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Teacher attrition is a problem with a number of implications, not the least 

of which is the teacher shortage. Almost half of all new teachers leave the 

profession within the first five years, creating a difficult model where more 

teachers leave the teaching profession compared to teachers entering the 

profession. Part of the problem is a result of career progression. However, most 

of teacher attrition is a result of factors such as inadequate pay, administrative 

support, workplace conditions, student related issues, and collegiality with peers. 

Without a thorough understanding of the factors that contribute to teacher 

attrition it is impossible to create an environment where “No Child is Left Behind”. 

Although teachers do not enter the profession with the notion of getting rich, they 

do need to make enough money to support themselves and their families. 

Furthermore, professional status in America is closely tied to socioeconomic 

status. Therefore, while salary may be the largest component of teacher attrition, 

school and district characteristics, teacher qualifications, and demographics also 

affect a teacher’s decision to leave the profession.  
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CHAPTER I 
 
 

Purpose of the Study 
 
 The purpose of this study was to identify what percentage of teachers the 

University of North Texas recommended for certification from 1996 to 2003 who 

never entered or left the teaching profession before completing five years of 

teaching.  Additionally, what percentage of those teachers who were 

recommended for certification by the University of North Texas have remained in 

the teaching profession. Furthermore, reasons those teachers who left the 

teaching field cite for their decision to leave was investigated. Also, the reasons 

teachers remained in the teaching profession were explored. Finally, what 

combination of demographic factors represents teachers who never entered, left, 

or stayed in the teaching profession? 

Research Questions 

 Inasmuch as this study was to identify the teacher attrition rates and 

factors contributing to teacher attrition for teachers certified through the 

University of North Texas, the following questions were addressed. 

1. What percentage of teachers certified through the University of North 

Texas between 1996 and 2000 have remained in teaching? 

2. Based on responses to a survey on teacher attrition, what are the most 

common reasons cited by those who have left or never entered the 

classroom? 
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3. What factors would influence respondents who have left teaching to 

return to the classroom? 

4. What are the most commonly cited factors involved in respondents’ 

decision to remain in the classroom? 

5. Based on background variables of those who have stayed in teaching 

and those who have left teaching, are any variables that serve as 

predictors of attrition of individuals? 

Definition of Terms 
 
 For the purpose of this study, the following definitions are provided: 

Leavers. Teachers who leave k-12 teaching. 

Movers. Those teachers who leave to teach in another school in the same 

or a different district. 

School migration. Those school teachers who leave to teach in a different 

district (Boe & Bobbitt, 1997). 

Stayers. Teachers who have remained in the k-12 classroom. 

Teacher Attrition. School teachers in kindergarten through 12th grade who 

leave public school teaching (Boe & Bobbitt, 1997). 

Teacher Burnout. A condition of stress and frustration that leads teachers 

to leave the classroom. 
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CHAPTER II 
 
                                 REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
 
 Teacher attrition is an important aspect of the staffing needs in American 

schools. The United States is currently experiencing a shortage of teachers 

(Colley, 2002). The primary reasons for teacher shortages are teacher attrition 

and a lack of new teachers entering the workforce. Attrition of teachers is a result 

of retirement, position change within the education profession, and leaving the 

education profession altogether prior to retirement age. Not all attrition 

represents a loss to the field, as 20% continue in professional positions in or 

related to education. Hence, teachers who transfer from one public school to 

another do not represent a loss to the teaching field, but do pose recruitment 

problems at school levels (Boe & Bobbitt, 1997). While school migration does not 

impact the size of the teaching force, there may be implications for urban school 

principals who are responsible for recruitment to fill teaching positions. Because 

of the difficulty in recruiting and retaining teachers, as well as the impact on state 

attrition rates, in this study school migration will be addressed in the same 

manner as teacher attrition as both migration and attrition lead to teacher 

shortages.  

In order to address the shortage of teachers, it is necessary to understand 

why teachers leave the classroom and what impact their leaving has on 

education. The reasons for quitting can be classified as being related to job 
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satisfaction and/or teacher preparation. Figure 1 displays the framework in which 

teacher attrition will be reviewed based on current literature. Attrition has not 

enjoyed prominence in current literature. However, as attrition does not occur in 

isolation, it is appropriate to explore it in relation to other topics. 

Teacher attrition is not always negative. Some turnover is considered 

acceptable and may even be desirable (e.g., moving to a new school to a 

leadership position). Further, some types of turnover cannot be avoided (e.g., 

retirement) (Boe & Bobbitt, 1997). From a state and national perspective, attrition 

of teachers who leave the teaching field altogether is the most troublesome 

aspect of the teacher shortage. This results in a reduction of the teaching force 

requiring an influx of teachers if the status quo is to be maintained (Ingersoll, 

2002; Boe & Bobbitt, 1997). Further, according to the National Commission on 

Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF), the inevitable turnover due to 

retirement, etc. is not the most important factor affecting the teacher shortage. 

The report further states, a lack of teacher retention is key to ameliorating the 

teacher shortage (NCTAF, 2003; Ingersoll, 2002). “Pouring more water into the 

bucket will not be the answer if the holes are not first patched” (Ingersoll, 2002, p. 

43). 
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Figure 1:  Teacher Attrition  
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 School characteristics studied by Theobald (1990) as possible predictors 

of attrition were the following: teacher/student ration, involvement in decision 

making, support from administration, teaching level, student characteristics, and 

school location. Teacher qualifications as possible predictors of attrition included: 

academic ability, gender, subject area, and initial teacher experience (Shen, 

1998). Demographic characteristics that were investigated as potential predictors 

were teacher age, gender, race, marital status, number of dependant children, 

one or more child under age six, marital status change, and dependency status 

change (Boe & Bobbitt, 1997). There are a number of different findings involving 

school characteristics, teacher qualifications, and demographic characteristics. 

All school characteristics, teacher qualifications, and demographic characteristics 

have some effect on teacher retention, but no single characteristic had a 

significant impact without other characteristics also occurring. There were some 

trends that were found which are discussed in more detail in the following 

paragraph. 

 Using a bivariate approach, Shen (1998) analyzed the data gathered from 

the 1990-1991 Schools and Staffing Survey and the 1991-1992 Teacher Follow-

up Survey (n=3,612). The following findings related to teacher attrition and 

characteristics were reported. Teacher attrition is high in the first years of 

teaching. Mature women stay in the profession and younger women leave 

teaching. Elementary school teachers stay in the field the longest, while 
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chemistry and physics teachers stay the shortest amount of time. Teachers with 

high test scores were more likely to leave teaching earlier. Teachers who are 

paid more stay longer regardless of race. In large urban districts, teachers have 

shorter careers than teachers do in smaller suburban districts. Finally, black 

teachers are less likely than white teachers to leave the teaching field. However, 

Darling-Hammond & Sclan (1997) contradict some of these findings by stating 

that recent data on a state level did not find evidence that gender and ethnicity 

are associated with teacher turnover. Boe & Bobbitt (1997) reported that teacher 

turnover decreased as teacher age (until retirement age), the number of 

dependent children, the level of certification, number of years since the last 

degree was earned, teaching experience, and salary level increased. Although 

salary is the strongest workplace variable associated with teacher attrition, the 

single best predictor of attrition based on teacher characteristics has been age 

with markedly higher rates of attrition reported for both younger and older 

teachers (Darling-Hammond, 1996). 

Figure 2 shows the turnover rates for teachers in public and private school 

settings. The percentage of teacher turnover is made up of the combined 

percentages of leavers and movers. While movers are not considered a loss to 

the teaching force, they do constitute a portion of the cost related to teacher 

turnover and may appear in state attrition rates. The difference in the turnover 

rate in public schools with low poverty versus high poverty is noteworthy. As a 
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result low income and urban schools have greater teacher shortages (Follo, 

Hoerr & Vorheis-Sargent, 2002; Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff, 2002). In general, 

public schools that are considered high poverty or urban districts have the 

highest turnover rates. Overall, it is interesting to note that the turnover rates are 

higher for private schools in all categories, (with the exception of Catholic 

schools), than they are for public schools. Of primary concern is that the total 

turnover rate for all teachers is 15.7%. 

Figure 2:  Annual Teacher Turnover in Percents 2000-01 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source:  Richard M. Ingersoll, adapted for NCTAF from “Teacher 
Turnover and Teacher Shortages:  An Organizational Analysis,” 
American Educational Research Journal, 38 (fall 2001), pp. 499-534. 
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Teacher Shortages 

While there are various estimates of the number of new teachers who 

leave the field, all estimates indicate that attrition of new teachers is a serious 

problem. According to Colley (2002), Colbert & Wolf (1992), Odell & Ferrano 

(1992), and Merseth (1992), as much as 50% of beginning teachers leave the 

profession within five years. Other estimates indicate 40% of new teachers resign 

during the first two years of teaching (Karge, 1993; Haselkorn, 1994). High rates 

of attrition during the first years of teaching pose a number of challenges to the 

teaching profession and teaching force. Boe & Bobbitt (1997) stated that the 

creation of a large number of teaching positions every year poses the following 

problems.  

(1) There is a great deal of expense associated with recruiting and 

placing new teachers in the classroom every year.  

(2) There is an added burden for administrators with regard to 

induction of new teachers.  

(3) Until the new teachers are fully functioning members of the staff, 

there is a cost in time away from the classroom as well as the cost 

associated with induction activities.  

In Texas for example, The Texas Education Agency reported that turnover  

costs the districts about $329 million total when it is 15.5 percent. In addition, the 

new teachers hired are generally less qualified than the teachers they replace. 
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This is daunting when, according to NCTAF (2003), the greatest cost is borne by 

the students who are taught by new or inadequately trained teachers. The report 

cites a Tennessee study which found that children who had the least qualified 

teachers three years in a row showed academic gains of 54% of the gains made 

by students taught by the most qualified teachers. This may be especially 

harmful to students in urban school districts where teacher attrition is highest 

(Follo, Hoerr & Vorheis-Sargent, 2002). 

