
teacher satisfaction as investments that 
contribute to a positive school climate 
where teachers feel valued and includ-
ed as professionals.
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Teachers in high poverty schools are less satisfied with their cur-
rent employment than their counterparts in medium and low pover-
ty schools, fuelling teacher turnover that can plague students already 
facing the challenges of high poverty schooling. Teacher satisfac-
tion and retention are directly related and can shape school culture 
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and student outcomes as the mood of those less satisfied can spread 
throughout the school. In an attempt to ensure a proportionate distri-
bution of experienced and high quality teachers across schools, some 
interventions have attempted to financially entice teachers to take po-
sitions in more difficult-to-staff schools. These interventions have not 
always been successful and do not ensure that teachers that take ad-
vantage of the incentive are the strongest teachers. Policies that fo-
cus on retaining rather than attracting teachers promote an approach 
of continuous professional development and interact with all of the 
teachers in the school, not just the novices. These in-service support 
policies can make a significant difference in teacher satisfaction and 
the corresponding school culture.

Research on teacher satisfaction in post-soviet countries is sparse 
and reveals mixed levels of satisfaction, with some teachers report-
ing satisfaction with their job while others are entirely dissatisfied. Of-
ten focusing on teacher salaries or remuneration, few studies explore 
alternative factors affecting teacher satisfaction. By taking into ac-
count the shared post-soviet context and the rapidly declining school 
age population, this comparative study of teachers in Estonia, Georgia 
and Latvia sheds light on alternative approaches to increased teacher 
satisfaction in countries with similar contexts that are unable to make 
across-the-board increases in teacher salaries. The focus on high 
poverty schools is essential in these countries as the changing demo-
graphics and present school funding mechanisms disproportionate-
ly affect rural schools which are often high poverty. Although, to our 
knowledge, this study is the first piece of research explicitly compar-
ing teachers’ satisfaction across poverty levels in these nations, re-
search of other countries’ contexts suggest high poverty schools face 
unique challenges in teacher satisfaction and retention. This study 
addresses two pressing research questions, exploring each inde-
pendently for Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia: (1) How do teacher sat-
isfaction and other teacher characteristics differ in regards to school 
poverty level? And (2) What policy-relevant factors are related to in-
creased satisfaction for teachers in high poverty schools?

This article is composed of five main sections. First, the literature 
review describes why high poverty schools are an important area for 
study and summarizes pertinent literature on teacher satisfaction and 
its corresponding factors. The second section describes the post-so-
viet context of Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia, detailing the key educa-
tion reforms and demographic shifts over the past twenty-five years. 
The data and methods section then introduces the data set used 
for this study, the 2013 Teaching and Learning International Survey 
(TALIS), as well as the variables used to capture teacher satisfaction 
and the Hierarchical Linear Generalized Model (HGLM) used in the 
analysis. Results compare teacher satisfaction in high, medium, and 
low poverty schools in each country and illustrate the relationship be-
tween potential policy interventions and teacher satisfaction in high 
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poverty schools. Finally, the discussion section summarizes the main 
findings and provides policy suggestions and areas for future research.

Research comparing high poverty schools and teacher satisfaction is 
absent in Estonia, Georgia, Latvia and Post-Soviet countries in gener-
al; however, studies exploring other countries’ contexts suggest that 
high poverty schools have unique characteristics that must be un-
derstood when attempting to support teachers. High poverty schools 
are inherently inequitable due to, among other factors, less satisfied 
and inadequately prepared teachers, greater concentrations of high 
needs student populations, and fewer overall resources resulting in 
severe consequences for students [Moore, 2012; Moore Johnson 
et al., 2004]. These high needs student populations include minor-
ities, culturally and linguistically diverse learners (CLDLs), students 
from low-income homes, and students otherwise considered at risk 
[Darling-Hammond, 2006, 2004; Peske, Haycock, 2006]. High pov-
erty schools, and consequently their students, are more likely to have 
inexperienced, uncertified, poorly educated, and underperforming 
teachers than low poverty schools [Eisenschmidt, 2011; Moore John-
son et al., 2004]. This lack of quality teachers for poor, CLDLs and mi-
nority students prohibits them from adequate academic achievement 
[Moore Johnson et al., 2004; Peske, Haycock, 2006].

Teachers strongly influence student learning [Darling-Hammond, 
2006, 2004; Moore Johnson 2004] and perhaps the most egregious 
disparity is that poor, CLDL, minority and at risk students rarely have 
access to effective and quality teachers. Student achievement is more 
of an outcome of “well-prepared, expert, experienced” [Darling-Ham-
mond, 2010. P. 17] teachers than of any other school resource. This is 
especially true for students living in low-income communities [Dar-
ling-Hammond, 2004; Moore Johnson et al., 2004]. A teacher’s ef-
fectiveness is contingent on their academic background, teaching 
experience and preparation, content knowledge, and certification 
status [Darling-Hammond, 2010; Peske, Haycock, 2006, Murnane, 
Steele, 2007]. High poverty schools have fewer qualified and quality 
teachers due to, among other reasons, the higher cost in hiring [Dar-
ling-Hammond, 2006], lower teacher satisfaction [Moore Johnson, 
2006], and higher teacher attrition [Darling-Hammond, 2004; Mur-
nane, Steele, 2007]. The issue of unqualified teachers is present in Es-
tonia and Georgia [Iris, Turk, 2012; Ingvarson et al, 2013]. Iris & Turk 
[2012] report that less than 50% of the teachers in high poverty (ru-
ral) schools are qualified to teach in Estonia.

Students in high poverty schools often have several ineffective 
teachers throughout their academic years. Consequently, the cumula-
tive effect of ineffective teachers leads to high rates of student remedi-
ation, grade retention and student drop-out [Darling-Hammond, 2010, 
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2004; Peske, Haycock, 2006]. Those who teach without qualification, 
preparation, and experience tend to burnout faster than other teach-
ers due to not being able to adequately perform their job, contributing 
to the ever present high numbers of inexperienced teachers in high 
poverty schools [Darling-Hammond, 2004; Murnane, Steele, 2007; 
Peske, Haycock, 2006]. Finally, the entire school community faces 
problems due to the revolving door of new and unprepared teachers 
[Darling-Hammond, 2004, Darling-Hammond, 2010]. The continual 
hiring needs and instability create conditions in which the experienced 
and qualified teachers must contend with an erosion of appropriate 
professional development, instructional burdens, and draining of fi-
nancial and human resources. Schools lack of human resources pre-
vents the conditions necessary for a productive learning environment 
and the ability to support sound educational decision making or col-
legial learning [Darling-Hammond, 2010, 2004].

A teacher “support gap” exists where new teachers in high pov-
erty schools are less likely than their counterparts in low poverty 
schools to receive supports to aid in their success [Darling-Hammond, 
2010; 2004, Moore Johnson et al., 2004; OECD, 2016]. High poverty 
schools often do not have established mentoring practices or do not 
have the experienced and qualified teachers to mentor new teach-
ers [Darling-Hammond, 2004; Moore Johnson et al., 2004]. In fact, 
there is lower trust among colleagues in high poverty schools [Van 
Maele, Van Houtte, 2011]. High poverty schools often lack a full cur-
riculum aligned with standards [Moore Johnson et al., 2004]. The of-
ficial curriculum is a mechanism of support and guidance; however, 
high poverty schools are more likely than low poverty schools to have 
prescriptive curricula and requirements of using instructional time on 
test preparation activities, both of which contribute to teacher attrition 
[Moore Johnson et al., 2004].

Teachers’ job satisfaction impacts student achievement [Ronfeldt, 
Loeb, Wyckoff, 2013]. Job satisfaction is closely tied to teacher turn-
over [Green, 2014] and students experiencing high teacher turnover 
score lower on standardized assessments [Ronfeldt, Loeb, Wyckoff, 
2013]. The impact of teacher satisfaction and attrition is not limited to 
the students of dissatisfied or former teachers, teachers who stay and 
their students also experience negative effects [Guin, 2004; Maslach, 
Schaufeli, Leiter, 2001; Ronfeldt, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2013].

