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Background

From the time of Arizona’s early days as a territory, public schools have been, and continue to be, responsible for producing good citizens and for acculturating the population into the socioeconomic structure of the state and the nation.
  The first program of education open to all who resided in the Territory of Arizona was instituted in 1866 with the Catholic School for Indians at San Xavier del Bac near Tucson.  Nine years later, on February 9, 1875, a law regarding compulsory education was passed by the legislature, and an Act to Establish Public Schools in the Territory of Arizona, to be paid for by property taxes and subject to popular vote, was approved on February 12, 1875. 
, 
  In effect, the Act established the superiority of the state over the inclinations of the parents, and a bureaucracy was created to control and distribute funds to these first public schools.
  The certification of teachers was to be accomplished by means of a comprehensive examination, and administered by a board of examiners appointed by the governor.  
In the decades that followed, the territorial legislature strengthened its control over public education, determining, among other things, who would teach, what textbooks would be used, and how public education would be funded.
  The law then enumerated which subjects teachers would be tested on and carefully articulated the certification process, which was competency based and oriented toward excellence in the English language.
  
When Arizona gained statehood in 1912, the office of State Superintendent became an elected position.  Then, in 1913, the legislature set up a retirement fund for teachers and mandated that any teacher who was not certified by the state could not be paid for services.  Over the next ten years, the state board of education steadily gained more power.  The provisions for certification of teachers were removed from the statutes and were placed under the control of the school board, and certification requirements were immediately made more stringent, with graduation from accredited institutions a main focus.  Teacher training became at once more regimented and aligned with state requirements.

Then, in 1925, a bill that mandated the state standards for Arizona schools included a provision requiring that all candidates who sought to acquire teaching and administrative certificates pass an examination on the Arizona Constitution.
  In addition, the legislature increasingly exercised control over the content of the curriculum at all grade levels.  This created a more closely controlled yet restrictive environment for teachers, limiting their capacity to address local, individual needs in the classroom.  Teachers were no longer viewed by the school board or the public as curricular decision makers, but as agents of the developing public school bureaucracy.

After the Great Depression, which severely reduced resources for education, World War II brought on a teacher shortage.  The state of Arizona engaged in active teacher recruitment, both within the state and out-of-state, and adjusted certification requirements to pre-war standards in order to produce more teaching personnel.
  The state issued substitute and emergency certificates, and by 1945, 19.7 percent of the teachers in Arizona held “substandard” teaching certificates.  In fact, in 1946, 71.4 percent of the 920 teaching certificates awarded were to out-of-state teachers.
    

From 1950 to 1960, the state’s population grew 73.7 percent, while the nation’s grew only 18.5 percent.  In 1950, 55.5 percent of the state’s population lived in urban centers; by 1960, 74.5 percent did, leaving only 25.5 percent in rural areas.
  In 1951, the business research and accounting firm Griffenhagen & Associates, in conjunction with a Special Legislative Committee on State Operations in the State of Arizona, published an extensive report that recommended a more centralized government with more administrative and financial control over local school districts.  At this point, most of the curricula were controlled by local boards and textbook selection committees; Griffenhagen and Associates recommended that curricular revision be made by local teachers to meet the specific and individual needs of communities and classrooms, loosely based on state guidelines.  This constituted a view of teachers as professionals who were both curriculum developers and decision makers.  Yet the report also blamed instructional problems and curricular inadequacies on poor supervision of teachers.
  The state again expanded its bureaucracy and teacher supervision in an attempt to improve the efficiency of the public education system.