Growing school enrollments as a result of higher birth and immigration 

rates, coupled with teacher attrition, create a picture that is increasingly grim. It is 

estimated that approximately 100,000 people will enter the teaching field each 

year from 1996 to 2006 and during this time America’s schools will need to hire 

more than two million teachers to respond to increasing enrollments (Colley, 

2002; NCTAF, 1996). These estimates indicate that with higher enrollment rates 

and teacher attrition, there will be a national shortage of at least one million 

teachers by the year 2006. As expected, not enough teachers are being 

prepared to replace those who are leaving the profession (Hope, 1997). Teacher 

shortages go beyond empty classrooms. Training and recruiting teachers is an 

expensive and time-consuming process, particularly when half of those who are 

trained can be expected to leave the profession within five years of completing 

their training. The NCTAF (2003) cites conservative industry estimates that the 

cost of turnover of one employee is 25 percent of the individual’s salary.  
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 The teacher shortage problem is particularly alarming for certain teaching 

fields. There is a shortage of applicants in certain areas of teaching, particularly 

special education (American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, 1989). In 

special education there has been a serious and chronic shortage of teachers that 

is expected to continue into the foreseeable future for a number of reasons (Boe 

& Bobbitt, 1997). First, there are higher rates of teacher migration for special 

education teachers than for general education teachers (Smith-Davis & 

Billingsley, 1983).  

Urban schools are severely affected by teacher shortages. First, teachers 

entering the teaching profession after completing a traditional education program 

are reluctant to take jobs in inner city schools. This can make getting and 

keeping qualified teachers particularly difficult for urban schools (Follo, Hoerr & 

Vorheis-Sargent, 2002; Shann, 1998). Abel (1999) studied stress and burnout in 

rural versus urban secondary school teachers. The method used was a 

questionnaire given to 98 volunteer participants from 11 Georgia and North 

Carolina school districts. According to Abel (1999), urban teachers suffered more 

stress as a result of poor working conditions. Based on the NCTAF (2003) report, 

not only do urban schools have the highest turnover rates, they also have the 

largest percentage of first-year teachers as well as the highest percentage of 

teachers with less than five years experience. 
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 The State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) in Texas tracked a 

number of trends in teacher attrition from 1997 through 2001. Looking at 100 

percent of the teachers employed in Texas school districts in 1998, only 73.9 

percent remained employed in Texas in 2002. This is an overall attrition rate of 

26.1 percent in four years. For those teachers quitting the teaching profession, 

the attrition rate grew from 8.3 percent in 1996 to 10.3 percent in 2002. When the 

teachers are separated based on race/ethnicity, Native American, Asian 

American and African American teachers had the highest attrition rates with 12.4, 

11.6, and 11.1 respectively. Hispanic teachers and White teachers had attrition 

rates of 8.5 and 9.6 percent, which is below the state average (SBEC, n.d.).   

Job Satisfaction 

In order to understand teacher attrition, it is important to know what 

teachers cite as their decision to remain in teaching or to leave the field. While 

job satisfaction is a determinant of teacher attrition, defining job satisfaction is a 

difficult construct as studies of teacher satisfaction reveal wide-ranging 

differences in what contributes to job satisfaction (Shann, 1998). The 

measurement of teacher satisfaction may be problematic as sources of teacher 

satisfaction vary according to gender, experience, and position (Dinham, 1994). 

A number of aspects of job satisfaction have been linked to teacher attrition 

including satisfaction with principal leadership and support, salary, mentors’ 

emotional support, and satisfaction in general (Betancourt-Smith, 1994; Chitton, 
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1990). New teachers’ explanations for their decision not to stay in the profession 

included lack of administrative support, assignment to the most-difficult-to-teach 

students, inundation with extracurricular duties, placement in content areas 

outside of their field of expertise, and isolation from colleagues (Hope, 1999; 

NCTAF, 1996). All of these explanations can be linked to attributes of job 

satisfaction and in turn job commitment.  

Another area of concern in teacher satisfaction is parent-teacher 

relationships. While teacher-pupil relationships ranked highest overall in terms of 

importance and satisfaction, teachers were least satisfied with parent-teacher 

relationships (Shann, 1998). Singh & Billingsley (1996) found that the strongest 

influence on job satisfaction was principal support. Teacher attrition studies 

consistently show job satisfaction is a determinant of teacher attrition. 

Table 1 shows the different definitions of job satisfaction used in current 

literature related to teacher attrition. It also indicates the different measurements 

taken into consideration when studying the importance of job satisfaction as it 

relates to teacher attrition and retention. While researchers linked different 

affective and non-affective factors to job satisfaction, they all related satisfaction 

and teacher retention on some level. 
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Table 1.  Job Satisfaction 

Researchers who linked the following factors of job satisfaction to teacher 

retention. 

Source Definition of Job Satisfaction Measurements of Job 

Satisfaction 

Shann (1998) A multifaceted construct that 

is a predictor of retention, 

determinant of commitment, 

and a contributor to school 

effectiveness. 

Job satisfaction is a 

predictor of retention, 

determinant of commitment, 

and a contributor to school 

effectiveness. 

Measurement of job 

satisfaction is difficult as 

the issues related to it differ 

amongst demographic 

factors, experience, and 

position. 

Bettancort-Smith 

(1994); and Chittron 

& Sistunk (1990) 

 

 

 

 Based on leadership and 

support. 
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Table 1 (continued).  Job Satisfaction 

Kirby & Grissmer 

(1993) 

 Satisfaction is directly 

linked to salary. 

Odell & Ferraro 

(199?) 

 Satisfaction connected to 

emotional support from 

one’s mentor. 

Borg & Riding (1991); 

Zigarelli (1996) 

 An overall measure of 

satisfaction is related to 

retention. 

Billingsly (1993)  Administrative, parental, 

and collegial support 

contribute to satisfaction. 

Dinham (1994) Several sources of teacher 

satisfaction are “human and 

affective in nature.” 

Non-affective factors 

include, pupil achievement, 

class size, lack of 

resources, administration, 

but differ with gender, age, 

experience, and position. 

 
 Salary 

Teachers do not enter the profession with dreams of getting rich, but the 

importance of salary cannot be ignored. Decision to work in the same school 
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district the following year was negatively related to property wealth of the 

community and positively related to salary (Theobald, 1990). Shen (1998) used 

this information to draw the conclusion that teachers seemed to be economically 

rational decision-makers. Therefore, the impact of notably small salaries in the 

education field needs to be measured in terms of teacher attrition. Denlinger 

(2002) argues that if salaries in education increased, shortages would disappear. 

Further, findings of an ongoing study of new teachers suggest that they are 

demoralized by the salary scales that change little over time and offer no 

incentives for specialized expertise or entrepreneurial efforts (Sing, 1996).  

Experts continue to dispute whether money matters to good teachers, but Ballou 

(1998) pointed out that the link between income and professional status in the 

United States cannot be ignored. Research has shown that both school transfer 

and attrition declined systematically and substantially with increasing salary 

levels. Therefore, salary is the strongest and most reliable relationship between a 

workplace variable and attrition found in research data (Billingsley, 1993; 

Brownell & Smith, 1992; Darling-Hammond, 1996). 

Principal Support 

The burden of teachers leaving the profession and the resultant shortages 

will fall largely on principals who must hire and fill classroom vacancies (Hope, 

1999). While the burden falls on the principals, the implications are great for new 

teachers who have been shown to have  the highest rates of attrition. Beginning 
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teachers are often given very difficult teaching assignments (Andersen, 2000; 

Colley, 2002). This has serious implications as many believe the first-year of 

teaching is the most critical one because it determines to a significant degree if a 

person will remain in teaching and what type of teacher that person will become 

(Hope, 1999).   

The principal and school environment are critical to teacher satisfaction.  

The principal is largely responsible for hiring new teachers and may also create 

distinct working environments within schools that are highly predictive of teacher 

satisfaction and commitment (Anderman, 1991; Colley, 2002). Various 

researchers have linked principal behavior directly and indirectly to job 

satisfaction (Shann, 1998; Singh & Billingsley, 1996). Singh & Billingsley (1996) 

found that some of the most important determinants of intent to stay in teaching 

are related to workplace conditions. Shann (1998) confirmed through research 

that collegial support and interaction appear to influence job satisfaction and in 

turn retention among teachers. Further, Shann reported that administrative, 

parental, and collegial support appeared repeatedly as critical retention factors. 

While principals may not control parental support, they can influence 

administrative and collegial support. Class structure, size, and teaching load 

should all be considered in first-year teachers’ assignments. As first-year 

teachers are often given the most difficult assignments, students with chronic 
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behavior, attendance, or learning disabilities, new teachers may be set up for 

failure (NCTAF, 2003; Atalford, 1998). 

Further, principals may be able to influence the commitment of teachers. 

Commitment in teachers is linked to principals who provide feedback, encourage 

teachers, and use participatory decision-making (Rosenholtz, 1989).  Therefore 

strengthening teacher commitment is a likely attribute to improve retention. 

Committed employees are less likely to leave the organization and display other 

withdrawal behaviors, such as absenteeism (Reichers, 1985). Commitment is 

also associated with greater job effort and involvement (Mowday, 1982; 

Rosenholtz, 1989). In summation, Singh & Billingsley (1996) found the strongest 

influence on job satisfaction for both special and general education teachers was 

principal support. 

Workplace Conditions 

A number of workplace conditions were linked to teacher burnout. This is 

significant as there is a relationship between job satisfaction, student learning, 

and teacher alienation (Cox, 1980; Rosenholtz, 1984).  Workplace conditions 

were shown to be a predictor of burnout for both rural and urban teachers. Pupil 

misbehavior was also a predictor of burnout for urban teachers while time 

pressures due to multiple p reparations and administrative assignments were a 

predictor for rural teachers (Abel, 1999).  Time pressures include too much 

paperwork, multiple preparation, lack of time to spend with individual pupils, and 
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demands on after-school time. It is also clear that teacher retention was found to 

be positively linked to larger teacher/student ratio (i.e. more teachers per 

students), more involvement in decision-making, and more support from 

administration (Shen, 1998). Lack of support, power, and collegiality as well as 

isolation from peers collectively make up the condition termed teacher alienation 

(Seeman, 1995, 1983; Thomson, 1995). The nature of the teaching profession 

involves a certain amount of alienation. However, the school environment can 

influence alienation.  

The NCTAF states that teacher retention is necessary for effective schools 

to exist. They offer several guidelines for retaining good teachers. Based on the 

fact that their report cites workplace conditions as the number one reason 

teachers leave their jobs, the suggestions made by the NCTAF report deal 

largely with areas related to job satisfaction. The report states that the days of 

teaching in isolation are over and that collegiality and shared decision-making 

must be a part of effective schools. The following are suggestions made by the 

Commission as to how to create a teaching environment that promotes teacher 

retention. Recommendations by NCTAF (2003) include: (1) sound induction, 

mentoring, and peer-review processes; (2) professional development that 

supports sustained growth; (3) effective use of time and technology; and (4) 

better pay and a better pay system. 
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The following table (Table 2) indicates the different factors related to 

workplace conditions in recent literature. The impact of these conditions is also 

indicated. The impact of specific workplace conditions on teacher retention varied 

based on the literature. However, the literature consistently identified higher 

salaries as having a positive impact on teacher retention. The support o f 

administration and involvement in decision making was also identified as 

positively impacting teacher retention.  