Job dissatisfaction and turnover impact all students’ learning and 
teachers’ work environment [Moore Johnson, 2006; Patridge, 2007; 
Ronfeldt, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2013]. The development and maintenance 
of social capital are disrupted, including staff collegiality, communi-
ty and trust [Bryk, Schneider, 2002; Ronfeldt, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2013; 
Van Maele, Van Houtte, 2011]. Not only are important knowledge and 
skills associated with school programs, structures and supports af-
fected when teachers leave, but it takes time for new hires to gain the 
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essential knowledge and skills to navigate the unfamiliar curriculum. 
In schools with high turnover rates the continual need to ‘start over’ 
for new teachers is a burden on financial and human resources. Vet-
eran teachers often suffer from a lack of professional development 
because of this unceasing cycle of new hires. Not only does veter-
an teachers’ job satisfaction diminish, but their students also lose out 
on the untapped potential of their teachers [Ronfeldt, Loeb, Wyckoff, 
2013]. The progress of school, teacher and student achievement im-
provements are undermined by resources being diverted into recruit-
ment, hiring, and, hopefully, training new teachers [Moore Johnson, 
2006; Ronfeldt, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2013].

In addition to the well documented literature linking increased teach-
er satisfaction with higher teacher salaries [Burns, Darling-Hammond, 
2014; Darling-Hammond, 2004; Moore Johnson, 2006], a variety of 
other policy interventions can play a role in teacher satisfaction. These 
non-salary interventions are important to explore given the challeng-
ing economic climate in many countries and the recognition that 
teachers, when choosing their occupation, are often more influenced 
by intrinsic than monetary motivations [Ingersoll, 2002]. The compli-
mentary and synergistic nature of salary and non-salary interventions 
suggests that, ideally, a more comprehensive approach to teacher 
satisfaction would be taken.

The contract status of teachers can affect their level of satisfac-
tion. Full time teachers and teachers with a permanent contract are 
more satisfied with their position than those that work part time or are 
on a temporary contract [Gujjar, Ahmed, Naoreen, 2009; Kaiser, 2011; 
Koustelious, 2001; McKenzie et al., 2014]. For example, in Kousteli-
ous’ [2001] examination of 354 primary and secondary school teach-
ers in Greece, teachers working part time or on temporary contracts 
were less satisfied with their pay and their school as a whole than 
those that had secure jobs. Additionally, teachers on permanent con-
tracts in Pakistan were more satisfied with their jobs across a range 
of dimensions, such as atmosphere, relations with colleagues and 
job security, as well as overall job satisfaction [Gujjar, Ahmed, Nao-
reen, 2009]. A more stable contract status may increase the odds that 
low-income schools retain strong teachers and reduce the high-turno-
ver common in hard-to-staff schools [Burns, Darling-Hammond, 2014; 
Darling-Hammond, 2004].

Positively affecting teacher satisfaction are support programs for 
new teachers, such as induction and mentoring [Burns, Darling-Ham-
mond, 2014; Ferguson, Frost, Hall, 2012; OECD, 2005; Patridge, 
2007; Van Maele, Van Houtte, 2011]. Induction and mentoring pro-
grams help acclimatize novice teachers to the professional practice of 
a school and results in greater occupational commitment and under-
standing of shared norms [Burns, Darling-Hammond, 2014; Moore 
Johnson et al., 2004]. Well-designed programs that incorporate con-

1.4. Key Policies 
Associated with 

Teacher  
Satisfaction

http://vo.hse.ru/en/


Voprosy obrazovaniya / Educational Studies. Moscow. 2016. No 2. P. 146–182

RECRUITMENT, EDUCATION, AND RETENTION OF TEACHERS

attracted to principals that are good instructional leaders and ap-
preciate principals that provide useful feedback [Darling-Hammond, 
2010; Moore Johnson et al., 2004; Robinson, Lloyd, Rowe, 2008].

School climates that are positive and unifying engage teachers 
and reduce teacher attrition [Darling-Hammond, 2004; Menon, Pa-
panastasiou, Zembylas, 2008]. Positive school climates incorporate 
collaboration among all stakeholders to promote professional learn-
ing and work towards shared visions and goals [Burns, Darling-Ham-
mond, 2014; Meyer, Allen, 1997]. Issues in school climate and work-
ing conditions contribute to teacher stress and satisfaction. Teacher 
stress is defined by Kyriacou [2001] as, “the experience by a teach-
er of unpleasant, negative emotions, such as anger, anxiety, tension, 
frustration or depression, resulting from some aspect of their work 
as a teacher” [P. 28]. Negative work stress can lead to depression 
and anxiety and is highly linked with lower job satisfaction [Ferguson, 
Frost, Hall, 2012; Green, 2014]. All three, stress, depression, and anx-
iety, are significant negative predictors of job satisfaction [Ferguson, 
Frost, Hall, 2012]. Rhodes, Nevill, and Allan [2004], in examining 368 
primary and secondary teachers in the UK, found that teachers were 
more satisfied if they felt like they were surrounded by a friendly staff 
and worked in a climate of achievement.

Finally, a lack of autonomy provided to teachers can undermine at-
tempts to create a collaborative environment. Zembylas and Papan-
astasiou [2006] found that limited autonomy was related to dissatis-
faction amongst teacher in Cyprus. Other studies have pointed to the 
importance of teacher control over teaching practices, grading, dis-
cipline and homework [Kreis, Brockopp, 1986; Moore, 2012; Pearson, 
Moomaw, 2005].

Following the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 newly independent 
post-soviet states went through a chaotic transition period from to-
talitarian, centralized economies to democratic, market economies. 
Education during the Soviet era focused on preparing students for in-
dustrial jobs [Ruus, Reiska, 2015] and was successful in universal-
izing access to free education and reducing illiteracy [Andguladze, 
Mindadze, 2015]. For example, in Estonia during the Soviet era the 
mandatory years of education rose from seven to nine years and by 
the late 1980s, 99% of eighteen year olds were on a path that could 
qualify them for university [Ruus, Reiska, 2015]. The remainder of 
this section explores the post-Soviet context and the similar educa-
tional challenges found in Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia. To conduct 
a comparative analysis, these countries were chosen as three of the 
four post-Soviet countries that participated in the 2013 Teaching and 
Learning International Survey (TALIS). Although the Russian Federa-
tion was also included in the TALIS sample, it was excluded from this 
study as less than 5% of its teachers taught in high poverty schools.

2. Country  
Context

tinual engagement with a highly trained mentor can improve retention 
rates for new teachers as well as shape their attitudes, feelings of ef-
ficacy, and instructional skills [Darling-Hammond, 2010]. Teacher col-
laboration and mentoring can build collegial relationships and social 
supports that create positive work environments and contribute to job 
satisfaction [Patridge, 2007, Burns, Darling-Hammond, 2014, Fergu-
son, Frost, Hall, 2012]. When exploring longitudinal data of first year 
public school teachers in the U.S., Kaiser [2011] found that teach-
ers assigned a mentor during their first year were less likely to leave 
in the first two years (10% left) than those that did not have a mentor 
(23% left). This pattern is especially troubling in high poverty schools 
where teachers are less likely to have mentors, and those who do 
have mentors are less likely to be paired with experienced teachers 
in the same school, grade or subject, or experience rich two-way dis-
cussion [Moore Johnson et al., 2004].

Within the school, how teachers are assigned and engaged can 
shape their satisfaction. Teachers that teach outside the field that they 
were trained in or take on assignments that cross multiple fields of 
study are less satisfied than teachers whose assignments are proper-
ly aligned with their preparation [Moore Johnson, 2006]. Additional-
ly, teachers that take on leadership roles and feel like they have input 
into school decisions are more satisfied than those that feel isolated 
and voiceless [Bogler, 2005; Burns, Darling-Hammond, 2014]. Limit-
ed teacher involvement in school decision-making, in addition to poor 
work conditions, are the most common reasons for teacher attrition 
[Burns, Darling-Hammond, 2014; Ferguson, Frost, Hall, 2012; Moore 
Johnson, 2006].