The level of education the teachers possessed was by this time considered high, with 2.7 percent of the elementary teachers having no degree, 79.4 percent holding a bachelor’s degree, and 17.8 percent holding a master’s degree.  Among high school teachers, 1.7 percent held no degree, 31.6 percent held bachelor’s degrees, 65.7 percent held master’s degrees or the equivalent, and 0.8 percent held doctoral degrees.  From 1960 to 1970, school enrollments rose 49 percent, to a total of 481,653 students by 1970.
  The Town Hall report of 1963 revealed a teacher turnover rate for Arizona of about 13 percent.
  The districts that spent more per pupil, however, demonstrated a significantly lower rate of teacher turnover than did poorer districts.  Turnover rates were also higher in rural districts than in urban ones, a national trend that continues today.  The 1960s saw rising district consolidation and larger schools, diminishing schools’ role as a social force in the community.  In the 1970s, public school enrollments grew at a rate of 14 percent, a dramatic slowdown from the previous decade’s 48 percent.  Federal and state laws and court rulings required education for all students with disabilities at public expense, and mandated the assignment of qualified non-English-speaking students to bilingual programs based on their proficiency level.  This mandate required more teachers or aides who would speak the students’ native languages while teaching English skills for full participation in the curriculum in English.    

Recent Developments

Defining Teacher Quality

In 2004, teacher quality is the primary focus of politicians, policy analysts, state education departments, teacher preparation programs, and school budgets.  The federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) requires states to ensure that Title I schools provide instruction by highly qualified instructional staff and that all students have access to a high-quality education.  “States must develop plans with annual measurable objectives that will ensure that all teachers of core academic subjects are highly qualified” (NCLB, 2001) means that teachers must be state certified (this may mean alternative state certification), must hold a bachelor’s degree, and must demonstrate subject-area competency.  Core academic subjects include English, reading or language arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and geography.  All new hires in Title I programs after the start of the 2002-03 school year must meet these requirements; all existing teachers must meet these requirements by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  School districts must use at least five percent of their Title I funds for professional development to help teachers become “highly qualified.”
  Drawing upon the language of NCLB, a pamphlet has been developed by the U.S. Department of Education and sent to every school district in the state of Arizona by the Arizona Department of Education; the pamphlet reiterates the requirements noted above and further explains that states must report annually on their progress in certifying that teachers are “highly qualified.” 
  

The serious and far-reaching implications of NCLB require a careful consideration of the definition of highly qualified.  This definition will drive the recruitment, preparation, and induction of individuals in the profession; it also will determine the means through which support and professional development are provided, how teachers are evaluated, and how they are held accountable.  Cochran-Smith points out that it has been a political commonplace to presume that teaching quality is a key to the ultimate improvement of education.
  One of the few points on which there is consensus among all stakeholders is that quality teaching makes an important difference in student learning, but Cochran-Smith illustrates some of the difficulties with the definition of highly qualified teachers.
  A recent public opinion poll on teacher quality found that the public at large believes that knowing how to teach and how to relate to students are the most important attributes for highly qualified teachers, and that the hardest skill to develop is making material interesting and accessible for students.  Only nineteen percent of the respondents mentioned having a thorough understanding of the subject as an important component of quality.
  In contrast, NCLB defines high-quality professional development as that which improves subject matter knowledge, drawing on “scientifically based research.”  In some states, this is manifested as a technical approach, where the highly qualified teacher is one who must implement highly structured and sequenced instruction, outlined step-by-step in government-approved texts and materials based on the results of “scientific research” about what works for all school children.
   

In Rod Paige’s Secretary of Education report to Congress, “Meeting the Highly Qualified Teachers Challenge,” teacher education and certification requirements are labeled a broken system; the option for getting teachers into classrooms is a “fast-track” model that redefines certification requirements to stress content knowledge and verbal ability and to de-emphasize knowledge of how to instruct, assess, motivate, or manage students.  The report presents a paradox: demanding highly qualified teachers while it lowers the standards for certification in order to meet the need for more teachers.