 

Table 2.  Workplace Conditions 

Source Factors Impact 

Billingsly (1993); 

Brownell & Smith 

(1993); Darling-

Hammond & Selan 

(1996) 

No relationship of class 

size, school size, 

community type, or region 

to teacher retention.  

However, higher salaries do 

correspond with less 

attrition and lower salaries 

with higher rates of attrition. 

Research has not shown a 

consistent association 

between teacher turnover 

and workplace conditions 

with the exception of salary. 
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Table 2 (continued).  Workplace Conditions 

Theobold (1990) Larger teacher/student 

ratios. 

Teacher retention is 

positively impacted by 

certain workplace 

conditions. 

Bacharach (1990); 

Darling-Hammond & 

Sclan (1996) 

More involvement in 

decision-making. 

Teacher retention is 

positively impacted by 

certain workplace 

conditions. 

Brissie, Hoover-

Dempsey, & Bassler 

(1998); Frienmal, 

(1991, 1995) 

Prolonged stress as the 

result of time demands, lack 

of collegial support, class 

size, resources, isolation, 

fear of violence, role-related 

problems, lack of 

professional opportunities, 

lack of administrative 

support, and student 

behavior problems. 

Teacher burnout is 

negatively impacted by 

certain workplace 

conditions. 
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Table 2 (continued).  Workplace Conditions 

Abel (1999) Pupil misbehavior effects 

stress the same for both 

groups, but urban teachers 

had a more negative view of 

their work environment. 

Teacher stress is greater in 

urban versus rural schools. 

 

Collegiality 

 Billingsley (1993) reported that researchers found collegial support and 

interaction appear to influence satisfaction and retention among teachers. As 

teachers in lower achieving schools were more dissatisfied with teacher/teacher 

relationships and school curriculum than teachers in higher achieving schools, it 

follows that getting and keeping good teachers is a difficult challenge for urban 

schools. Research suggests alienation is widespread among teachers (Tye & 

O’Brien, 2002). 

Teacher Preparation 

 Research has also linked teacher preparation to retention.  This is 

significant as the No Child Left Behind legislation has been interpreted to change 

guidelines that states must deal with based on teacher preparation.  Specifically, 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) interprets the new 

legislation as requiring states to define a highly qualified teacher and ensure that 
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no group of students (e.g. low-income and minority) are disproportionately taught 

by teachers who are not highly qualified.  Further, states must ensure these 

same students are not taught by a disproportionate number of inexperienced, or 

out-of-field teachers.  The deadline for states to meet the new standards is the 

2005-2006 school year. 

 While states may feel pressure to fill classrooms with qualified teachers, 

there is a positive correlation between teacher preparation, retention, and quality 

teachers (NCTAF, 2003). The Commission states that the high attrition rates lead 

to the erosion of teaching quality and in turn student achievement.  As urban 

schools have the highest turnover and in turn the largest number of first-year 

teachers, they are in danger of having not meeting the standards set forth in the 

No Child Left Behind legislation.  In order to ensure there are qualified teachers 

available to fill positions, there must be quality teacher preparation programs 

(NCTAF, 2003).  Further, evidence suggests that teacher preparation more than 

improves teacher quality; it improves teacher retention. In general, the human 

capital theory says that a person’s decision to leave a career is directly related to 

how much they have invested in the career. This means the more initial training a 

person must obtain the less likely they are to leave (Tye & O’Brien, 2002). 

 The debate about the importance of traditional teacher preparation 

programs is ongoing.  The United States Secretary of Education, Rod Paige, has 

argued against traditional, university-based teacher preparation.  Paige (2002) 
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argued that university-based programs (1) do not produce effective teachers, and 

(2) do not relate to student achievement.  However, in a study by the Fordham 

Foundation, students with certified teachers had better academic achievement 

than students with uncertified teachers (Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000). Darling-

Hammond (2000) also reported that certification status had a greater impact on 

student achievement than did teacher-student ratio and class size.  In addition, 

certified teachers are the greatest predictor of student achievement in any state 

(Darling-Hammond, 2000). The National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future (1996) recently undertook a research project to document the 

effectiveness of preparing teachers to increase the academic achievement of 

diverse learners. The study documented the extent to which teacher candidates 

prepared in professional development schools were responsive to individual 

student intelligences, talents, cultural background, needs, and interests. 

Figure 3 shows the attrition rates for first-year teachers with various kinds 

of teacher preparation.  In every category the attrition rate is significantly higher 

for teachers who did not receive training. Those teachers who participated in 

some form of practice teaching in their training had one of the lowest rates of 

teacher attrition. This is very significant as teacher shortages are leading to more 

teacher certification programs that do not offer a practice teaching component. 
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Figure 3: Attrition rates for Leavers with or without Training in Areas Related to 
Teacher Preparation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Richard M. Ingersoll, adapted for NCTAF from “Teacher 
Turnover and Teacher Shortages:  An Organizational Analysis,” 
American Educational Research Journal, 38 (fall 2001), pp. 499-534. 
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 The results of three case studies of teacher preparation programs 

recognized as excellent are summarized. Bank Street College of Education is a 

progressive school for children age three to thirteen. The following five program 

themes are interwoven into the Banks Street program: student centeredness, 

community emphasis, social, and moral commitment, constructivism, and 

continuity (Appendix C).  The Developmental Teacher Education Program at 

Berkeley is a two-year post baccalaureate program that includes a year of course 

work and observation followed by a year of intensive clinical experience and 

ongoing course work. The course work associated with the Developmental 

Teacher Education Program is shown in Appendix D. The data collection 

techniques used are summarized in Appendix E.  

The Collaborative Teacher Education Program was developed jointly by 

The University of Southern Main and school educators in southern Maine. It is 

known as the Extended Teacher Education Program or ETEP and integrates 15 

hours of coursework with an internship in an effort to juxtapose theory with 

teaching practice. Efforts are made to select outstanding site coordinators and 

cooperating mentor teachers and to match site preference of candidates with 

their certification field. Following the internship, which leads to teacher 

certification, the candidate may apply the 15 hours of certification coursework to 

a Master of Teaching and Learning degree.  
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  CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The following are the research questions that were addressed in this 

study: (1) What percentage of teachers certified through the University of North 

Texas between 1996 and 2000 have remained in teaching? (2) Based on 

responses to a survey on teacher attrition, what are the most common reasons 

cited by those who have left or never entered the classroom? (3) What factors 

would influence respondents who have left teaching to return to the classroom? 

(4) What are the most commonly cited factors involved in respondents’ decision 

to remain in the classroom? (5) Based on background variables of those who 

have stayed in teaching and those who have left teaching, are any variables 

predictors of attrition of individuals? 

Research Design 

 A self-report survey instrument was used to address the research 

questions. The survey was designed to identify those teachers that remained in 

the classroom as well as those teachers that are no longer teaching or never 

entered the classroom. Teachers who left the field or never taught were asked to 

fill out a survey, which employed the use of a Likert Scale to identify reasons for 

leaving teaching as a profession. Leavers were also asked to list factors that 

would influence their decision to return to the classroom. Those teachers who 

remained in teaching were asked to list the reasons why they remained in the 
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teaching profession. Both categories, leavers and stayers, were asked 

demographic questions to be used to identify possible predictors of teacher 

retention or attrition. The qualitative responses were entered into Microsoft Word® 

and turned into a word list. The list was imported into SASS® to be analyzed for 

word frequencies.  

Participants 

 The participants were people who had been certified through the 

University of North Texas between 1996 and 2000. This included every teacher 

who received certification at the k-8, 6-12, or k-12 levels through the University of 

North Texas. A total of 2,388 surveys were sent. Surveys were numbered for 

identification purposes. Participants’ confidentiality was preserved by keeping the 

original list with corresponding numbers locked in a cabinet. Consent to 

participate was given by returning the survey. 

Instrumentation 

 The self-report survey instrument consisted of information related to 

demographics (e.g., certification and years of teaching experience), fourteen 

Likert Scale questions on a six-point continuum, and open-ended questions 

related to the decision to reenter or remain in teaching (Appendix G). Only 

leavers were instructed to complete the six-point Likert Scale. Initially, the 

questions were developed from a review of related literature citing factors 

commonly associated with teacher attrition. A panel of three education experts 
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made up of university professors established content validity for the statements. 

Statements were revised or discarded based on the recommendations of the 

panel. 

Data Collection Procedures 

 A total of 2,388 surveys were mailed with a letter of explanation (Appendix 

F) and a postage paid return envelope. A follow-up mailing was sent after sixty 

days to anyone who had not returned the survey in the initial mailing. A total of 

1,031 surveys were returned. The information was entered into an Access® 

database that could be imported into other databases for evaluation.  

Data Analysis Procedures 

 The data collected were analyzed using the following procedures:  

1. A Likert Scale of 1 to 6 with 6 being “extremely important” and 1 being 

“not at all important” was used to answer fourteen questions relative to 

the importance in a respondents decision to not remain in teaching. 

Descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the fourteen questions 

on the Likert Scale.   

2. The qualitative responses of both the leavers and stayers were 

imported from Access® into Microsoft Word® in order to prepare data for 

analysis using SPSS®.  Each word of the open-ended responses was 

listed one word per line. Words that gave no information about a 

decision to stay or leave the teaching profession (e.g., and, I, the, so) 
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were eliminated. The remaining words were imported into SPSS® and 

used to create frequency word counts for leavers and stayers. A panel 

of three experts used the frequency word count to determine categories 

related to reasons for staying or leaving the teaching profession (e.g. 

salary, administrative support, love of students). A list of categories 

from each expert on the panel was compiled and redistributed to the 

panel. As a result, some categories were combined while others were 

eliminated. Categories represent agreement between at least two of the 

three experts on the panel. The categories for leavers were also used to 

validate the responses on the Likert Scale.  

3. A logistic regression analysis was used because the outcome variable 

for this study was dichotomous (e.g., leavers and stayers). The 

assumptions of the logisitic regression model are: 

• the dependent variable is dichotomous 

• the data are not normally distributed  

• (homoscedasity is not assumed (i.e., the dependent and 

independent variables are not equal) and  

• the data are ordinal or nominal and not continuous. 