Engaging teachers can be partially accomplished by princi-
pals that distribute leadership across the school or lead through a 
transformational leadership style [Burns, Darling-Hammond, 2014; 
Harris, 2008]. In a survey of over 300 teachers from mainly urban 
schools in Estonia, Heidmets and Liik [2014] found that in schools 
where principals practiced a transformational leadership style, fo-
cused on a culture of removing self-interest for the greater good of 
the community by emphasizing common goals and targets, teach-
ers were less likely to burnout and felt more secure in their job than 
in schools where principals had a transactional leadership style 
where exchanges between teachers and principals were charac-
terized by self-interest. They concluded that “the more transforma-
tional style and less transactional style teachers perceive in their 
school principal’s behavior, the greater their subjective bond with 
their school and the higher their affective and cognitive identifica-
tion with the school happened to be, and they also consider leaving 
the school more unlikely” [P. 47]. Hulpia et al. [2012] came to a sim-
ilar conclusion in their study of secondary school teachers in Bel-
gium, where cooperative leadership and shared goals led to great-
er school commitment. Furthermore, teachers recognize and are 
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attracted to principals that are good instructional leaders and ap-
preciate principals that provide useful feedback [Darling-Hammond, 
2010; Moore Johnson et al., 2004; Robinson, Lloyd, Rowe, 2008].

School climates that are positive and unifying engage teachers 
and reduce teacher attrition [Darling-Hammond, 2004; Menon, Pa-
panastasiou, Zembylas, 2008]. Positive school climates incorporate 
collaboration among all stakeholders to promote professional learn-
ing and work towards shared visions and goals [Burns, Darling-Ham-
mond, 2014; Meyer, Allen, 1997]. Issues in school climate and work-
ing conditions contribute to teacher stress and satisfaction. Teacher 
stress is defined by Kyriacou [2001] as, “the experience by a teach-
er of unpleasant, negative emotions, such as anger, anxiety, tension, 
frustration or depression, resulting from some aspect of their work 
as a teacher” [P. 28]. Negative work stress can lead to depression 
and anxiety and is highly linked with lower job satisfaction [Ferguson, 
Frost, Hall, 2012; Green, 2014]. All three, stress, depression, and anx-
iety, are significant negative predictors of job satisfaction [Ferguson, 
Frost, Hall, 2012]. Rhodes, Nevill, and Allan [2004], in examining 368 
primary and secondary teachers in the UK, found that teachers were 
more satisfied if they felt like they were surrounded by a friendly staff 
and worked in a climate of achievement.

Finally, a lack of autonomy provided to teachers can undermine at-
tempts to create a collaborative environment. Zembylas and Papan-
astasiou [2006] found that limited autonomy was related to dissatis-
faction amongst teacher in Cyprus. Other studies have pointed to the 
importance of teacher control over teaching practices, grading, dis-
cipline and homework [Kreis, Brockopp, 1986; Moore, 2012; Pearson, 
Moomaw, 2005].

Following the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 newly independent 
post-soviet states went through a chaotic transition period from to-
talitarian, centralized economies to democratic, market economies. 
Education during the Soviet era focused on preparing students for in-
dustrial jobs [Ruus, Reiska, 2015] and was successful in universal-
izing access to free education and reducing illiteracy [Andguladze, 
Mindadze, 2015]. For example, in Estonia during the Soviet era the 
mandatory years of education rose from seven to nine years and by 
the late 1980s, 99% of eighteen year olds were on a path that could 
qualify them for university [Ruus, Reiska, 2015]. The remainder of 
this section explores the post-Soviet context and the similar educa-
tional challenges found in Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia. To conduct 
a comparative analysis, these countries were chosen as three of the 
four post-Soviet countries that participated in the 2013 Teaching and 
Learning International Survey (TALIS). Although the Russian Federa-
tion was also included in the TALIS sample, it was excluded from this 
study as less than 5% of its teachers taught in high poverty schools.

2. Country  
Context
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Transition in Estonia started before the collapse of the Soviet Union 
where there was a push by teachers to establish a new Estonian gen-
eral curriculum tha`t would virtually eradicate communist ideology and 
introduce market-based economics. Quickly following the collapse, 
the Estonian government passed one of its first laws, the 1992 Educa-
tion Act [Ruus. Reiska, 2015]. Since the Education Act internationali-
zation has consistently been a “guiding principle” to educational de-
velopment in Estonia [Ibid.]. Over the past twenty years Estonia has 
worked to integrate itself with the global community, including join-
ing the Bologna Declaration in 1999, the EU in 2004, and the OECD 
in 2010. The education system in Estonia has evolved into one of the 
most decentralized systems in Europe with approximately 66% of de-
cisions taking place at the school level [OECD, 2008]. Although mini-
mum teacher salaries are set by the central government, schools have 
the responsibility of hiring and firing teachers and rationing out mon-
etary resources [Irs, Turk, 2012; OECD, 2014]. The high levels of au-
tonomy are matched with an accountability system that is designed 
to provide parents, acting as consumers, free school choice and mo-
tivate schools to attract students, as funding is linked to each student 
[Irs, Turk, 2012; OECD, 2014]. Although some steps are taken to en-
sure teachers are in high needs schools, challenges still remain. For 
example, even with an incentive of 12,750 EUR over a three year peri-
od provided to new teachers willing to work in small towns or rural ar-
eas [OECD, 2014], recruiting for rural schools remains a big problem 
with less than 50% of teachers in rural schools meeting the qualifying 
standards [Eisenschmidt, 2011; Irs, Turk, 2012].

Past research has found that teachers in Estonia tend to be dissat-
isfied with their job [Eisenschmidt, 2011]. This is partially attributed to 
the poor working environment and lack of collegial support [Veisson, 
Ruus, 2007]. The status of teachers in society appears to be mixed 
with Ruus and Reiska [2015] claiming that the general public feel 

“solidarity with the teachers in their dissatisfaction with poor salaries” 
[P. 248] but the ministry’s 2010 strategic document, The Five Chal-
lenges of Estonian Education, identifies the relative status of teachers 
as one of the five strategic pillars to be addressed by 2020. Increasing 
the status of teachers has been one of the rationales behind the imple-
mentation of mandatory induction and in-service training for teachers. 
Induction, first introduced in 2004, is a one year program with an as-
signed mentor while teachers are also required to complete 160 hours 
of in-service training every five years [Eisenschmidt, 2011].

The post-soviet transition in Georgia was marked by economic and po-
litical upheaval. Civil war immediately after the collapse was accom-
panied by a sharp economic downturn with GDP decreasing by 75%. 
Education was hit particularly hard as government spending on edu-
cation was reduced by 95% between 1989 and 1996. The void of pub-
lic spending was partially filled by households whose spending in 2011 

2.1. Estonia

2.2. Georgia

Reforms following the collapse of the Soviet Union have differed 
across post-soviet states but one of the primary focuses has been in 
ensuring teachers are able to understand and adapt the classroom 
to the new goals of education which generally focused on decen-
tralization, democratization, and depoliticization [Silova et al., 2010; 
Zogla, Andersone, Cernova, 2015]. The post-soviet context and Es-
tonia, Georgia, and Latvia’s response to the transition frames educa-
tion and must be recognized in order to understand the role of teach-
ers in each country.

Similarities in the current state of education across the three coun-
tries are detailed in Table 1. Teachers in all countries are underpaid, 
making well below the national GDP per capita. The teacher workforce 
in each country is feminized and aging, with nearly 50% of teach-
ers over the age of fifty. The low student-teacher ratios are partial-
ly the result of demographic shifts which included significant emi-
gration and reductions in birth rate. For instance, between 2000 and 
2011 Latvia lost 9.1% of its total population [OECD, 2014]. The decline 
of the school age population outpaced the departure of teachers in 
these countries resulting in the deflated student-teacher ratio [Haz-
ans, 2010]. The shrinking school age population disproportionately 
impacted rural schools that often closed as a result. In the 2012/2013 
school year alone, fifty-eight educational institutions were closed in 
Latvia and a further eighty-five were merged or reorganized [Zogla, 
Andersone, Cernova, 2015].