Current research raises questions about the emphasis on content as the core preparation for teachers.  For example, based on national survey data (1994) from 2,829 students, David Monk concluded that teachers’ content preparation was positively related to student achievement in math and science, but that method courses in those content areas had more powerful effects on achievement than did additional courses in the content area.
  In sum, a good grasp of the content area is necessary, but not sufficient, for effective teaching.  
Wenglinsky examined the math and science achievement levels of 7,000 eighth graders on the 1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and concluded that student achievement was influenced by teacher content preparation, teacher education, and professional development coursework.  Teaching practices that had the strongest effects on achievement were related to teachers’ preparation and included hands-on learning opportunities and a focus on higher-order thinking skills.  These classroom practices related to the preparation teachers received in developing thinking skills, developing laboratory skills, and having students work with real-world problems.  The effect of the combined teacher quality measures outweighed the effect of socioeconomic background on student achievement.
  Research by Wilson, Floden, and Ferrini-Mundy has shown that in addition to subject matter knowledge and verbal skills, teachers’ professional knowledge and experience—along with enthusiasm, flexibility, perseverance, concern for and rapport with children—are strong indicators of teacher effectiveness.
  It is this combination that most state licensure processes, including Arizona’s, encourage through requirements for courses, tests, student teaching, and the demonstration of specific proficiencies. 

Cochran-Smith proposes the following definition:

[T]he highly qualified teacher knows subject matter (what to teach) and pedagogy (how to teach), but also knows how to learn and how to make decisions informed by theory and research from many bodies of knowledge and also as informed by feedback from school and classroom evidence in particular contexts.

The model professional routinely selects and uses teaching strategies and approaches as tools to meet the needs of learners in each particular classroom.  Teaching, in this view, is a complex, contextualized experience with knowledge constructed through interactions between teachers and students, and through a variety of materials and prior knowledge and experience, rather than through a predetermined sequence of instruction.  Cochran makes a compelling point: 

Finally, we need to ask what it means when a relentless focus on teachers’ abilities to boost test scores easily overpowers concern about teachers’ ability to exercise professional judgment, or to critique common practices that disadvantage certain groups of students and work for social justice.  We need to be sure these latter abilities are included in our definitions of highly qualified teachers.

Intimately intertwined with the concept of highly qualified teachers, in lockstep with student achievement, are the issues of teacher preparation, recruitment, and retention.  Are we preparing professionals or technicians? Do we have a teacher shortage—or, in fact, an attrition problem?

Arizona’s Highly Qualified Evaluation and Rubric

Pursuant to requirements mandated by NCLB, the State of Arizona has developed the Arizona Highly Qualified Teachers evaluation reporting form and the Arizona Highly Qualified Rubric, adopted August, 2003 (see http://ade.state.az.us/).  The evaluation reporting form contains three main evaluation criteria: whether the teacher holds a bachelor’s degree; whether he or she holds a valid state certification and for what levels; and teaching assignment with evidence of competency for this placement.  The third criterion requires that the teacher meet at least one of the four following conditions: passing the AEPA Professional Knowledge and Subject Knowledge Test in the content area of teaching assignment; holding an advanced degree in the content area; holding National Board Certification in the area of current teaching assignment; or, for middle and high school only, having at least twenty-four semester credits in the content area.  Teachers who are able to fulfill one of these four conditions are considered, under federal guidelines, highly qualified.  Teachers who cannot meet one of these conditions must complete the Arizona Highly Qualified Rubric every year until they qualify by the end of the 2005-06 school year. 

A teacher must earn 100 points on the rubric to receive a rating of “highly qualified.”  Teachers score ten points for every year they have taught their subject, up to a maximum fifty points.  College course work counts as four points per credit hour, but the allowable course work is clearly delineated.  Professional development and activities related to the content area can earn five points per documented activity within the past ten years; sample activities include committee work on standards, curriculum development, and assessment development or evaluation.  In addition, teachers can participate in district-approved professional development activities in their content area or complete all assessments for National Board Certification.  Teachers can earn up to thirty points for service or awards, presentations, and publications.  This rubric is then attached to the Arizona Highly Qualified Teachers evaluation reporting form and signed by the teacher and the building administrator (most often the principal). 

The evaluation reporting form and rubric offer a clearly articulated route for Arizona’s teachers to be designated highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  Will every classroom have such a teacher?  What are the implications for preparation, recruitment, and support for in-service teachers?   