The dependent variable in this study is whether or not the teacher 

remained in the teaching profession. This study examined a total of 

seventeen independent variables. The categories for the seventeen 
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variables were: years experience, gender, marital status, age, children, 

ethnicity, income, and highest degree obtained. Each category was 

broken into levels of the variable. For example, the category of gender 

consisted of two levels of the variable (e.g., male or female). According 

to the logistic regression model, a contrast group was selected for each 

of the categories. The contrast group was identified as the most 

frequently given response. For example most respondents identified 

their ethnic background as white (non-Hispanic). The analysis 

compared each of the remaining ethnic groups to the contrast group of 

white (non-Hispanic) respondents. Since a ratio of at least fifty 

respondents to each independent variable is suggested (Grimm and 

Yarnold, 1995) the analysis of seventeen variables falls within standard 

statistical parameters based on a response rate of 1,031.  

Limitations 

 As the purpose of the study was to identify reasons for teacher attrition 

and possible predictors of attrition, there were limitations to the study.  The 

limitations of the study are elaborated as follows: 

1. The responses were limited to those who could be located and who 

returned the survey.  Non-respondents or respondents who did not 

completely fill out the survey are a limitation of any data collection 

relying on voluntary responses. 



 32

2. As the focus of the study was attrition, respondents were not asked 

about their intention to remain in teaching.  A follow-up survey to 

identify the number of stayers who have remained in teaching would 

be advised. 

3. As this was a self-reporting survey, the validity of the responses is 

based on the assumption that respondents were honest. This is always 

a limitation of a survey relying on self-reporting. 



 33

CHAPTER IV 
 
 

RESULTS 
 

 In an effort to understand why teachers leave at reportedly alarming rates, 

this research study explored the attrition rates of teachers certified through the 

University of North Texas as well as the reasons why they left the profession. In 

order to provide validity to the responses leavers were asked to respond to 

qualitative and quantitative questions regarding their decision to not remain in the 

classroom. Stayers were also asked to respond to a qualitative question 

regarding their decision to remain in the classroom. This provided information on 

teacher retention as well as a contrast to the responses of leavers. Finally, 

demographic variables were explored as possible predictors of an individuals 

attrition.  

 Research Question 1:  What percentage of teachers certified through the 

University of North Texas between 1996 and 2000 have remained in teaching? A 

total of 816 of the 1,031 respondents continued to teach while 215 had left the 

teaching profession. Therefore, of the teachers certified through the University of 

North Texas between 1996 and 2000, 79.1% were stayers and 20.9% were 

leavers. 

 Research Question 2:  Based on responses to a survey on teacher 

attrition, what are the most common reasons cited by those who have left or 

never entered the classroom? Of the 1,031 respondents, 215 leavers answered 
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questions on a six-point Likert Scale. The respondents were asked to indicate the 

importance of 14 variables in their decision not to remain in teaching. The 

fourteen variables were:  

• Income 

• Discipline problems with students 

• Problems with parents 

• Problems with in-school administrators 

• Problems with district administrators 

• Left to raise a family; lack of resources in school 

• Fear of violence 

• Out of field teaching assignment 

• To teach at community college/university 

• Student teaching experience 

• Collegiality with peers 

• Lack of mentoring 

• To enter school administration.  

Table 3 shows the mean and standard deviation for each response.  
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Table 3. Mean and Standard Deviation for Likert Scale Questions. 

Variable related to decision not to remain in teaching Mean S.D. 

Income 4.00 1.90 

Discipline problems with students 3.67 2.00 

Left to raise a family 3.33 2.34 

Problems with students’ parents 3.24 1.90 

Problems with in-school administrators 2.85 1.82 

Lack of mentoring 2.40 1.79 

Problems with district administrators 2.37 1.64 

Lack of resources in school 2.36 1.63 

Fear of violence 2.32 1.67 

Collegiality with peers 1.97 1.57 

Student teaching experience 1.84 1.57 

Out of field teaching assignment 1.49 1.14 

To teach at community college/university 1.40 1.16 

To enter school administration 1.29 1.05 

 

 On a six-point Likert Scale, a response of one indicated the variable was 

not at all important while a response of six indicated the variable was very 

important in the respondents’ decision to leave the classroom. The responses for 
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each variable were averaged separately in order to find a mean response for that 

variable. Therefore, a mean value of four indicates that the average response 

rate for that variable was four with six being the highest possible mean in terms 

of importance.  

 Income was the reason cited most often as being very important to the 

respondents’ decision not to remain in teaching. However, it was not the only 

reason that was cited often by leavers as being important to their decision to 

leave the classroom. The variables with a mean response rate of more than 2.5 

were discipline problems with students, leaving to raise a family, problems with 

students’ parents, and problems with in-school administrators. Out of field 

teaching assignments, teaching at a community college/university, and entering  

school administration had low mean response values. A closer look at the actual 

responses to the Likert Scale questions is warranted. The actual frequency and 

percent of respondents who answered the six-point Likert Scale on each variable 

is shown in Tables 4 through 17. The percent of respondents was rounded to the 

nearest tenth in Tables 4 through 17 causing a possible rounding error. 
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Table 4. Importance of Income in Decision to Leave the Teaching 

Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

42 

 

19.5 

 2 16 7.4 

 3 19 8.8 

 4 30 14.0 

 5 39 18.1 

Extremely 

Important 

6 69 32.1 

 

 With 1 being not at all important and 6 being extremely important, 69 

respondents or 32.1% of the leavers ranked income as being extremely 

important to their decision not to remain in teaching. A total of 64.2% (n=138) of 

the 215 leavers ranked income as 4, 5, or 6 in importance to their decision to 

leave the profession. While 19.5% (n=42) ranked income as not at all important 

to their decision, only 16.2% ranked it as 2 or 3 in importance. 
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Table 5.  Importance of Discipline Problems with Students in Decision to 

Leave the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

52 

 

24.2 

 2 24 11.2 

 3 26 12.1 

 4 20 9.3 

 5 27 12.6 

Extremely 

Important 

6 66 30.7 

 

 A total of 66 or 30.7% of leavers ranked discipline problems with students 

as being extremely important to their decision not to remain in teaching. In 

contrast, 52 or 24.2% of leavers ranked discipline problems not at all important to 

their decision to leave teaching. The respondents answered 2 or 5 almost equally 

with 24 and 27 responding respectively. A total of 46 of the 215 leavers or 21.4% 

answered 3 or 4 when asked to rank the importance of discipline problems with 

students to their decision to leave the classroom. 
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Table 6.  Importance of Leaving to Raise a Family in the Decision to Leave 

the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

100 

 

46.5 

 2 7 3.3 

 3 5 2.3 

 4 12 5.6 

 5 8 3.7 

Extremely 

Important 

6 83 38.6 

 

 Leaving to raise a family tended to be extremely important or not at all 

important.  Only 14.9% or 32 of the 215 respondents rated raising a family as 2, 

3, 4, or 5 in importance to their decision to leave the classroom. At the two 

extremes 38.6% and 46.5% rated it as extremely important or not at all important 

respectively. This meant 183 of the respondents rated leaving to raise a family as 

one of the extremes in terms of importance. 
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Table 7. Importance of Problems with Students’ Parents in Decision to 

Leave the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

59 

 

27.4 

 2 35 16.3 

 3 27 12.6 

 4 29 13.5 

 5 20 9.3 

Extremely 

Important 

6 45 20.9 

 

 More respondents rated problems with students’ parents not at all 

important in their decision to leave the classroom than those that rated it 

extremely important.  A total of 121 or 56.3% rated problems with parents as 1, 2, 

or 3 in level of importance. A total of 94 of the responses, or slightly less than 

half, rated problems with students’ parents as a 4, 5, or 6. While the distribution 

of responses was somewhat evenly spread, there were still more responses at 
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the extremes in terms of its importance in the respondents’ decision to leave the 

profession. 

Table 8. Importance of Problems with In-school Administrators in Decision 

to Leave the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

80 

 

37.2 

 2 30 14.0 

 3 23 10.7 

 4 33 15.3 

 5 22 10.2 

Extremely 

Important 

6 27 12.6 

 

 A majority of the leavers, 80 or 37.2%, rated problems with in-school 

administrators as not at all important in their decision to leave the classroom. The 

remaining respondents were fairly evenly spread among 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 in terms 

of importance of problems with in-school administrators. The range of 

respondents selected 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 was 11 with 33 choosing a rating of 4, and 

22 choosing a rating of 5.  
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Table 9. Importance of Lack of Mentoring in Decision to Leave the Teaching 

Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

114 

 

53.0 

 2 21 9.8 

 3 21 9.8 

 4 19 8.8 

 5 19 8.8 

Extremely 

Important 

6 21 9.8 

 

 Over half of the respondents indicated lack of mentoring was not at all 

important in their decision to leave the classroom. The remaining respondents 

selected 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 with almost the same frequency. A total of 27.4% of the 

respondents selected 4, 5, or 6 with 6 indicating extremely important in terms of 

the respondents’ decision to leave the profession.  
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Table 10. Importance of Problems with District Administrators in Decision 

to Leave the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

102 

 

47.4 

 2 31 14.4 

 3 27 12.6 

 4 27 12.6 

 5 11 5.1 

Extremely 

Important 

6 17 7.9 

 

 The importance of problems with district administrators in leavers’ decision 

was rated 1, 2, or 3 by almost three-quarters, 74.4% of the respondents. Only 17 

respondents, 7.9%, rated problems with district administrators as extremely 
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important in their decision to leave the classroom. A total of 102 or 47.4% chose 

1, not at all important.  

 

 

 

 

Table 11. Importance of Lack of Resources in School in Decision to Leave 

the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale Value Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

105 

 

48.8 

 2 27 12.6 

 3 29 13.5 

 4 20 9.3 

 5 23 10.7 

Extremely 

Important 

6 11 5.1 

 

 Almost half of the respondents, 105 or 48.8%, rated lack of resources as 

not at all important in their decision to leave the classroom. Just 11 or 5.1% rated 
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lack of resources as very important. The remaining respondents selected 2, 3, 4, 

or 5 with close to the same frequency with the fewest number of those 

respondents, 20, choosing 4 and the largest number of those respondents, 27, 

choosing 2. 

 

 

 

Table 12. Importance of Fear of Violence in Decision to Leave the Teaching 

Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

112 

 

52.1 

 2 24 11.2 

 3 23 10.7 

 4 26 12.1 

 5 14 6.5 

Extremely 

Important 

6 16 7.4 
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 Fear of violence was rated as extremely important by 16 of the 

respondents. Slightly more than half of the respondents, 112 or 52.1%, rated fear 

of violence as not important in their decision to leave the profession. A total of 

159, 74%, of the respondents selected 1, 2, or 3 while 26, 12.1%, rated it 4 and 

14, 6.5%, rated it 5.  