The following sections highlight some of the key differences in 
post-soviet reforms in Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia. In addition to na-
tional education spending and student achievement (illustrated in Ta-
ble 1 above), this section quickly reviews national education focus, lev-
el of autonomy, and teacher status.

Table 1: Key Education Statistics for Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia

Spending 
as % 
of GDP

Teacher 
salaries as % of 
GDP per capita

% of 
teachers that 
are female

% of 
teachers 
over age 50

Student- 
teacher 
ratio

Relative perfor-
mance on interna-
tional assessment

Compulsory 
Schooling

Estonia 5.5% 68% 81% 48% 10 : 1 Above Average Age 7 to 17

Georgia 2.6% 62% 9 : 1 Well Below Average Age 7 to 16

Latvia 5.0% 52% 84% 44% 10 : 1a Near Average Age 5 to 16

OECD 
Average

6.1% 125% 67% 34% 14 : 1 Reference Category

Sources: [Andguladze, Mindadze, 2015; OECD, 2014; Tatto et al., 2012; Zogla, Andersone, Cernova, 2015].
Notes: Empty cells indicate data does not exist or is not applicable. Lower secondary data is used when disaggregated data 
exist.  
a Student-teacher ratio for Latvia is from the 2012/2013 school year in urban areas. Rural area student-teacher ratio in Lat-
via is 7 : 1.
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Transition in Estonia started before the collapse of the Soviet Union 
where there was a push by teachers to establish a new Estonian gen-
eral curriculum tha`t would virtually eradicate communist ideology and 
introduce market-based economics. Quickly following the collapse, 
the Estonian government passed one of its first laws, the 1992 Educa-
tion Act [Ruus. Reiska, 2015]. Since the Education Act internationali-
zation has consistently been a “guiding principle” to educational de-
velopment in Estonia [Ibid.]. Over the past twenty years Estonia has 
worked to integrate itself with the global community, including join-
ing the Bologna Declaration in 1999, the EU in 2004, and the OECD 
in 2010. The education system in Estonia has evolved into one of the 
most decentralized systems in Europe with approximately 66% of de-
cisions taking place at the school level [OECD, 2008]. Although mini-
mum teacher salaries are set by the central government, schools have 
the responsibility of hiring and firing teachers and rationing out mon-
etary resources [Irs, Turk, 2012; OECD, 2014]. The high levels of au-
tonomy are matched with an accountability system that is designed 
to provide parents, acting as consumers, free school choice and mo-
tivate schools to attract students, as funding is linked to each student 
[Irs, Turk, 2012; OECD, 2014]. Although some steps are taken to en-
sure teachers are in high needs schools, challenges still remain. For 
example, even with an incentive of 12,750 EUR over a three year peri-
od provided to new teachers willing to work in small towns or rural ar-
eas [OECD, 2014], recruiting for rural schools remains a big problem 
with less than 50% of teachers in rural schools meeting the qualifying 
standards [Eisenschmidt, 2011; Irs, Turk, 2012].

Past research has found that teachers in Estonia tend to be dissat-
isfied with their job [Eisenschmidt, 2011]. This is partially attributed to 
the poor working environment and lack of collegial support [Veisson, 
Ruus, 2007]. The status of teachers in society appears to be mixed 
with Ruus and Reiska [2015] claiming that the general public feel 

“solidarity with the teachers in their dissatisfaction with poor salaries” 
[P. 248] but the ministry’s 2010 strategic document, The Five Chal-
lenges of Estonian Education, identifies the relative status of teachers 
as one of the five strategic pillars to be addressed by 2020. Increasing 
the status of teachers has been one of the rationales behind the imple-
mentation of mandatory induction and in-service training for teachers. 
Induction, first introduced in 2004, is a one year program with an as-
signed mentor while teachers are also required to complete 160 hours 
of in-service training every five years [Eisenschmidt, 2011].

The post-soviet transition in Georgia was marked by economic and po-
litical upheaval. Civil war immediately after the collapse was accom-
panied by a sharp economic downturn with GDP decreasing by 75%. 
Education was hit particularly hard as government spending on edu-
cation was reduced by 95% between 1989 and 1996. The void of pub-
lic spending was partially filled by households whose spending in 2011 

2.1. Estonia

2.2. Georgia
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el, however, may be mitigated by the increased autonomy allocated to 
local authorities who, in addition to hiring and firing teachers [OECD, 
2014], have the ability to transfer funds to smaller schools in their ju-
risdiction [Hazans, 2010].

Teachers in Latvia, in general, feel satisfied with their job and be-
lieve they are making a positive constitution to society [Geske, Ozo-
la, 2015; Persevica, 2011]. The public perceptions of teachers in the 
country, conversely, are low with parents at times considering “teach-
ers as service personnel whom they can teach or scold” [ESF, 2007. 
P. 4]. Contributing to the low status of teachers is the low wage and 
flat pay scale [OECD, 2014; Zogla, Andersone, Cernova, 2015] as well 
as the lack of induction or teacher practicum requirements once initial 
pre-service training is completed [OECD, 2014].

Data from the 2013 Teaching and Learning International Survey 
(TALIS) were used in this study. TALIS is a cross-national survey of 
teachers and school environments, focusing primarily on lower sec-
ondary education. The 2013 TALIS collected information from thir-
ty-seven countries or participating economies through teacher and 
principal questionnaires. The stratified samples are nationally rep-
resentative of teachers nested in schools. Data from participating 
post-soviet countries were included in this study. To ensure adequate 
statistical power when exploring high poverty schools, countries with 
less than 5% of their teachers working in high poverty schools were 
omitted from the analysis. From these limitations data from Estonia, 
Georgia, and Latvia were used in the study. Analyses were conducted 
separately, by country, with regression coefficients compared to ex-
amine between country differences.

The identification of high poverty schools follows the approach of 
the OECD (2016) who used principal responses to questions ask-
ing them to identify the broad percentage of students in their school 
that come from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes. Schools 
with less than 11% of students coming from socioeconomically dis-
advantaged homes are considered low poverty schools. Schools with 
11% to 30% of students coming from socioeconomically disadvan-
taged homes are considered medium poverty schools and schools 
with greater than 30% of students identified as socioeconomically dis-
advantaged are considered high poverty schools. The majority of this 
analysis focuses on teachers in high poverty schools. Descriptive sta-
tistics for teachers in Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia, by school poverty 
level, can be found in Appendix A, B, and C, respectively.

To examine teacher satisfaction, teacher responses to three state-
ments, specific to their current place of employment, are used as 
outcome variables in this study: (1) “I would like to change to another 

3. Data and  
Methods

3.1. Identifying 
High Poverty 

Schools

3.2. Outcome 
Variables

made up 30% of all education expenditure. The move towards privati-
zation was encouraged by the 2004 change in the financing model to 
one where funding follows the student in the form of a voucher. Some 
of the autonomy provided in 2004, however, was rolled back in 2010 
as Georgia started to recentralize. This included the Ministry of Edu-
cation and Science assuming authority to hire and fire school head 
teachers and reducing the decision making authority of local school’s 
Board of Trustees [Andguladze, Mindadze, 2015].

Past research indicates that equity concerns are not as present in 
Georgia. Enrollment rate differences between poor and non-poor pop-
ulations, urban and rural populations, and across ethnic groups are 
minimal throughout compulsory education [Ibid.]. This may be due, 
in part, to the salary supplements provided to strengthen and attract 
teachers to schools at higher elevations and to work with large minor-
ity language populations [Andguladze, Mindadze, 2015; Public Policy 
Research and Training Center, 2014].