Available Data

Teacher Supply

Teaching, as an occupation, represents four percent of the entire civilian work force.  There are more than twice as many K-12 teachers as registered nurses, and five times as many teachers as there are lawyers or professors.
  Teaching is an occupation that suffers from chronic and relatively high annual turnover as compared with many other occupations. The Bureau of National Affairs has shown that the nationwide level of total departures from all careers has stabilized over the past decade at around eleven percent per year.
  A Teacher Follow-Up Survey conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) has shown that through the 1990s, the turnover rate in teaching was around 14 percent, and that in 2000-01, the rate climbed to seventeen percent.  Further, it is apparent that “in recent years, well over ninety percent of new hires are simply replacements for recent departures and moreover, most of these departures have little to do with a graying workforce.”
  The entry into the teaching profession appears to be a revolving door. 

Total teacher turnover is split between two components: attrition and migration.  Teachers who leave the classroom altogether make up the attrition numbers, and it is especially troubling to many that “data suggest that after five years, 40 to 50 percent of all beginning teachers have left the profession.”
  Turnover declines through the mid-career period and rises again in the retirement years.  Attrition and migration will be examined in further detail later in this brief as they affect the performance and effectiveness of schools as well as the shortage of qualified teachers.

In January, 2003, the Morrison Institute for Public Policy published a comprehensive analysis of supply and demand for certified teachers in Arizona, which addressed the question, “What is the nature and extent of the teacher shortage in Arizona?”
  The researchers projected the output of Arizona’s teacher preparation institutions, analyzed the prospects for certified teachers migrating into the state, and interviewed a random sample of 804 currently certified teachers who are not teaching at the present time.  The researchers further created projections as to Arizona’s student population through the year 2010.  The resulting analysis found specific areas of teacher shortages within Arizona, but not shortages everywhere.  Fast growing and rural areas of the state, as well as teaching specializations such as special education and Limited English Proficiency, represent the most critical areas where there is a teacher shortage.  Thus, it can be argued that in Arizona, the discussion about the shortage of teachers must include when and where as well as what.

The Morrison report projected that Arizona can expect about 7,130 new K-12 teachers to be trained each year through 2005, and 6,930 in the years from 2006 to 2010.  Of these, 2,670 will be from the colleges and universities approved by the Arizona Department of Education (ADE).  The remaining 4,260 will either be teachers migrating from out of state or inactive certified teachers returning to the profession.  As of the spring 2002, Arizona had twelve accredited colleges approved to prepare potential K-12 teachers.
  Since that time, a number of other institutions and alternative teacher training and certification programs have applied for accreditation by the ADE’s Certification Division.  Graduates of the accredited institutions are eligible to take the Arizona teacher exam and upon passing receive a provisional teaching certification.  In the year 2002, 2,970 prospective teachers graduated from these institutions.  Of this number, 1,630 were eligible for certification in elementary education, 1,080 in secondary education, and 260 in special education. The Morrison report indicated that approximately ten percent of the graduates (i.e., 300) chose not to go into teaching.
  Thus, Arizona can anticipate only about 2,670 new teachers each year from state sources.  It should be noted, however, that not all of the students graduating from Arizona institutions stay and work in Arizona.  Nevada, Colorado, and California have successful recruitment programs for Arizona’s new teacher graduates.  

The Morrison report noted that, based on student population growth, over the next eight years the state will need about 1,420 new teachers each year.  Arizona’s providers exceed this by 1,240 graduates each year.  Attrition further affects these numbers, however.
  

Teacher Attrition

Ingersoll and Smith compare the teacher attrition dilemma to a bucket rapidly losing water because of holes in the bottom: pouring more water into the bucket doesn’t fix the problem.
  Teachers leave the profession to retire, to change careers, and to migrate to different schools.  This migration creates a problem in accurately calculating and reporting the number of teachers in the state: as teachers migrate to other districts, they represent an attrition figure in one district, and an increase in another.  From an organizational perspective, teacher attrition merits careful study because it influences the performance and effectiveness of the entire organization.  This has special consequences in work sites like schools that have “production processes”
 requiring extensive collaboration and interaction among co-workers.  Such organizations are unusually dependent on commitment, continuity, and cohesion among staff; thus, high rates of turnover are especially detrimental. 