 

 

 

 

Table 13. Importance of Collegiality with Peers in Decision to Leave the 

Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

143 

 

66.5 

 2 12 5.6 

 3 19 8.8 

 4 19 8.8 

 5 9 4.2 

Extremely 

Important 

6 13 6.0 
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 Only 33.4% rated collegiality with peers higher than 1 in their decision to 

quit teaching. A total of 66.5% of respondents rated collegiality with peers as not 

at all important in their decision. Only 10.2% of the respondents selected 5 or 6 

when asked the importance of collegiality with peers in their decision to leave the 

profession. 

 

 

 

 

Table 14. Importance of Student Teaching Experience in Decision to Leave 

the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

156 

 

72.6 

 2 12 5.6 

 3 12 5.6 

 4 11 5.1 

 5 9 4.2 

Extremely 6 15 7.0 
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Important 

 

 Over two-thirds of the leavers rated their student teaching experience as 

not at all important in their decision to leave the profession. The remaining 

respondents selected 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 with frequencies ranging from 4.2%, who 

selected 5, to 7.0%, who selected 6. The respondents selected 2, 3, and 4 with 

almost the same frequency.  

 

 

 

 

Table 15. Importance of Out of Field Teaching Assignment in Decision to 

Leave the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

170 

 

79.1 

 2 16 7.4 

 3 12 5.6 

 4 6 2.8 

 5 7 3.3 
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Extremely 

Important 

6 4 1.9 

 

 A total of 170 or 79.1% of respondents rated an out-of-field teaching 

assignment as not at all important in their decision to leave the classroom. At the 

other extreme, 4 respondents, or 1.9%, rated it as extremely important in their 

decision to quit teaching. A total of 17 respondents, 8.0%, selected 4, 5, or 6 

when rating the importance of an out-of-field teaching assignment in their 

decision to leave the profession.  

 

 

 

Table 16. Importance of Teaching at a Community College/University in 

Decision to Leave the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

186 

 

86.5 

 2 7 3.3 

 3 6 2.8 

 4 4 1.9 
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 5 5 2.3 

Extremely 

Important 

6 7 3.3 

 

 Only 3.3% of respondents, 7, rated teaching at a community college 

and/or university as extremely important in their decision to leave. Of the leavers 

86.5% or 186 rated it as not at all important in their decision. 2, 3, 4, and 5 were 

selected with 3.3%, 2.8%, 1.9%, and 2.3% frequencies respectively.  

Table 17. Importance of Entering School Administration in Decision to 

Leave the Teaching Profession. 

Level of 

Importance 

Likert Scale 

Value 

Frequency of 

Response 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Not at all 

Important 

 

1 

 

195 

 

90.7 

 2 6 2.8 

 3 2 .9 

 4 2 .9 

 5 3 1.4 

Extremely 

Important 

6 7 3.3 
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 Over 90% of respondents rated entering school administration as not at all 

important in their decision to leave the classroom. Less than 1% of respondents 

rated it as 3 or 4. Only 7 respondents, 3.3%, rated entering school administration 

as extremely important in their decision to leave the profession. 

 Research Question 3:  What factors would influence respondents who 

have left teaching to return to the classroom? Leavers were asked to respond to 

an open-ended question regarding the factors that would influence their decision 

to reenter the classroom. This was done to identify any factors that were not a 

part of the Likert Scale as well as to provide validity of the Likert Scale. After 

calculating the frequencies of the responses and classifying the responses, the 

following figure (Figure 4) displays the nine most commonly referenced factors 

that would influence the leavers to return to the classroom. 

 Figure 4 shows the actual number of references made by leavers to each 

factor. Income was referenced the most times by leavers and safety was 

referenced the fewest times. In Figure 5, the percentage of references to each 

category is shown.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 52

Figure 4. Factors referenced with the most frequency as influencing leavers to 
return to the classroom. 
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Figure 5. Factors referenced with the most frequency as influencing leavers to 
return to the classroom. 
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 A total of 356 responses from the frequency word count created using 

SPSS were counted to determine the categories shown in Figures 4 and 5. 

Responses that were ambiguous were eliminated from the frequency count (e.g. 

the, are, a). A panel of three experts then codified the responses. Responses 

were grouped according to related ideas. Inclusion in a group required 

agreement by at least two of the experts. The following factors emerged:  

income, administration, workplace conditions, student behavior, resources, 

parental support, collegiality, job demands, and safety. Income was the most 

commonly referenced factor that would influence leavers to return to the 
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classroom. Included with income were references to benefits, raises, pay, and 

money. References to the  administration, the second most commonly referenced 

factor, included the following:  principal, boss, admin, and administration. Student 

behavior included responses like behavior and discipline. Collegiality was often 

referenced to as teams, or teamwork. The category called job demands 

consisted of references to paperwork, after-hours, and extra-curricular. The least 

referenced category was safety.  

 Research Question 4:  What are the most commonly cited factors involved 

in respondents decision to remain in the classroom?  Stayers were asked to list 

up to five reasons why they have remained in teaching. The responses were 

categorized in the same manner as the responses of the leavers. Figure 6 

includes the seven most commonly referenced factors. 

 Figure 6 shows the actual number of references made by stayers to each 

factor. The most commonly referenced factor was dedication to the profession 

while workplace conditions were the least commonly referenced factor. In Figure 

7, the percentages of responses in each category are indicated. 
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Figure 6. Factors referenced with the most frequency as influencing stayers to 
remain in the classroom. 
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Figure 7. Factors referenced with the most frequency as influencing stayers to 

remain in the classroom. 
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 Stayers’ most common references indicated a dedication to the profession 

(commitment, worthwhile, satisfying, pride, impact, passion, and uplifting). The 

second most commonly referenced factor was the hours (time off, vacations, and 

holidays were among the factors included in time off). The students were the 

third most commonly cited reason for stayers to remain in the classroom. 

Teachers who have remained in teaching also cited the subject or grade level 
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they teach, collegiality, administration, and workplace conditions as reasons they 

have continued to teach.  

 Research Question 5:  Based on background variables of those who have 

stayed in teaching and those who have left teaching, are any variables predictors 

of attrition of individuals? As explained in the methodology, logistic regression 

was the most appropriate method for evaluating the background variables for 

predictors of attrition. The data had been imported into SPSS® and evaluated to 

ensure that every demographic question was answered. Of the 1,031 

respondents, 54 had not completely answered the demographic questions. 

These respondents were classified as missing cases and not used in the logistic 

regression. The remaining 977 were included in the analysis.  

 In order to perform a logistic regression, the data had to be coded in a way 

that SPSS could recognize it. The first step was to identify the contrast group 

for each variable, which was the most frequently answered response. For 

example, most respondents identified themselves as female making female the 

contrast group for gender. The next step was to make sure that each group of 

respondents within a variable had enough responses (at least thirty) to provide 

meaningful information. Frequencies for each variable were calculated, the 

contrast group identified, and groups were combined if necessary. For example, 

the possible responses for highest degree obtained were bachelors, masters, or 

doctorate degree. However, less than thirty respondents answered doctorate 
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degree. Therefore, it was determined that respondents with a masters degree 

and respondents with a doctorate degree would be combined into one group 

called graduate degree. The following table (Table 18) lists the demographic 

factors that were used in the analysis and the frequency of responses for each 

variable. 

 

Table 18. Highest Degree Obtained as a Possible Predictor of Teacher 

Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of Response 

Bachelors Degree (contrast group) 848 

Graduate Degree 129 

 

 

 The highest degree obtained was analyzed as a possible predictor of 

teacher attrition. Most respondents answered a bachelors degree was the 

highest degree they had obtained. Therefore, bachelors degree was the contrast 

group and graduate degree was the remaining variable in this category. Table 19 

shows the frequency of responses for the demographic factor, number of years 

of experience in the classroom. 
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Table 19. Number of Years Experience in the Classroom as a Possible 

Predictor of Teacher Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of 

Response 

No Experience in the Classroom 44 

1 to 5 Years Experience in the Classroom (contrast group) 798 

6 to 10 Years Experience in the Classroom 74 

More than 10 Years Experience in the Classroom 61 

  

 The number of years of experience was evaluated as a possible predictor 

of teacher attrition. The contrast group for this variable was determined to be one 

to five years of experience in the classroom as it was the most frequently 

answered response. The remaining respondents had no experience, six to ten 

years experience, or more than ten years experience in the classroom. Table 20 

shows the frequency of responses for the demographic factor, gender. 

 Table 20. Gender as a Possible Predictor of Teacher Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of 

Response 

Female (contrast group) 798 

Male 179 
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 Gender was analyzed as a possible predictor of teacher attrition. A total of 

798 respondents answered female and 179 answered male. Therefore, female 

was identified as the contrast group. Table 21 shows the frequency of responses 

for the demographic factor, marital status. 

 

Table 21. Marital Status as a Possible Predictor of Teacher Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of 

Response 

Married (contrast group) 661 

Single 316 

 

 Respondents’ marital status was analyzed as a possible predictor of 

teacher attrition. The contrast group was identified to be those respondents who 

indicated they were married. There were 661 respondents in the contrast group 

and 316 respondents who answered single.  In table 22, the frequency of 

responses for the demographic factor age is shown. 
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Table 22. Age as a Possible Predictor of Teacher Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of 

Response 

21 to 30 Years Old (contrast group) 627 

31 to 40 Years Old 184 

41 to 50 Years Old 114 

Older than 50 52 

 

 The age of the respondents was analyzed as a possible predictor of 

teacher attrition. Respondents were asked to place their age within a range. The 

most frequently responded age range was twenty-one to thirty years old making 

it the contrast group. The remaining respondents were in the ranges, thirty-one to 

forty, forty-one to fifty, or over fifty years old. Table 23 shows the frequency of 

responses for the demographic factor, having children. 

 

Table 23. Having Children as a Possible Predictor of Teacher Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of 

Response 

Children 437 

No Children (contrast group) 540 
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 Whether the respondent had children was a demographic variable 

analyzed as a possible predictor of teacher attrition. The contrast group for this 

demographic variable was not having children, which was answered with a 

frequency of 540. Having children was answered with a frequency of 437. Table 

24 shows the frequency of responses for the demographic factor ethnicity. 