Teacher salary and status is low in Georgia. According to the na-
tional report provided for the 2008 Teacher Education and Develop-
ment Study in Mathematics (TEDS-M): “teaching is one of the least 
desired professions in Georgia. The ongoing depreciation of the pro-
fession includes decreased salaries as well as the decreased social 
status of teaching. While teaching was one of the most respected pro-
fessions in the Soviet times, it became less appreciated when teach-
ers appeared to be unprepared for the transition period faced by the 
country” [Tatto et al., 2012. P. 43]. Teacher salaries are three times 
below the desired level reported by teachers [Ingvarson et al., 2013]. 
However, despite the low salary there is little teacher turnover [Pub-
lic Policy Research and Training Center, 2014]. This is potentially due 
to the overall high unemployment rate preventing teachers from gam-
bling that they will find another job [Andguladze, Mindadze, 2015].

Similar to Estonia, the post-soviet era in Latvia has included greater 
autonomy and decentralization, as well as an emphasis on interna-
tionalization. At the turn of the 21st century the government’s Concept 
of Educational Development (2002–2005) emphasized alignment 
across educational actors and with international standards, including 
the European Commission and the UNESCO program Education for 
All. This trend continued in the education quality assurance plan for 
2007 to 2013 which pushed for comparisons with internationally com-
parable education indicators [Zogla, Andersone, Cernova, 2015]. In 
2009 the funding mechanism for education shifted from input based 
to a per-pupil model. This ‘money follows the student’ model, howev-
er, has been damaging, especially for rural schools [Hazans, 2010]. As 
Zogla, Andersone & Cernova [2015] pointed out, the model created 
an “unequal distribution of salaries for the same load and further neg-
atively impacted the proportion of teachers and learners in different 
regions” [P. 444]. The potential negative consequences of this mod-

2.3. Latvia
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el, however, may be mitigated by the increased autonomy allocated to 
local authorities who, in addition to hiring and firing teachers [OECD, 
2014], have the ability to transfer funds to smaller schools in their ju-
risdiction [Hazans, 2010].

Teachers in Latvia, in general, feel satisfied with their job and be-
lieve they are making a positive constitution to society [Geske, Ozo-
la, 2015; Persevica, 2011]. The public perceptions of teachers in the 
country, conversely, are low with parents at times considering “teach-
ers as service personnel whom they can teach or scold” [ESF, 2007. 
P. 4]. Contributing to the low status of teachers is the low wage and 
flat pay scale [OECD, 2014; Zogla, Andersone, Cernova, 2015] as well 
as the lack of induction or teacher practicum requirements once initial 
pre-service training is completed [OECD, 2014].

Data from the 2013 Teaching and Learning International Survey 
(TALIS) were used in this study. TALIS is a cross-national survey of 
teachers and school environments, focusing primarily on lower sec-
ondary education. The 2013 TALIS collected information from thir-
ty-seven countries or participating economies through teacher and 
principal questionnaires. The stratified samples are nationally rep-
resentative of teachers nested in schools. Data from participating 
post-soviet countries were included in this study. To ensure adequate 
statistical power when exploring high poverty schools, countries with 
less than 5% of their teachers working in high poverty schools were 
omitted from the analysis. From these limitations data from Estonia, 
Georgia, and Latvia were used in the study. Analyses were conducted 
separately, by country, with regression coefficients compared to ex-
amine between country differences.

The identification of high poverty schools follows the approach of 
the OECD (2016) who used principal responses to questions ask-
ing them to identify the broad percentage of students in their school 
that come from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes. Schools 
with less than 11% of students coming from socioeconomically dis-
advantaged homes are considered low poverty schools. Schools with 
11% to 30% of students coming from socioeconomically disadvan-
taged homes are considered medium poverty schools and schools 
with greater than 30% of students identified as socioeconomically dis-
advantaged are considered high poverty schools. The majority of this 
analysis focuses on teachers in high poverty schools. Descriptive sta-
tistics for teachers in Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia, by school poverty 
level, can be found in Appendix A, B, and C, respectively.

To examine teacher satisfaction, teacher responses to three state-
ments, specific to their current place of employment, are used as 
outcome variables in this study: (1) “I would like to change to another 

3. Data and  
Methods

3.1. Identifying 
High Poverty 

Schools

3.2. Outcome 
Variables
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school if that were possible”; (2) “I enjoy working at this school”; and 
(3) “I would recommend my school as a good place to work”. State-
ments are reverse coded as needed so that a score of 1 indicates dis-
satisfaction with their current place of employment.

Predictor variables in this study are drawn from previous research 
and include actionable policy levers that education leaders could in-
corporate in their attempts to improve teacher satisfaction. They in-
clude variables at both the teacher and school level. To capture the 
importance of contract status in job satisfaction included measures 
to identify part time status (part time = 1, full time = 0) and whether 
the teacher is on a permanent contract (permanent contract = 1, fixed 
term contract = 0). Participation in induction and mentoring programs 
may also influence job satisfaction, especially for novice teachers. Dif-
ferences in participation in a formal induction program are included 
in this study (yes = 1, no = 0). However, as the percentage of teach-
ers participating as a mentor or mentee in Estonia, Georgia, and Lat-
via was marginal, participation in a mentoring program is not included. 
Teaching outside of their trained field is captured by the creation of a 
teacher mismatch variable. Teachers teaching a subject in the current 
year that they do not have formal education or training for are consid-
ered mismatched. The final teacher level predictor variables identifies 
teachers’ perceptions of whether the school provides staff opportuni-
ties to actively participate in school decisions (agree or strongly agree 
= 1, disagree or strongly disagree = 0).

At the school level included predictor variables identify the prin-
cipal’s experience and whether teachers are provided autonomy. The 
principal’s experience is divided into their experience at the school 
and their experience as a teacher. Autonomy provided is a composite 
variable taken from the OECD thematic report on teacher profession-
alism (OECD, 2015). The composite has a range from 0 (no autonomy 
provided) to 5 (full autonomy) and consists of five areas of autonomy: 
curriculum choices, learning materials, course content, assessment 
policies, and discipline policies.

Three1 control variables are included at the teacher level: sex, years of 
experience, and participation in teacher training. The teacher’s sex is 
coded 1 for female and 0 for male. Years of experience is a continu-
ous variable that captures the years the teacher has spent at their cur-
rent school. Participation in a teacher training program is self report-
ed and coded 1 for yes and 0 for no.

Given the dichotomous measures of the outcome variable (teacher 
satisfaction), hierarchical generalized linear modeling (HGLM) was 

 1 School type (private or public) was not included as a control variable as no 
high poverty schools in the three countries under investigation are private.

3.3. Predictor  
Variables

3.4. Control  
Variables

3.5. Analytic  
Strategy
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the primary method of analysis used in this study. HGLM acknowl-
edges the nested, or hierarchical, nature of data [Raudenbush, Bryk, 
2002], adjusting the standard error as necessary and making it the ap-
propriate method for this study where teachers are nested in schools. 
Prior to model specification, cases with missing data in the outcome 
variables were deleted and missing data in predictor and control var-
iables was replaced using school mean substitution. The xtmelogit 
command in Stata version 12 was used for the analysis. The complete 
two-level random intercept model it illustrated below.

Model 1 outlines the teacher level with teacher level control vari-
ables and pertinent policy predictor variables used to predict teach-
er dissatisfaction for each teacher i in school j. The teacher level error 
term is represented by ν.

Teacher Dissatisfactionij = β0j + β1j(Female) + β2j(Years of Experience) +  
+ β3j(Teacher Training) + β4j(Teacher Predictor Variable) + ν0j .

Model 2 outlines the school level with school level predictor variables 
used to predict the intercept (β0j) of Model 1. The school level error 
term is represented by ε.

β0j = γ00 + β10 (School Predictor Variable) + εij . 