Migration out of state by teachers has not been tracked in Arizona, and the teacher who migrates out of state is lost to the system.  A reasonable projection of three percent (ASU’s Center for Business Research estimates that three percent of Arizona residents leave the state each year
) yields a figure of about 1,720 teachers leaving the state each year.  An estimated 2,880 teachers move to Arizona each year, but these teachers do not automatically qualify for a standard or provisional Arizona teaching certificate.  They can, however, apply for a reciprocal provisional certificate, which allows them to teach for two years while they complete the certification requirements for Arizona.  Some of these immigrating teachers use an Arizona emergency certificate to teach while completing certification requirements for Arizona.

Teachers leave the classroom for a number of reasons.  Some leave for personal/life choices.  A number may “stop out” from their teaching career in response to changes in family needs.  Many of these teachers in fact return within 10 years to resume their careers.  A 2002 survey conducted by O’Neil Associates, Inc. found that close to half of the 804 inactive certified teachers who responded indicated that they had left the profession—or never entered it to begin with—because of personal reasons or retirement.  Others reported that they left because of “disillusionment and stress (16 percent), low salary (10 percent), frustration with administration and bureaucracy (6 percent) and lack of respect or support (3 percent).”
  Surveys have continually shown that working conditions play a large role in teacher decisions to migrate or leave the profession.

Reasons for remaining in teaching or leaving are strongly associated with how teachers view administrative support, available education resources, teacher input regarding decision-making, and school climate.  Socioeconomic factors are important here as well:  teachers in more affluent communities typically enjoy smaller classes and class loads; these teachers also have access to more materials and greater influence over school decisions.  According to the NCES survey, in the mid 1990s, more than twenty-five percent of all teacher attrition numbers listed dissatisfaction with teaching as a reason for leaving, with teachers in high-poverty schools more than twice as likely to leave the profession than those in advantaged schools.
  Arizona’s high turnover rate and teacher shortages reflect this socioeconomic impact with schools in rural areas and low-income urban areas experiencing the most difficulties in attracting qualified teachers.  These areas have the greatest incidence of both teachers working with emergency certificates and of positions that simply are not filled. 

Teachers also leave the profession for retirement.  The Morrison Report used data from the Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS) to make projections about numbers of teachers in the Arizona workforce who might retire at age 64 and at age 55.  With 64 as a maximum average retirement age, approximately 470 teachers per year are expected to leave the classroom by 2009-10; using 55 as the minimum age, the number climbs to 3,030 per year through 2005, and to 1,220 thereafter.
  An average of these two extremes puts a middle estimate at 1,750 retirees per year through 2005, with an additional 850 per year from 2006 to 2010.  Given the combination of teacher demand through student growth and teacher attrition, it is easy to see why the Morrison Report concluded that there is a delicate balance between supply and demand, and that the surplus is so slim as to warrant concern. 

Ingersoll, using data from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics surveys (Schools and Staffing Survey and Teacher Follow-up Survey), found that nationally, retirements account for only about 25 percent of teacher attrition.  Two reasons, directly related to the working and organizational conditions of teaching, offer the most likely explanation of turnover.  About half of all teachers leaving their jobs report they are leaving due to job dissatisfaction or to improve career opportunities.
  Included under the broad category of job dissatisfaction are issues of low salaries, lack of support from the school administration, lack of student motivation, student discipline problems, and lack of teacher influence over decision-making.  A number of studies support the claim that teacher attrition seems to be related to student demographics, with teachers transferring out of high-minority and low-income schools or out of low-performing schools into better-performing ones.  Poorer facilities, fewer textbooks and supplies, less administrative support, and larger class sizes have a significant effect on teacher attrition.
  