 

Table 24. Ethnicity as a Possible Predictor of Teacher Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of 

Response 

African American 31 

Hispanic 46 

White (non-Hispanic) (contrast group) 838 

Other 31 

 

 There were a number of responses to ethnicity. In order to analyze it as a 

possible predictor of teacher attrition, respondents had to be grouped. The 

categories for ethnicity were determined to be African American, Hispanic, White 

(non-Hispanic), and Other. White (non-Hispanic) was the most frequent response 

and therefore was the contrast group. In Table 25,the frequency of responses for 

the demographic factor income are shown. 
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Table 25. Income as a Possible Predictor of Teacher Attrition. 

Demographic Variable Frequency of 

Response 

Income of $24,999 or Less annual household income 35 

Income of $25,000 to $49,999 annual household income 

(contrast group)  

446 

Income of $50,000 to $74,999 annual household income 231 

Income of $75,000 to $99,999 annual household income 181 

Income of $100,000 or More annual household income 119 

 

 Income was the final demographic variable that was analyzed as a 

possible predictor of teacher attrition. Income was divided into ranges of $25,000 

until the annual household income range was $100,000 or more. The most 

frequently responded income range, the contrast group, was $25,000 to $49,999 

annual household income (Table 25).  

 Once the contrast groups were determined the demographic variables had 

to be coded in a way that would allow SPSS® to perform the logistic regression. 

As SPSS® only recognizes numeric variables, the responses as well as the 

respondents had to be given a value of 0 or 1. Leavers were given the value of 0 

and stayers were given the value of 1 as the study was looking for predictors of 

attrition. A ll the demographic variables had to be coded in the same fashion. In 
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each case the contrast group was given the value of 0. The demographic 

variable that was compared to the contrast group, as well as the other 

demographic variables in the same category, was given the value of 1. This 

process was repeated for every demographic variable in that category that was 

being compared to the contrast group. Table 26 shows how the variable, age, 

was coded in order for SPSS® to perform the logistic regression. 

 

Table 26. Internal Coding for the Demographic Variable Age. 

Original Variable Internal 

Value 

Internal 

Value 

Internal 

Value 

21 to 30 Years Old (contrast 

group) 

0 0 0 

31 to 40 Years Old 1 0 0 

41 to 50 Years Old 0 1 0 

Older than 50 0 0 1 

 

 Once the data were coded properly, the logistic regression was 

performed. SPSS identified predictors of attrition as well as p redictors of 

retention. Table 27 indicates the predictions made by SPSS® based on the 

demographic variables. 
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Table 27. Predictions of Status Based on Logistic Regression 

Actual Status of 

Respondent 

Number of 

Respondents 

Predicted to be 

Leavers 

Number of 

Respondents 

Predicted to be 

Stayers 

Percentage of 

Correct 

Predictions 

Leaver 47 159 22.8% 

Stayer 10 761 98.7% 

 

 Out of a total of 206 leavers, 47 were predicted to be leavers and 159 

were predicted to be stayers. The percentage of predictions of leavers that was 

made correctly was 22.8. Of the 206 leavers, 47 were predicted to be leavers 

and 159 were predicted to be stayers. The total number of stayers was 771. The 

percentage of predictions of stayers that was made correctly was 98.7. 

Specifically, 761 of the stayers were predicted correctly while 10 were predicted 

to be leavers. The following table (Table 28) shows the demographic variables 

and their significance, p-value, as a predictor of attrition or retention.  
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Table 28. Demographic Variables as Predictors of Individuals Attrition or 

Retention. 

Demographic Variable B Wald p-value Exp(B) 

No Experience in the Classroom 4.241 47.051 .000* 69.463 

Having Children -.971 19.543 .000* .379 

Income of $24,999 or Less annual 

household income 

2.001 24.726 .000* 7.394 

Graduate Degree .696 6.659 .010* 2.005 

More than 10 Years Experience in the 

Classroom 

-1.287 5.574 .018* .276 

41 to 50 Years Old -.720 4.767 .029* .487 

Older than 50 -1.068 3.733 .053 .344 

Other .871 3.672 .055 2.390 

Income of $100,000 or More annual 

household income 

.611 3.368 .066 1.843 

6 to 10 Years Experience in the Classroom -.524 2.093 .148 .592 

Not Being Married -.305 1.096 .295 .737 

Income of $75,000 to $99,999 annual 

household income 

.202 .446 .504 1.224 

African American 

 

-.309 .294 .587 .734 
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Table 28 (continued). Demographic Variables as Predictors of Individuals 

Attrition or Retention. 

31 to 40 Years Old -.085 .125 .723 .919 

Income of $50,000 to $74,999 annual 

household income 

.099 .125 .724 1.104 

Gender -.015 .004 .952 .985 

Hispanic -.015 .001 .972 .985 

  

 Six of the demographic variables had a p-value of .05* or less indicating 

they are possible predictors of attrition or retention. A positive B value indicates 

that the variable was a predictor of attrition while a negative B value indicates 

that the variable was a predictor of retention. The three demographic variables 

that were predictors of attrition are 1) no experience in the classroom, 2) an 

income of less than $25,000, and 3) a graduate degree. The three demographic 

variables that were predictors of retention are 1) more than ten years experience 

in the classroom, 2) being forty-one to fifty years old, and 3) having children. 
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CHAPTER V 
 

CONCLUSIONS 

 The findings reported in this study are based on a self-report survey sent 

to all teachers who received their certification through the University of North 

Texas teacher education program between 1996 and 2000. A total of 2,388 

surveys were sent and 1,031 were returned which is a response rate of 

approximately 43%. The survey was designed to identify the reasons teachers 

cite for leaving or remaining in the classroom. Data sources provided both 

qualitative and quantitative data. Further, all respondents were asked a series of 

demographic questions which were used to identify possible predictors of teacher 

attrition. The findings raise important consideration with regard to the role of 

income and leadership in teacher retention. The study suggests that income is 

the single most important variable in teacher attrition. Furthermore, school 

leadership plays an important role in teacher attrition. The findings further 

suggest respondents who have remained in the teaching profession do so for 

largely emotional reasons, although they indicated practical reasons as well. The 

study also suggests there are some demographic factors that may be predictors 

of attrition. This section presents conclusions and discussion for the results of the 

study.  
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Conclusion for Research Question 1 

 The following is the first of five research questions addressed by this 

study: What percentage of teachers certified through the University of North 

Texas between 1996 and 2000 have remained in teaching? The respondents 

were classified as leavers or stayers based on their responses to the survey. Of 

the 1,031 respondents 79.1%, 816, were stayers and 20.9%, 215 of inservice 

graduates, were leavers. 

Discussion for Research Question 1 

 Based on the responses to the self-report survey, the University of North 

Texas has an attrition rate of 20.9%. There a number of factors that could 

account for the small attrition rate found in this study. According to research, 

teacher preparation has an impact on teacher retention. As the University of 

North Texas largely offers traditional teacher preparation, it follows that teachers 

certified through the university are more likely to have higher retention rates than 

the national average. However, it must be noted that the majority of the teachers 

that responded to this survey had one to five years experience in the classroom. 

Therefore, a follow-up survey to determine the number of teachers certified 

through the University of North Texas between 1996 and 2000 that remain in the 

classroom more than five years would be recommended. 
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Conclusion for Research Question 2  

 The second of five research questions addressed by this study is the 

following: Based on responses to a survey on teacher attrition, what are the most 

common reasons cited by those who have left or never entered the classroom? 

The results of the Likert Scale (Table 3) were similar to the research on teacher 

attrition that was reported in the literature review. The teachers in this survey 

cited income as the most influential factor in their decision to leave the 

classroom. This was supported by the qualitative responses of leavers (Figures 4 

and 5). A total of 140 references were made to income when leavers were asked 

what factor would most influence them to return to the classroom. Therefore, 

teachers who leave due to income would consider returning for more money. A 

total of 32.1% mentioned this and rated income a 6, extremely important, in their 

decision to leave the profession. About 50% rated income a 5 or 6 in importance 

in their decision to quit teaching.

 The next most commonly cited reasons on the Likert Scale for teachers 

leaving the classroom were:  

• Discipline problems with students. Of the respondents, 43% rated this a 5 

or 6 and almost 1/3 rated it a 6 (Table 5). 

• Leaving to raise a family was rated a 6 by 38% of the respondents (Table 

6). 

• Problems with parents. A total of 30% rated it a 5 or 6 (Table 7). 
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• Problems with in-school administrators. About 1/5 or 22% of respondents 

rated it a 5 or 6 (Table 8). 

• Lack of mentoring. Only 18% rated this a 5 or 6 (Table 9).  

Discussion of Research Question 2  

 The results of this survey suggest that money is the single most influential 

factor in teacher attrition. Other than income and leaving to raise a family, the 

school leadership may have an impact on the factors listed above as influencing 

respondents’ decision to leave the classroom. Discipline problems with students 

are generally school wide. Therefore, leadership within the school may create an 

atmosphere that works toward preventing, stopping, and supporting a teacher 

who is experiencing discipline problems. If the problems are unique to one 

teacher, the administration and/or mentor can provide guidance for that teacher 

to learn to cope with student behavior particularly if the teacher is new to the 

profession. Similarly, the administration can set the tone for working with parents 

and provide support for teachers experiencing problems with parents.  

 It follows that principals should understand that every effort must be made 

to help first-year teachers succeed. Hope (1999) made a number of suggestions 

for principals to follow in order to improve teacher commitment by improving the 

success and satisfaction of first year teachers. While the suggestions follow from 

the research linking teacher commitment and job satisfaction to teacher attrition, 

Hope provides no research evidence that these actions have in fact been shown 
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to improve teacher retention. Principals should explain the district’s evaluation 

process as a means of improving teacher effectiveness, review the evaluation 

instrument, relate the manner in which evaluation procedures unfold in the 

school, and discuss the effects of the evaluation prior to the actual assessment. 

Until new teachers develop a level of comfort to initiate contact on their own, 

principals should seek out new teachers and initiate conversation about 

instructional matters.  

 Leavers were asked the importance of lack of resources in the school, fear 

of violence, collegiality with peers, or out-of-field teaching assignment in their 

decision to leave the classroom. Surprisingly, each of these factors was rated low 

in importance in their decision. While the teachers surveyed had completed 

traditional teacher training through a university-based program, it is possible they 

were able find positions that did not require them to teach in an out-of-field 

assignment. Further, their training may have prepared them to be creative in 

finding and using resources. However, with the media attention on violence in 

schools it would be expected to play a larger role in teacher attrition. However, 

new teachers may recognize the media attention as sensational journalism and 

realize schools are generally safe. Further, schools may be increasing security 

measures to make both students and teachers feel safe. 
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Conclusion for Research Question 3 

 The third research question addressed by this study is the following: What 

factors would influence respondents who have left teaching to return to the 

classroom? Income was referenced the most by leavers as influencing their 

decision to return to the classroom. A total of 140 references or 39% of all 

references made by the leavers were in regards to income (Figures 4 and 5). The 

importance of the administration was triangulated by the free responses of 

leavers when asked what factors would influence them to return to the 

classroom. After income, leavers made the most references, 80 (22%), to the 

administration (Figures 4 and 5). This was followed by references to workplace 

conditions (12%), resources (7%), and parental support (4%). The fewest 

references, 3 or 1%, were made to safety (Figure 4).  