The complete model substitutes Model 2 into Model 1. Note that in 
the analysis a single teacher level predictor or school level predic-
tor was included, in addition to teacher level controls. The complete 
model below demonstrates the model used with a teacher predictor 
variable. In the complete model we see that teacher dissatisfaction is 
predicted by the primary variable of interest (Teacher Predictor Varia-
ble) while controlling for female, years of education, and whether the 
teacher has completed teacher training. To explore the differential ef-
fects of all teacher and school level predictor variables, results com-
pare the corresponding coefficient (β4j).

Teacher Dissatisfactionij = γ00+ β1j(Female) + β2j(Years of Experience) +  
+ β3j(Teacher Training) + β4j(Teacher Predictor Variable) + ν0j+ εij . 

Across all three countries, teachers in high poverty schools are less 
satisfied with their job. Figure 1 illustrates that teachers in high pover-
ty schools in Estonia and Latvia are more likely to want to change the 
school they work in, relative to their peers in low poverty schools. In 
both countries more than one in five teachers in high poverty schools 
would change schools if given the chance. A similar trend, with a 
greater percentage of unsatisfied teachers in high poverty schools, 
is found in Georgia, although the differences by school poverty lev-
el are not significant.

Model 1

Model 2

Complete Model

4. Results

http://vo.hse.ru/en/


Voprosy obrazovaniya / Educational Studies. Moscow. 2016. No 2. P. 146–182

RECRUITMENT, EDUCATION, AND RETENTION OF TEACHERS

Figures 2 and 3 indicate that Estonia has is a greater percentage 
of teachers across all school poverty levels that do not enjoy working 
at their school and would not recommend their school as a good place 
to work. The greatest differences between teacher satisfaction in high 
and low poverty schools are present in Latvia. Compared to teachers 
in low poverty schools, nearly two times as many teachers in high pov-
erty schools in Latvia do not enjoy working at their school (low = 7.2%, 
high = 12.8%) and would not recommend their school as a good place 
to work (low = 12.8%, high = 22.7%). Teacher satisfaction in Georgia 

Estonia** Georgia Latvia**

Estonia* Georgia Latvia**Estonia Georgia Latvia**
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 ** p < .05
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Figure : Percentage of teachers 
who would like to change schools 
by country and school poverty 
level.

Figure : Percentage of teachers 
who do not enjoy working at their 
school by country and school 
poverty level.

Figure : Percentage of teachers 
who do not recommend working 
at their school by country and 
school poverty level.
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does not significantly differ across school poverty levels, suggesting 
that teachers in low, medium and high poverty contexts in Georgia are, 
on average, equally satisfied.

Bivariate analyses were then conducted to identify teacher and 
school characteristics more common in high poverty schools. One 
way ANOVAs and chi-square tests revealed teacher and school pro-
files for high poverty schools in each country. Only significant differ-
ences between high poverty and low poverty schools (p<.05) are in-
cluded in the profiles. Full analyses are available from the authors 
upon request.

High poverty teacher profiles (see Table 2) indicate that, in ad-
dition to differences in teacher satisfaction, teachers in Estonia are 
more likely to work part time, have participated in an induction pro-
gram, and feel staff can participate in school decision making. In Lat-
via, additional characteristics of teachers in high poverty schools in-
clude less overall experience at the school and a greater likelihood of 
working part time.

Table 3 identifies high poverty school profiles. In contrast to the 
non-existent statistical differences between teachers in high pover-
ty and low poverty schools in Georgia, school level characteristics re-
veal several interesting differences. Specifically, high poverty schools 
in Georgia are more likely to have a female principal, a principal that is 

Table 2: High poverty teacher profiles

Estonia Georgia Latvia

• Want to change schools
• Does not recommend their 

school as a good place to 
work

• Work part time
• Participated in induction 

program
• Feel staff can participate in 

school decision making

• Want to change schools
• Does not enjoy working at 

their school
• Does not recommend their 

school as a good place to 
work

• Work part time
• Less experience at their 

school

Table 3: High poverty school profiles

Estonia Georgia Latvia

• Public school
• Older principal
• Principal with more 

experience as a principal
• Principal with more 

experience as a teacher

• Female principal
• Public school
• Younger principal
• Principal with less 

experience as a principal
• Principal with more 

experience as a teacher
• Provide teachers with 

greater autonomy

• Male principal
• Public school
• Principal with less 

experience as a principal
• Provide teachers with 

greater autonomy
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Figure : Association between teachers desire to change schools and 
select predictor variables
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younger, with more experience as a teacher and less experience as a 
principal. High poverty schools in Latvia are also more likely to be run 
by less experienced principals while high poverty schools in Estonia 
have principals with more experience both as a teacher and a princi-
pal. High poverty schools in both Georgia and Latvia are more likely to 
provide their teachers with greater autonomy.

To explore which factors predict teacher satisfaction in high pov-
erty schools, separate HGLMs are conducted by country. Samples for 
this analysis are restricted to teachers in high poverty schools. Coeffi-
cients can therefore be compared across countries and interpreted as 
the mean association between the given predictor or control variable 
and the identified teacher satisfaction variable. Negative coefficients 
in all tables and figures indicate a reduction in teacher dissatisfaction.

Table 4 provides the odds ratio for the two level HGLM predicting 
whether the teacher would like to change schools. The model includes 
only the teacher level control variables, with the school level error term 
included at the second level. Results indicate that the odds of female 
teachers in high poverty schools in Georgia wanting to change schools 
is 2.739 times greater than their peers in low poverty schools (p < .10). 
In Estonia, teachers in high poverty schools that have participated in 
teacher training are more likely to want to change schools (OR = 7.966, 
p < .05). Years of experience at the school is not significantly associat-
ed with teachers’ desire to change schools in any country.

Adding teacher and school level predictor variables independently 
to the model containing control variables revealed that the vast major-

4.1. Factors 
Associated with 

Teacher Dissatis-
faction

Table 4: Association between teacher control 
variables and whether teachers want to change 
schools

Estonia Georgia Latvia

Female .830 2.739* 1.320

Years of Experience at School .980 .999 1.006

Participated in Teacher Training 7.966** .700 1.269

Constant .053 .063 .144

Random Effects

Residual .572 1.425 .679

Model Fit Statistics

AIC 344.10 230.85 361.12

BIC 363.14 249.04 380.40

Notes: Odds Ratios provided. Smaller AIC and BIC values indicate bet-
ter model fit. * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.
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ity of predictor variables were not associated with a teacher’s desire 
to change schools. As illustrated in figure 4, only the teacher’s per-
ception of participation in Estonia and Latvia was significantly related 
to their desire to change schools. Results indicate that, for Estonia, 
the odds that teachers in high poverty schools that feel they have an 
opportunity to actively participate in school decisions would want to 
change schools is approximately 0.26 times the odds of those that do 
not feel teachers have the opportunity. In Latvia the odds for teachers 
in high poverty schools were 0.32 times that of teachers in low pov-
erty schools, indicating that in both countries teachers that feel they 
can participate in school decision making are more satisfied and less 
likely to want to leave.

Table 5 provides the odds ratio for whether the teacher does not 
enjoy working at their school and teacher control variables. Of the 
control variables, years of experience at the current school is the only 
variable associated with teacher enjoyment. Although only significant 
in for teachers in high poverty schools in Latvia (p < .10), the odds ra-
tios below one suggests that teachers with more experience at the 
school tend to enjoy working at their school more. The direction of 

Figure : Association between teachers desire to change schools and 
select predictor variables

Contract status

Part time status

Participated in induction

Teaching mismatch

Teacher participation

Principals Exprience—School

Principals Exprience—Teacher

Authonomy Provided

**

**

Note: Log Odds 
Ratios (LOR)
provided. 