Arizona schools that fail to meet the performance standards on state assessments deserve special attention.  Yet these schools are labeled as “Underperforming schools,” and if they fail to improve, they are subject to sanctions and interventions.  This form of targeting can be valuable in identifying schools most in need of help, but it can also damage staff morale and lead to a teacher exodus.  A North Carolina study found that “Failing” schools lagged behind others in their ability to attract more highly qualified teachers.
  Another dilemma may be that as schools and teachers are held more accountable for student achievement, qualified teachers’ stress and dissatisfaction with working conditions are exacerbated, thus increasing teacher attrition rates.  On the Arizona LEARNS Summary prepared for the State Board of Education in November, 2003, 136 schools (12.39 percent of the schools in the state) were identified as “Underperforming.”
  The majority of Arizona’s schools, 663 (60.38 percent), are designated as “Performing”, with another 299 (27.23 percent) in the “Highly Performing” or “Excelling” categories.

The Link Between Teacher Preparation and Retention

If teacher attrition is the key issue in the teacher shortage, then teacher retention is an important solution.  There is a growing body of research on the effect of teacher preparation on teacher retention.  Attrition is unusually high for those with little initial preparation.  A recent National Center for Education Statistics study looked into attrition numbers for the first five years and discovered that 49 percent of uncertified entrants left the profession, whereas certified entrants left at a 14 percent rate.  These differences are significant and in keeping with findings of another study that showed that attrition rates for new teachers who lacked student teaching were double those of teachers who had the opportunity to complete a semester of student teaching:  national data from the Recent College Graduates Survey reveal that approximately two-thirds of teachers who enter the field without teacher education leave within their first year.
  Schools and Staffing Survey (SSASS) data for 1999-2000 show big differences in plans to stay in teaching between first-year teachers who felt well prepared and those who felt poorly prepared.  Items such as preparation in planning lessons, using a range of instructional methods, and assessing students revealed a correlation: two-thirds of those reporting strong preparation intended to stay in teaching, compared with only one-third of those reporting weak preparation.  New teachers who had practice teaching experience, who received feedback on their teaching, and who had training in such aspects of teaching as selecting instructional materials, child psychology, and learning theory, left the profession at rates half as great as those who did not have such training.
 

A longitudinal study of eleven institutions by Andrew and Schwab in 1995 found that teachers who complete five-year teacher education programs enter and stay in teaching at much higher rates than four-year teacher education graduates from the same campuses.
  The reported differences are so large that when considering the costs to states, universities, and school districts of preparing, recruiting, inducting, and replacing teachers due to attrition, the costs of the fifth year may be less than the costs of preparing larger numbers through short-term routes and subsequently seeing them leave the teaching profession.  This study documents another dilemma, in a time when highly qualified teachers are in demand: alternative routes are promoted in Arizona and the nation to get teacher candidates into the classroom faster to meet the demand. 
Similarly, researchers Justice, Greiner, and Anderson compared the attrition rates of teachers in Texas who had completed a traditional teacher education program with those who had gone through an alternative/emergency certification program.
  Fully 88 percent of the traditional-program students would choose the same program again, whereas 12 percent would not choose the same route.  Among alternative/emergency certification graduates, only 40 percent would choose the same program again, whereas 60 percent would choose a different route.  Alternative/emergency certification program students estimated their preparedness to be weak in comparison to that of traditional program graduates, particularly in the absence of student teaching.  They expressed frustration around adequate knowledge of subject matter, classroom management, implementation of effective teaching techniques, and ability to diagnose and meet student needs.
  The researchers concluded that teachers who felt 
ill-prepared to teach after their first year in teaching expressed the strongest doubts about remaining in the profession. 

Reviewing literature on alternative routes to teaching, Laczko-Kerr and Berliner found some distinct advantages.  Such programs generally attract teachers who are more willing than traditionally trained teachers to work in rural or urban low-income districts, attract individuals with degrees in mathematics and science, attract a more diverse group of candidates (specifically men, older adults, minorities, and retired military personnel), and are cost-effective.
  