Discussion for Research Question 3 

Although principals may have limited control over the budget, they can 

influence workplace conditions and the relationship between the school and 

parents. In general, the principal sets a tone within the school that may directly 

and indirectly affect teacher attrition rates as well as influence teachers who have 

left to return to the profession. It is interesting to note that 43% of respondents 

rated discipline problems with students as a 5 or 6 in importance on the Likert 

Scale, but it was only referenced 30 times or a total of 8% of the references on 

the free response (Figures 4 and 5). While student behavior may impact a 
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teacher’s decision to leave the classroom, the results of the free response imply 

that improved student behavior would not have a large impact on influencing 

teachers to return to the classroom. This may imply leavers do not feel 

encouraged about the prospect of improving student behavior. However, it is 

possible that leavers would consider returning for more money in spite of student 

behavior. A total of 38% of those who have left the classroom rated leaving to 

raise a family as a 6 or extremely important in their decision. However, 

references related to raising a family did not appear in the free responses. The 

free response question itself may be the reason for a lack of references to 

parenting. An individual’s decision to raise a family may influence their leaving a 

profession, but would not necessarily impact their decision to return. It is more 

likely their decision to return would be related to needing the income or another 

secondary factor. 

Conclusion for Research Question 4 

 The following was the fourth research question addressed by this study: 

What are the most commonly cited factors involved in respondents’ decision to 

remain in the classroom? In order to have a contrast between leavers and 

stayers it is interesting to look at the reasons teachers cite for staying in the 

profession. Figure 7 shows the references made by stayers to be the following: 

• dedication to the profession (29%), 

• time off (25%),  
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• the students (18%),  

• the curriculum/subject taught (11%),  

• collegiality (8%),  

• administration (5%), and  

• workplace conditions (4%). 

Discussion of Research Question 4 

The responses indicated stayers felt that they were making a difference. 

There was a sense of idealism in the responses of stayers not only in their 

dedication to the profession, but in the references to the students and 

curriculum/subject. However, on a much less idealistic note, the second most 

commonly cited reason for staying in the teaching profession was the time off. 

This does not necessarily minimize the devotion of teachers, but does point out a 

possible advantage of staying in the classroom. The schedule may allow 

teachers to balance raising a family while working. Further, teachers who 

observe the Christian holidays may enjoy the opportunity to be off during 

important religious observances. Finally, teachers may use the time off to pursue 

interests such as traveling or continuing their education. While administration and 

workplace conditions were ranked very high as influencing teachers to leave the 

classroom, they ranked low on the stayers’ reasons for remaining in the 

classroom. Therefore, the principals may have a large impact on teacher 

retention without receiving recognition when things are going well.   
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Conclusion for Research Question 5 

 The final research question addressed by this study was the following: 

Based on background variables of those who have stayed in teaching and those 

who have left teaching, are any variables predictors of attrition of individuals? In 

an effort to identify demographic factors that may be predictors of an individual’s 

attrition, a logistic regression was performed based on the responses to this 

survey. Three demographic factors resulted in predictors of attrition and three 

demographic factors resulted in predictors of retention. The following factors 

were predictors of attrition: 

• Graduate degree, B=.696, p-value=.010 

• No experience in the classroom, B=4.241, p-value=.000 

• Annual household income of $24,999 or less, B=2.001, p-value=.000 

(Table 23). 

The following factors were predictors of retention: 

• More than 10 years experience in the classroom, B=-1.287, p-value=.018 

• Age range of 41 to 50 years old, B=-.720, p-value=.029 

• Having children, B=-.971, p-value=.000 (Table 23). 

Discussion of Research Question 5 

 Not surprisingly, teachers who never taught after completing their 

certification were likely to leave the profession. While it is unfortunate to lose 
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potential educators, a teacher candidate who completes training and does not 

feel drawn to the teaching profession should pursue other interests. This may 

prevent costly turnover in a few years. Moreover, the students who would have 

been taught by an inexperienced teacher whose heart was not in teaching may 

have suffered academically. Those teachers whose combined family income was 

less than $24,999 were also predicted to be leavers. As salary was shown to be 

the single most influential factor in teacher attrition both in this study and the 

related research, it follows that teachers whose income is the lowest are the most 

likely to leave the profession. The final demographic variable that was found to 

be a predictor of teacher attrition was having a graduate degree. Based on this 

study it is unknown whether teachers with graduate degrees leave to pursue 

more lucrative jobs or move into other positions in the teaching profession. 

Therefore, salary may again be a factor in teacher retention as those 

professionals with the highest degrees may leave to find positions that 

compensate them proportionally for their education. Those individuals that move 

on to work as an administrator, counselor, diagnostician, librarian, or other 

position in the education field are part of natural attrition rates and can be seen 

as good for the profession. 

 Demographic predictors of teacher retention were more than ten years of 

teaching experience, having children, and being in the forty-one to fifty year age 

range. The related literature showed that older teachers with more experience 
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tended to stay in teaching until the age of retirement. As one gets older and has 

more experience, teaching may get easier and more enjoyable. Further, it may 

seem more daunting to consider a career change. It did seem surprising that 

teachers with children were less likely to leave. However, these teachers may 

need to support a family or have learned to balance family with work or they 

understand kids better.  

Summary  

 Based on the findings of this study, teachers certified through the 

University of North Texas between 1996 and 2000 have an attrition rate of 

20.9%.  In an effort to better understand the reasons those teachers left the 

profession, respondents to this study were asked to complete a six-point Likert 

Scale regarding their decision to leave the teaching profession. They were also 

asked to complete a free response question regarding factors that would 

influence them to return to the classroom. In both cases, income was the most 

commonly cited factor. The findings indicate teachers leave the profession due to 

lack of money and would most likely return for more money. Leavers also cited a 

number of factors related to school leadership as being important in their 

decision to leave as well as influencing their decision to return. Administration 

was cited directly by leavers on both the Likert Scale and the free response 

question. Further, discipline problems, problems with parents, lack of mentoring, 

and workplace conditions were all factors indirectly related to school leadership 
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that attributed to teacher attrition based on the responses to this study. Leavers 

also indicated that leaving to raise a family was important in their decision to 

leave the classroom. While this is a decision that may not be easily influenced, 

the majority of responses by leavers are factors that can be influenced. 

 In contrast, stayers were asked to complete a free response question 

regarding their decision to remain in the classroom. A number of the responses 

indicate a level of idealism in those who stay in teaching. The most commonly 

cited reason was dedication to the profession. Stayers also referenced the 

students and the curriculum or subject they teach as being a part of their decision 

to continue teaching. However, the second most commonly cited reason for 

stayers to remain in the classroom was time off. The schedule may be an 

advantage for those teachers who are parents, are continuing their education, or 

have certain religious beliefs.  

 Both leavers and stayers were asked to complete a number of 

demographic questions. Their responses were analyzed using a logistic 

regression for possible predictors of attrition or retention. In each case three 

possible predictors were identified. Never entering the classroom, having an 

annual household income of $24,999 or less, and having a graduate degree were 

all predictors of attrition. Teachers who never taught upon completing their 

certification may be a loss to the teaching force, but they do not contribute to 

state or national attrition rates. Predictors of retention were having more than ten 
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years experience in the classroom, having children, and being in the forty-one to 

fifty year age range.  

Implications 

 Based on the findings of this study, there are a number of implications for 

teacher attrition. The study indicates that increased salary would both improve 

teacher attrition and encourage leavers to return to the classroom. Income was 

not only the most common factor cited by leavers, it was a demographic factor 

that was identified as a predictor of attrition. Further, with the high cost of teacher 

turnover, it could be cost effective to raise teacher salaries and lower the cost of 

replacing teachers. 

 As the majority of the respondents to this study had less than five years of 

experience in the classroom, it would have been informative to ask stayers their 

intention to remain in the classroom the next year. Similarly, leavers should have 

been asked their intention to return to the classroom the next year. A follow-up 

study would be recommended to find out what percent of those teachers 

surveyed have remained in the classroom or returned to the classroom.  

 The findings of this study further suggest that school administration is a 

factor in teacher attrition both directly and indirectly. The study implies school 

administration can improve retention by supporting teachers in discipline matters 

as well as with problems with parents. Further, principals can decrease teacher 

attrition by providing new teachers with mentors and ensuring that the mentors 
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are clear on their role. The study further implies that principals can be influential 

in teachers’ decision to return to the classroom based on the type of workplace 

conditions and atmosphere they create. Based on these findings further research 

on the role of the principal in teacher attrition is recommended.  

 While there were some demographic factors that were found to be 

predictors of attrition and retention, their implications are limited. It is impossible 

to recognize a teacher candidate who will complete the certification process and 

not enter the classroom. However, those teachers who do not choose to enter 

the classroom after completing their certification may contribute to the arguments 

in favor of traditional teacher preparation programs. Those teachers appear in 

this study as leavers, but they do not appear in state or national turnover rates. In 

fact, their decision to not enter the classroom may save districts money on 

turnover and induction year activities. Therefore, the opportunity to complete 

training and make a well-informed decision regarding entering the classroom 

may be cost-effective as well. Further research regarding the role of traditional 

teacher preparation and teacher retention is warranted. A graduate level degree 

was also found to be a predictor of attrition. Individuals with graduate degrees 

may leave to pursue more lucrative careers or move on to different careers in the 

education profession. It would be recommended to explore the types of 

professions leavers and particularly leavers with graduate degrees pursue after 

leaving the teaching profession.    
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

Certified teachers = held a standard certificate before Dec.31 of the fall of the 
academic year. 
Newly certified* = teacher was not employed in a public school the previous year. 
 
SOURCE: Dr. Ed Fuller PEIMS, TEA June 2, 2002 Co-Director of Research 
Certification files, SBEC State Board for Educator Certification 
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APPENDIX B 

 

 
Certified teachers = held a standard certificate before Dec.31 of the fall of the 
academic year. 
Newly certified* = teacher was not employed in a public school the previous year. 
 