 ** p < .05

  Estonia
  Georgia
  Latvia –0.6 –0.4 –0.2 0 0.2

Социальные науки, 

бизнес и право

Наука

Здравоохранение

О
бразование*

Услуги

Гуманитарные 

науки и искусство

Инженерия, произ-

водство и строи-

тельство

Сельское 

хозяйство













































































































Классический университет





Социально-экономический вуз

Вуз сф
еры услуг

Сельскохозяйственный вуз

Педагогический вуз

Инженерно-технический вуз

М
едицинский вуз

Гуманитарный вуз

Социальные науки, 

бизнес и право

Наука

Здравоохранение

О
бразование*

Услуги

Гуманитарные 

науки и искусство

Инженерия, произ-

водство и строи-

тельство

Сельское 

хозяйство













































































































Классический университет





Социально-экономический вуз

Вуз сф
еры услуг

Сельскохозяйственный вуз

Педагогический вуз

Инженерно-технический вуз

М
едицинский вуз

Гуманитарный вуз

http://vo.hse.ru/en/


Voprosy obrazovaniya / Educational Studies. Moscow. 2016. No 2. P. 146–182

RECRUITMENT, EDUCATION, AND RETENTION OF TEACHERS

Contract status

Part time status

Participated in induction

Teaching mismatch

Teacher participation

Principals Exprience—School

Principals Exprience—Teacher

Authonomy Provided

Note: Log Odds 
Ratios (LOR)
provided. 

 ** p < .05

  Estonia
  Georgia
  Latvia

Figure : Association between teachers who do not enjoy working at 
their school and select predictor variables

**
**

**

**

**

–0.8 –0.6 –0.4 –0.2 0 0.2 0.4

Социальные науки, 

бизнес и право

Наука

Здравоохранение

О
бразование*

Услуги

Гуманитарные 

науки и искусство

Инженерия, произ-

водство и строи-

тельство

Сельское 

хозяйство













































































































Классический университет





Социально-экономический вуз

Вуз сф
еры услуг

Сельскохозяйственный вуз

Педагогический вуз

Инженерно-технический вуз

М
едицинский вуз

Гуманитарный вуз

Социальные науки, 

бизнес и право

Наука

Здравоохранение

О
бразование*

Услуги

Гуманитарные 

науки и искусство

Инженерия, произ-

водство и строи-

тельство

Сельское 

хозяйство













































































































Классический университет





Социально-экономический вуз

Вуз сф
еры услуг

Сельскохозяйственный вуз

Педагогический вуз

Инженерно-технический вуз

М
едицинский вуз

Гуманитарный вуз

Социальные науки, 

бизнес и право

Наука

Здравоохранение

О
бразование*

Услуги

Гуманитарные 

науки и искусство

Инженерия, произ-

водство и строи-

тельство

Сельское 

хозяйство













































































































Классический университет





Социально-экономический вуз

Вуз сф
еры услуг

Сельскохозяйственный вуз

Педагогический вуз

Инженерно-технический вуз

М
едицинский вуз

Гуманитарный вуз

Социальные науки, 

бизнес и право

Наука

Здравоохранение

О
бразование*

Услуги

Гуманитарные 

науки и искусство

Инженерия, произ-

водство и строи-

тельство

Сельское 

хозяйство













































































































Классический университет





Социально-экономический вуз

Вуз сф
еры услуг

Сельскохозяйственный вуз

Педагогический вуз

Инженерно-технический вуз

М
едицинский вуз

Гуманитарный вуз

Социальные науки, 

бизнес и право

Наука

Здравоохранение

Образование*

Услуги

Гуманитарные 

науки и искусство

Инженерия, произ-

водство и строи-

тельство

Сельское 

хозяйство













































































































Классический университет





Социально-экономический вуз

Вуз сферы услуг

Сельскохозяйственный вуз

Педагогический вуз

Инженерно-технический вуз

М
едицинский вуз

Гуманитарный вуз

this relationship, however, cannot be determined as those that do not 
enjoy working at their school may be more likely to leave their school.

Figure 5 indicates that a greater number of predictor variables are 
associated with teacher enjoyment. Teachers’perception that staff are 
included in decision making is related to greater enjoyment of their 
job in all three countries. Additionally, in Latvia teachers in high pov-
erty school on a permanent contract are more likely to enjoy their job 
than their peers on fixed term contracts. In Estonia, teachers teach-
ing out of their field (teaching mismatch) are less likely to enjoy their 
job while teachers in high poverty schools that provide greater auton-
omy are more likely to enjoy their job.

Table 6 provides the odds ratio for whether the teacher does not 
recommend working at their school and teacher control variables. 
Once again there are few relationships between the control variables 
and the included teacher satisfaction variable. The only significant 
result comes from Georgia where female teachers in high poverty 
schools are less likely to recommend working at their school than their 
male peers.

Similar to previous teacher satisfaction variables, teachers’ per-
ception of participation in decision making is also related to the in-
creased likelihood that they would recommend their school as a place 
to work (see Figure 6). Surprisingly, teachers that teach out of their 
field in Latvia are more likely to recommend their school to others. Au-
tonomy provided to teachers is related to whether the teacher would 
recommend the school in Estonia, with more autonomy associated 
with a greater likelihood to recommend. Finally, principals’ experi-

Table 5: Association between teacher control 
variables and whether teachers do not enjoy 
working at their school

Estonia Georgia Latvia

Female 1.157 .557 1.294

Years of Experience at School .983 .997 .966*

Participated in Teacher Training 2.216 1.288 .589

Constant .148 .101 .261

Random Effects

Residual .484 .620 .627

Model Fit Statistics

AIC 359.80 167.76 270.15

BIC 378.81 186.03 289.43

Notes: Odds Ratios provided. Smaller AIC and BIC values indicate bet-
ter model fit. * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01. 
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Table 6: Association between teacher control 
variables and whether teachers do not recommend 
working at their school

Estonia Georgia Latvia

Female 1.018 .455* .933

Years of Experience at School .990 .978 .992

Participated in Teacher Training 1.526 1.380 1.362

Constant .256 .256 .230

Random Effects

Residual .001 .312 .785

Model Fit Statistics

AIC 381.50 214.37 373.01

BIC 400.51 232.70 392.30

Notes: Odds Ratios provided. Smaller AIC and BIC values indicate 
better model fit. * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01. 
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ence as teachers is associated with teachers being more likely to rec-
ommend their school in Estonia and Georgia. In Estonia, the odds 
of a teacher not recommending their school for teachers in schools 
with principals that have one standard deviation more experience as a 
teacher is 0.77 times that of their peers with principals with the mean 
years of experience as a teacher. In Georgia, the difference is more 
substantial with the odds of a teacher with a more experienced prin-
cipal 0.57 times that of their peers.

Teachers in high poverty schools are less satisfied with their job than 
their peers in relatively lower poverty schools. Although the trend was 
present in all countries, it was most pronounced in Latvia where near-
ly two times as many teachers in high poverty schools responded that 
do not enjoy working at their school or would not recommend their 
school, compared to teachers in low poverty schools. Teachers in 
high poverty schools in Estonia are also more likely to work part time, 
have participated in an induction program, and feel like staff can par-
ticipate in decision making. In Latvia, teachers in high poverty schools 
are more likely work part time and have less experience at their school. 

6. Discussion

Figure : Association between teachers who do not recommend 
working at their school and select predictor variables
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The lack of significant differences between teachers at high poverty 
schools and low poverty schools in Georgia reinforces the minimal dif-
ferences found in past research between high and low needs schools 
throughout compulsory schooling in the country. Furthermore, the sit-
uation in Georgia may be partially explained by the country’s recen-
tralization, which has limited between-school heterogeneity [Andgu-
ladze, Mindadze, 2015].

Given the demographic composition and post-Soviet context of 
Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia, the low satisfaction of teachers may not 
result in teacher attrition [Public Policy Research and Training Center, 
2014]. A declining student age population and economic challenges 
have led to school closures, reducing the teacher-student ratio and 
leaving those in the profession, often thankful for their position. This 
is especially true in Georgia, where teaching, as a low status position, 
is met by drastically underfunded public education. With unemploy-
ment hovering around 30% [Andguladze, Mindadze, 2015] and declin-
ing opportunities elsewhere in education, it is perhaps wise for teach-
ers to maintain their position, no matter how satisfying.