On the negative side, they found research that suggests recruits in mathematics and science tend to have lower grade-point-averages than traditional program recruits.  In addition teachers prepared through alternative routes have high dropout rates in the programs and in subsequent teaching positions, report many more problems with their preparation than do candidates from traditional programs, lack understanding of student ability and motivation, and tend to have a limited view of curriculum.  Emergency certified teachers, however, also experience difficulty translating content knowledge into meaningful information for students, are less effective lesson planners, and are less likely to improve as a result of their teaching experience.  The conclusion is that short alternative certification programs that do not provide much classroom experience and supervision may not have any advantages over emergency-certification programs for teachers with no teacher education experience.  

Laczko-Kerr and Berliner used the Teach for America program to illustrate their case.  Graduates from top universities are given minimal training to teach in rural or poor urban public school classrooms.  Four separate evaluations have concluded that the program did not prepare candidates to succeed with students, raising particular concerns about classroom management and insufficient knowledge of the fundamentals of teaching and learning.
  Cooperating teachers’ perceptions note the limitations of the program in providing corps members with adequate practice or theory to ensure success.  Further, this program continues the national trend of placing poorly prepared teachers with the neediest students.  Indeed, such practices may harm students by placing unqualified teachers in the classroom.  Lackzo-Kerr and Berliner evaluated the Stanford Achievement Test scores of students taught by “undercertified” teachers (a term the authors coined to describe teachers who had undergone only brief training, generally for purposes of emergency certification) and certified teachers, and found that students of certified teachers achieved higher scores on standardized tests.  They concluded that having a certified teacher is worth about two months on the grade-equivalent scale (equal to 20 percent of an academic year).  This advantage becomes more significant in light of the placement of Arizona’s emergency certified teachers primarily in rural schools and inner city schools with low socioeconomic profiles.  

Research indicates that, to be effective, alternative certification programs must include supervised classroom experiences with specific feedback to teacher candidates.  They also require instruction on pedagogy, on how to learn and how to make curricular and teaching decisions informed by theory and research, and on how to motivate students and manage a classroom.  Programs that integrate these crucial experiences and knowledge can avoid the pitfalls noted in the alternative certification programs.

Quality of Available Data

The State Superintendents’ reports and the Town Hall reports provided important windows on the state of Arizona’s public education when each was written.
  In 1952, Griffenhagen & Associates published a report on the Arizona public school system in conjunction with a Special Legislative Committee on State Operations in the State of Arizona.  This three-volume set is the single most comprehensive listing of available data on such subjects as populations served, teacher personnel and personnel administration, curriculum and instruction, school physical plants, and the finance and management of schools.  One of the benefits of this report was the aggregation of data within one source so that policy decisions that usually affect more than one area of public education could be framed against the complex backdrop of existing conditions. 

The Morrison Institute’s 2003 report drew upon a multitude of sources.  These ranged from teacher and student counts from the Arizona Department of Education’s Research and Policy Division and School Finance Office, as well as from the U.S. Census Bureau and the Arizona Department of Economic Security.  More data were reported via surveys and interviews.   

Each Town Hall report accurately reflects some of the concerns of education stakeholders at the time of publication.  These are valuable sources of information but reflect a limited voice within limited space.  

Unanswered Policy Questions

Policy decisions are only as good as the data they are based upon.  One example of the ambiguity of today’s data is noted in the Morrison Institute Report.  The report refers to  a survey conducted by O’Neil Associates, Inc. (2002) that reported that out of 804 inactive certified teachers interviewed, only 10 percent reported that they left because of low salaries.  The Morrison Institute Report noted, however, that 72 percent of inactive certified teachers indicated through surveys that increased pay would very likely make them reconsider teaching.  Compensation is a complicated issue, and more data need to be collected to get an accurate picture of the relationship between teacher compensation and teacher quality and quantity.  

The research done by Laczko-Kerr and Berliner regarding the alternative teacher preparation programs raises important questions about “fast-track” models for increasing the number of certified teachers within the state.  More research must be undertaken in order to examine the effectiveness of these programs to train highly qualified teachers for our classrooms and to examine whether these programs produce graduates who leave the teaching profession at higher rates than the graduates of other preparation programs.  Simply providing greater numbers of teacher education program graduates may not be the answer to the teacher shortage problem.  Further research may address the implications of studies that suggest faster may not be better when it comes to teacher preparation, and may help identify what kinds of experiences make for an effective teacher education program.  