SOURCE: Dr. Ed Fuller PEIMS, TEA June 2, 2002 Co-Director of Research 
Certification files, SBEC State Board for Educator Certification 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 

RATINGS OF THE QUALITY OF PREPARATION BY BANK STREET 
GRADUATES AND EMPLOYERS 
 
 
Graduates were asked:  How well do 
you think your teacher preparation 
prepared you to do this? 
 
Principals were asked:  Compared to 
graduates of other teacher education 
programs, how do you rank Bank Street 
graduates on their ability to do the 
following? 

Comparison 
Group 

(% 
responding 

“well” or 
“very well” 
prepared) 

Bank 
Street 

Graduates 
(% 

responding 
“well” or 

“very well” 
prepared) 

Principals 
(% 

responding 
“well” or 

“very well” 
prepared) 

Teach the concepts, knowledge, and 
skills of your discipline(s) in ways that 
enable students to learn. 

67 82* 91 

Understand how different students in 
your classroom are learning. 

63 82** 100 

Set challenging and appropriate 
expectations of learning and 
performance for all students 

69 79* 63 

Develop curriculum that builds on 
students’ experiences, interests, and 
abilities 

68 97*** 91 

Evaluate curriculum materials for their 
usefulness and appropriateness your 
students 

58 87*** 91 

Create interdisciplinary curriculum 56 93*** 91 
Use instructional strategies that promote 
active student learning 

78 88* 91 

Relate classroom learning to the real 
world 

68 84** 91 

Understand how students’ social, 
emotional, physical, and cognitive 
development influences learning 
 
 
 

74 88* 100 
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 Comparison 
Group 

(% 
responding 

“well” or 
“very well” 
prepared) 

Bank 
Street 

Graduates 
(% 

responding 
“well” or 

“very well” 
prepared) 

Principals 
(% 

responding 
“well” or 

“very well” 
prepared) 

Provide a rational for you teaching 
decisions to students, parents, and 
colleagues 

62 82** 82 

Help students become self-motivated 
and self-directed 

57 73* 100 

Use technology in the classroom 40** 20 64 
Develop a classroom environment that 
promotes social development and group 
responsibility 

70 90*** 82 

Develop students’ questioning and 
discussion skills 

64 90*** 91 

Engage students in cooperative group 
work as well as independent learning 

80 95** 91 

Teach students from a multicultural 
vantage point 

57 87*** 82 

Use questions to stimulate different 
kinds of student learning 

69 82* 82 

Help students learn to think critically and 
to solve problems 

62 90*** 91 

Encourage students to see, questions, 
and interpret ideas from diverse 
perspectives 

54 80*** 100 

Use knowledge of learning, subject 
matter, curriculum, and student 
development to plan instruction 

70 80 100 

Work with parents and families to better 
understand students and to support 
their learning 

45 66** 91 

Conduct inquiry or research to inform 
your decisions 

47 69*** 82 

Resolve interpersonal conflict 43 56* 91 
Plan and solve problems with 
colleagues 

45 69*** 91 
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 Comparison 
Group 

(% 
responding 

“well” or 
“very well” 
prepared) 

Bank 
Street 

Graduates 
(% 

responding 
“well” or 

“very well” 
prepared) 

Principals 
(% 

responding 
“well” or 

“very well” 
prepared) 

Overall, how well do you feel your 
program (Bank Street) prepared you 
(these graduates) for teaching? 

65 83** 91 

 
Significance of Z-test of proportions, p<.05*, p<.01**, p<.001*** 
 
Source:  Darling-Hammond, (Ed). (2000). Studies of excellence in teacher 
education.  Washington, D.C.: AACTE Publications, p. 93-94. 
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APPENDIX D 
 
 

1995-1996 DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM 
In the 1995-96 university catalogue, the Developmental Teacher Education 
Program looked like this: 
 
Year One-Semester One 
EP 211A: Human Development and Education-Cognitive and 

Language Development 
EMST 235: Elementary Teaching in Math and Science 
ELL 158: Foundations in Reading 
EP 390C: First Year Supervised Teaching 
 
Year One-Semester Two 
EP 211B: Human Development and Education-Individual and Social 

Development 
SCS283F: Education in Inner Cities 
EA263A/ED 289: Education and Professional-Client Law/Comprehensive 
 Health Education (one course for both cohorts in alternate 

years) 
EP 390C: First Year Supervised Teaching 
 
Year Two-Semester One 
EP211C: Advanced Deve lopment and Education-Mathematics and 

Science 
ELL 149: Foundations for Teaching Language Arts and Social Science 
EP 390C: Second Year Supervised Teaching 
 
Year Two-Semester Two 
EP 211D: Advanced Development and Education-Language Arts 
ELL 246A: Teaching Linguistic and Cultural Minority Students 
EP 207D: Assessment and Education of Exceptional Pupils in Regular 

Classes 
EA 263A/ED 289: Education and Professional-Client Law/Comprehensive 
 Health Education (one course for both cohorts in alternative 

years) 
EP 390C: Second Year Supervised Teaching 
 
 
Source:  Darling-Hammond, (Ed). (2000). Studies of excellence in teacher 
education.  Washington, D.C.: AACTE Publications, p. 167. 
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Appendix E 
 

Data Collection Techniques for the Developmental Teacher Education Program 
 
 Focus 

Group 
Individual 
Interview 

Observations Document 
Review 

Survey 

Current Students X  X X  
Graduates  X X X X 
College-Based 
Educators 

 X X X  

School-Based 
Educators 

 X X X X 

Structures 
Processes 

X X X X  

 
Source:  Darling-Hammond, (Ed). (2000). Studies of excellence in teacher 
education.  Washington, D.C.: AACTE Publications, p. 166. 
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Appendix F 
 

 
 
 
 
 
May 15, 2001 
 
 
 
Dear UNT Graduate: 
 
As you are probably aware, Texas is experiencing a teacher shortage that now numbers about 43,000.  
However, we also know that there are over 200,000 certified teachers in Texas who have left the profession 
or never entered it even though they completed a certification program. 
 
The University of North Texas, College of Education, is now attempting to identify its graduates who fit 
the above description.  We hope to discover the reason(s) so many of our state’s qualified teachers have left 
education.  With this information, we hope to adapt our current programs or to create new programs that 
will effectively address this situation. 
 
We are asking you to take a few minutes to complete the enclosed survey and return it to us in the envelope 
provided.  With your help, UNT can help to alleviate the teacher shortage that threatens the education of 
Texas students. 
 
If you have any questions or comments about this survey or UNT’s efforts, please feel free to contact one 
of the persons listed below.  In addition, please note that a number appears at the top of the survey.  This 
number is used to identify those who have returned the survey so that a second mailing can be done if 
necessary. 
 
Thank you for your help. 
 
 
 W. Scott Forney     Pamela Harrell 
 Asst. Professor of Education   Asst. Professor of Education 
 University of North Texas    University of North Texas 
 P.O. Box 311337     P.O. Box 311337 
 Denton, TX  76203-1337    Denton, TX  76203-1337 
 (940) 565-4447     (940) 565-4051 
 Forney@coefs.coe.unt.edu    pharrell@coefs.coe.unt.edu 
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Appendix G 
 

TEACHER RETENTION SURVEY 
Funding Provided by The University of North Texas 

  
 
 SECTION 1  

 
TEACHING PROFILE 

 
What grade levels are you certified to teach?  Circle all that apply. 
1 All level 
2 Secondary 
3 Elementary 
4 Early Childhood 
5 Other (please specify)  _______________________ 

If you are certified in a content area, please identify the content area(s).  Circle all that apply. 
1 Language Arts 
2 Social Studies 
3 Science 
4 Kinesiology/Health 
5 Mathematics 
6 Other (please specify)  _______________________ 

Years of early childhood/elementary/middle and/or secondary teaching experience. 
1 None 
2 1-5 
3 6-10 
4 11-15 
5 16 or more 

If you are currently teaching in early childhood/elementary/middle and/or secondary teaching, 
please skip to question #17.  

 
If you have left teaching, please indicate how important each of the following reasons were to your 

decision to not remain in teaching. 

1. Income     Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

2. Discipline problems with students  Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

3. Problems with parents  Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

4. Problems with in-school administrators    

Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

5. Problems with district administrators  Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

6. Left to raise a family  Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 
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7. Lack of resources in school   Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

8. Fear of violence in school   Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

9. Out of field teaching assignment Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

10. To teach at community college/ university   

Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

11. Student teaching experience   Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

12. Collegiality with peers  Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

13. Lack of Mentoring   Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

14. To enter school administration Not at all important  1   2  3  4  5  6   Extremely important. 

15. Other (please elaborate)  

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
16. If you were to re-enter teaching, what factor(s) would most influence your decision? 

1 ___________________________________________________________ 

2 ___________________________________________________________ 

3 ___________________________________________________________ 

4 ___________________________________________________________ 

5 ___________________________________________________________ 

 
17. If you have remained in early childhood/elementary/middle and/or secondary teaching, 
please list up to five reasons why.  

1 ___________________________________________________________ 

2     ___________________________________________________________ 

3     ___________________________________________________________ 

4     ___________________________________________________________ 

5     ___________________________________________________________ 

 

 
 SECTION  2  

 
DESCRIBE YOURSELF        

 
18. Gender                     

1     male 
2     female 

 
19. Marital status  

1     married 
2     single 
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20. If you do not teach, what occupation best describes the work you do?  Circle one number.  
1     professional/managerial 
2     clerical 
3     service industry 
4     homemaker 
5     retail 
6     other (please specify)  _________________ 

21.  What is your age group?  Circle one number. 
1    21-30 
2    31-40 
3    41-50 
4    51-60 
5    61 and above 

22. Do you have children?  
1    Yes 
2    No   

23. What is your ethnic/racial background?  Circle all that apply. 
1    Asian/Pacific Islander 
2    African American 
3    White (non-Hispanic) 
4    Hispanic 
5    Other (please specify) ___________________ 

24.   What is your approximate annual household income?  Circle one number. 
1     $24,999 or less 
2     $25,000 to $49,999 
3     $50,000 to $74,999                      
4     $75,000 to $99,999 
5     $100,000 or above 

25. What is the highest degree that you have earned?  
1 Bachelors  
2 Masters  
3 Doctorate 

26. Are you currently working toward an advanced degree?  
1 Masters in content area (Please specify:_____________________________________) 
2 Masters in education 
3 Doctorate in content area (Please specify:_____________________________________) 
4 Doctorate in education 

27. Would you be interested in working toward an advanced education degree if it was offered 
on-line via the Internet?  
1 Yes  
2 Maybe 
3 No 

 
 
Thank you! 
Please return this survey using the envelope provided. 
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