Yet, teacher satisfaction should be a focal point of education poli-
cy even if dissatisfied teachers are unlikely to leave. Increased teach-
er satisfaction has been linked to increased student achievement 
[Ronfeldt, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2013] and improved school climate [Dar-
ling-Hammond, 2004; Menon, Papanastasiou, Zembylas, 2008]. Re-
sults indicate that the most consistent and often the only policy-rele-
vant factor in teacher satisfaction in Estonia, Georgia, and Latvia is a 
teacher’s perception that staff can be involved in school decision mak-
ing. For all outcome variables (except whether the teacher would like 
to change schools in Georgia) teachers in high poverty schools that 
feel staff can participate, are more satisfied than those that do not feel 
that opportunity is available. This is in line with the research of Hulpia 
et al. [2012] who found that “teachers who believe they have a voice in 
school decision making, report feeling more committed to the school 
than do their colleagues who state that they do not have opportunities 
to participate in school decision making” [P. 1769]. Other areas signif-
icantly related to greater teacher satisfaction include permanent con-
tract status (in Latvia), teaching in their field of study (in Estonia), in-
creasing autonomy provided to teachers (in Estonia), and increasing 
principals experience as a teacher (in Estonia and Georgia). The latter 
factor may indicate that principals with more experience as a teacher 
are more likely to include teachers in a collective school environment, 
practicing a transformational leadership style that is associated with 
decreased teacher burnout [Heidmets, Liik, 2014].

The factors associated with teacher satisfaction illustrate the 
complexity and challenges of incorporating education policy into the 
school climate. Similar to the OECD’s [2016] study, which found that 
Latvia offered more equitable support for high needs schools but the 
support did not translate into an increased likelihood of teacher satis-
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faction; results indicate that merely providing opportunities for teach-
ers is not enough to ensure satisfaction. For instance, although both 
providing autonomy to teachers in high poverty schools and having 
teachers perceive participation in decision making are related to in-
creased teacher satisfaction in Georgia, the magnitude of the effect 
size differs drastically with teacher perception far outweighing the ef-
fect of increased autonomy provided. Additionally, the non-significant 
relationship between autonomy provided and teacher satisfaction in 
Latvia and Estonia indicates that the challenge lies not in providing 
the opportunity but in having the opportunity to be meaningfully in-
corporated into the school climate. Future research should focus on 
how school policies transition from making responsibility available to 
making it meaningfully felt by teachers.

Finally, results support the previous work of Persevica [2011], who 
found that internal factors are more important for teacher satisfaction 
than external factors. Similar to the literature that emphasizes the im-
portance of school climate [Darling-Hammond, 2004; Menon, Papan-
astasiou, Zembylas, 2008], increasing teacher satisfaction in Estonia, 
Georgia, and Latvia requires a collaborative process where teachers 
feel included as vital members of the school community and recognize 
their role as important contributors in school decisions. Although the 
policy implementation and internalization process is challenging, this 
study indicates that simplistic, externally driven policy solutions, such 
as introducing induction programs or changing the contract status of 
teachers, are not as effective in increasing teacher satisfaction as in-
vestments that contribute to a positive school climate where teachers 
feel valued and included as professionals.
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RECRUITMENT, EDUCATION, AND RETENTION OF TEACHERS

Poverty

Low Medium High

Number of Teachers 1435 1305 350

Percent of Teachers 46.44% 42.23% 11.32%

Would Change Jobs if they Could 15.01% 16.22% 21.53%

Does Not Enjoy Working at their School 19.14% 17.52% 22.55%

Does Not Recommend Working at their School 20.61% 17.68% 24.63%

Female 82.65% 83.22% 84.00%

Years Experience at the School 13.66
(10.60)

14.76
(11.26)

13.68
(11.12)

Completed Teacher Training 94.69% 94.29% 92.20%

On a Permanent Contract 84.48% 84.99% 80.69%

Working Part-time 36.48% 34.52% 47.56%

Participated in Induction 17.02% 18.85% 22.74%

Teaching Mismatch 6.08% 6.16% 8.16%

Teachers Perception of Participation 80.44% 85.15% 87.13%

Private School 8.64% 1.84% 0.00%

Female Principal 63.28% 53.70% 64.57%

Principal’s Years of Experience as a Principal 11.12
(8.41)

13.68
(9.70)

14.39
(11.28)

Principal’s Years of Experience at the School 8.58
(7.70)

12.02
(9.41)

10.49
(9.66)

Principal’s Years of Experience as a Teacher 19.90
(10.48)

24.30
(11.58)

25.11
(11.61)

Amount of Autonomy Provided to Teachers 3.93
(1.47)

4.26
(1.03)

3.91
(1.66)

Appendix A: 
Descriptive 

Statistics for 
Estonia

Notes: Standard 
deviations provided in 

parentheses.

https://vo.hse.ru/data/2016/06/28/1115861664/Smith.pdf
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Poverty

Low Medium High

Number of Teachers 1504 611 344

Percentage of Teachers 61.16% 24.85% 13.99%

Would Change Jobs if they Could 11.33% 13.72% 14.92%

Does Not Enjoy Working at their School 7.43% 10.00% 8.49%

Does Not Recommend Working at their School 8.03% 11.80% 11.80%

Female 81.12% 86.91% 81.40%

Years Experience at the School 17.50
(12.79)

18.91
(11.88)

18.26
(12.39)

Completed Teacher Training 90.15% 92.40% 91.15%

On a Permanent Contract 16.39% 17.12% 15.09%

Working Part-time 54.55% 54.87% 60.59%

Participated in Induction 14.90% 14.29% 13.33%

Teaching Mismatch 7.50% 6.69% 5.3%

Teachers Perception of Participation 91.40% 92.16% 92.64%

Private School 17.29% 0.00% 0.00%

Female Principal 55.85% 72.88% 76.16%

Principal’s Years of Experience as a Principal 9.84
(8.31)

9.74
(8.30)

7.93
(4.73)

Principal’s Years of Experience at the School 8.57
(6.71)

7.61
(6.08)

8.94
(9.11)

Principal’s Years of Experience as a Teacher 22.91
(10.66)

22.81
(10.01)

24.01
(10.96)

Amount of Autonomy Provided to Teachers .74
(1.07)

1.13
(1.30)

1.32
(1.35)

Appendix B: 
Descriptive 

Statistics for 
Georgia
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RECRUITMENT, EDUCATION, AND RETENTION OF TEACHERS

Poverty

Low Medium High

Number of Teachers 928 553 310

Percent of Teachers 51.81% 30.88% 17.31%

Would Change Jobs if they Could 14.64% 13.75% 21.65%

Does Not Enjoy Working at their School 7.16% 7.77% 12.78%

Does Not Recommend Working at their School 12.81% 12.94% 22.73%

Female 88.80% 87.50% 87.32%

Years Experience at the School 15.54
(10.31)

16.42
(10.54)

14.03
(10.64)

Completed Teacher Training 91.18% 90.35% 90.68%

On a Permanent Contract 92.70% 93.51% 90.70%

Working Part-time 14.58% 19.40% 20.85%

Participated in Induction 36.63% 37.38% 38.87%

Teaching Mismatch 8.73% 9.42% 10.95%

Teachers Perception of Participation 84.86% 84.79% 84.90%

Private School 1.82% 3.01% 0.00%

Female Principal 75.89% 52.12% 80.56%

Principal’s Years of Experience as a Principal 12.93
(9.15)

17.27
(7.83)

11.67
(7.47)

Principal’s Years of Experience at the School 12.16
(9.73)

13.26
(8.59)

12.66
(6.91)

Principal’s Years of Experience as a Teacher 26.00
(10.99)

28.17
(12.00)

26.74
(10.30)

Amount of Autonomy Provided to Teachers 3.29
(1.69)

3.06
(1.71)

3.63
(1.23)

Appendix C: 
Descriptive 

Statistics for 
Latvia
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