A comprehensive database does not exist concerning employment patterns for graduates from the state’s teacher education programs.  It is not known what percentage actually go into teaching, what percentage leave to teach in other states, or what percentage leave a teaching position for another teaching position with another district.  These are critical pieces of data that would illuminate important professional trends and demographic information.  Further, data are lacking concerning retention rates as mapped back to teacher preparation programs and the impact of first-year induction programs.  

Recommendations


This brief on teacher quality raises many questions and concerns.  What can Arizona do about educating, recruiting, and keeping highly qualified teachers in the state’s classrooms? Are there other strategies or programs that have been effective?  Induction and mentoring in the early teaching years can have a significant impact on the high one to five year attrition rate.  School districts such as those in Cincinnati, Columbus, and Toledo, Ohio and in Rochester, New York have reduced beginning-teacher attrition rates by more than two-thirds by means of providing expert mentors with release time to coach beginning teachers in their first year.
 

Strategic and on-going professional development programs coordinated by school districts and universities provide support for beginning and mid-career teachers.  Targeting specific district and school needs would bring down some of the stress and frustration levels that teachers report as job dissatisfaction.  Such actions require stronger collaborations and partnerships between universities and school districts, with college professors listening to and advising district administrators and teachers.  Participants at a February 2003 forum on teacher education in Arizona urged the following:
  

· Reject the claim that content knowledge itself was an adequate measure of teacher quality.
· Expose prospective teachers sooner to the environments in which they will teach.
· Collaborate among all levels of the education system to improve teacher preparation.
·  Create policies that encourage teachers to be lifelong learners of their profession.
Compensation as a factor in retention or attrition is a complicated issue.  Educators prefer to believe that teaching isn’t done for the money; at the same time, it is evident that salary does make a considerable difference.  Although most research on the subject of teacher attrition notes that teachers do not list low salaries as the most important reason for leaving, this also tends to be the number one factor teachers list that would entice them back into the classroom.  The Morrison Report noted that 72 percent of inactive certified teachers indicated through surveys that an increase in pay would very likely make them reconsider teaching.
  The American Federation of Teachers affirms that higher pay helps keep experienced teachers in the classroom and better pay for new teachers helps school districts compete for new college graduates.
  According to the AFT, the average teacher salary (2001-02) in Arizona ranked 33rd, at $38,510.  Average salaries range from $54,348 (California) to $31,383 (South Dakota).  Moreover, the compensation gap between teachers and non-teachers with a bachelor’s degree rose to $18,006 in 1998 from $12,068 in 1994.

Additionally, the struggles new teachers face when they enter the profession and find themselves in the most difficult teaching environments suggest that teachers need better exposure to real-world teaching conditions while they are students in the university systems.  This provides potential teachers with opportunities to clarify their desire and capacity to teach.  Early field experiences encourage students unsuited to the profession to opt out of the profession, and improve the quality of students who remain in teacher education programs.  Attrition at the front end likely results in less attrition during the first years of teaching.  

It is recommended that:
1. The Arizona Department of Education (ADE) organize collaborations with colleges of education to develop a comprehensive database to track employment patterns of graduates from the state’s teacher education programs.

2. The ADE organize collaborations and partnerships with colleges of education and school districts to strengthen mentoring and coaching of beginning teachers to reduce attrition rates.  

3. The Arizona legislature explore incentives such as loan forgiveness, reduced housing costs, and salary bonuses to recruit teachers who have left the field back into teaching, particularly favoring highly qualified teachers who choose to work in the state’s rural and inner-city classrooms and in under-staffed subject areas.

4. The Arizona legislature align state education and education-finance policy with findings that better pay and working conditions can help retain highly qualified teachers. 

5. Arizona colleges of education and school districts develop and implement policies that encourage and support prospective teachers by balancing training in theory and in practice with exposure to real-world teaching conditions. 


1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
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