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ABSTRACT
TEACHER PERSPECTIVES ON FACTORS THAT AFFECT TEACHER ATTRON
AND RETENTION IN RURAL MIDDLE SCHOOLS OF NORTH CAROLINA
Teresa Holt Cowan, Ed.D.
Western Carolina University (June 2010)

Directors: Dr. Mary Jean Ronan Herzog and Dr. Kathleen Topolka Jorissen

Teacher attrition and retention in rural middle schools is a matter of concern in
North Carolina. The purpose of this mixed method study was to examine teacher
perspectives about teacher attrition and retention in rural middle schools lof Nort
Carolina. Ten rural middle schools participated in the study. A group of thirty tsache
from these schools completed a survey. Four women and three men were subsequently
interviewed. Surveys and interviews were analyzed to identify patterneemes from
the theoretical frameworks of characteristics, conditions and compensations.

Findings revealed three consistent themes for attrition and retention: family,
school, and self. Rural middle school teachers placed the needs and well-being of their
family before personal job satisfaction and their professional caretamtion was
maximized when the needs of the educators’ families were met. Attritiomsstas the
families’ needs either changed or were no longer being satisfied. Ruralegdunade
sacrifices to their personal happiness and professional careers féanmées.

Implications of the findings of the study are provided as programs and practices
that may influence attrition or retention. Programs and practices armamended by
interviewees and the researcher. Findings concerning curriculum, workingi@esdi

and NCLB are included in the study.



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

Close your eyes and let me set the stage. A young, vibrant, teacher has just
finished her fourth year teaching in the mountains of North Carolina. As a duicter,
she is a part of a teaching force working to maximize the quality of educati@gg,000
students of the rural districts of North Carolina which represents more thaof tedf
state’s students (McCullough & Johnson, 2007). She and her colleagues work in a state
which has the second largest rural student population in the nation (McCullough &
Johnson, 2007) and is one of the four states in the nation that experienced the largest
nonmetropolitan population increase between 2000 and 2005 (Arnold, Biscoe, Farmer,
Robertson & Shapley, 2007).

Her experience has been challenging yet rewarding. The anticipdtanother
end-of-the-year is so intense that she can hardly put into words how she feels. As she
begins to long for summer vacation and some time to revitalize, she receilldsosnca
friend who teaches and lives in a nonrural school district in North Carolina. Afterta sho
conversation, the friend asks about her plans for next year. She is slightly besvidgle
the question, when her friend then gets right to the point. She tells her there is an opening
in the school where she teaches; same grade, same subject, but a diffatient loc

She ponders her future. She remembers recently reading that the North Carolina
teacher attrition rate over the last five years has been 12.57% (Public ScHdotthof
Carolina: Department of Public Instruction: System Level Teacheroler Report,
2005-2006). She wonders whether she will become a part of that statistic. Willyshe sta

leave, or move from her rural teaching assignment? The young teacher asas, “W
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makes you think | would be interested in leaving my school?” Her colleagud/frie
slowly begins to pepper her with the following questions:
e Isn’'t your school in a little mountain town? Are you sure you want to continue to
live and work in such a remote and isolated location?
e Doesn't that school district pay its teachers much less than they do here? Are you
sure you can continue to support yourself on that salary?
e Can you ever hope for a promotion in that district? | thought you really wanted to
become an educational specialist one day.
The questions appear simple and direct. But they are not in the least. They are the
kinds of questions that have led many young teachers to migrate from Nort&aroli
rural schools. The implications of these questions and countless others illustregedhe
to address the problems of teacher attrition and retention in rural schools of North
Carolina.
Rationale of the Study
North Carolina is a rural state; 85 of its 100 counties are identified adyifdle
North Carolina Rural Economic Development Center, Inc.
(http://www.ncruralcenter.org/index.asp). According to McCullough and Johnson (2007),
these rural counties are experiencing demographic changes. Counties are eithe
experiencing development or economic downfall. In each situation the rural scangtie
experiencing demographic changes that impact the profile of the rural communit
(McCullough & Johnson, 2007). Change in the population demographics of North
Carolina suggested the need to address teacher attrition from the viewpoiat of rur

educators of today. The identification of factors that influence teachiéoattrom the
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perspective of today’s rural educators provide the supporting evidence neededdp deve
strategies to decrease teacher attrition and enhance teacher retentrahmiddle
schools of North Carolina.

North Carolina has attempted to address the need to retain teachers with a range
of policy initiatives. Strategies implemented by North Carolina such asdheated
three-year teacher induction programs including paid mentoring and support for new
teachers have been shown to reduce teacher attrition (Curran & Goldrick, 2002) as has
the North Carolina Teaching Fellows Program (Darling-Hammond, 2007) . In a
testimony delivered before the US Senate HELP Committee in August 200hgbar
Hammond stated that the North Carolina Teaching Fellows program was “one of the
most successful teacher recruitment initiatives over two decades.itldingl data
showed that three out of every four teaching fellows were still in teachimg implied
that hiring well-prepared teachers increased retention rates. Othearpsoguch as
NCTEACH (http:www.ncteach.net/definitions.php; http://teach4nc.orgrelter routes/)
and Troops to Teachers (http:www.ed.gov/print/programs/troops/index.html) are
programs in place in North Carolina designed to provide an alternative route into
education. Both are recruitment-type strategies designed to reditaanadind increase
retention by heightening job placement. North Carolina even has finamzalive
programs such as 12% pay increases for teachers with National Board ofiénafess
Teaching Standards certification as well as 10% pay increaseadbets with master’s
degrees.

In spite of programs and practices instituted by North Carolina designedutcer

teacher attrition and increase teacher retention, rural educators contiraetthbsr



12

rural teaching positions. Strategies such as teacher induction programs aeddid
Fellows were not specifically designed for rural school districts and do narapdse
effective in rural counties of the state. This is seen in the fact that tedrhiem in rural
counties of North Carolina continues to occur at a high rate. Attrition ratestvary;
average state rate is 14%; rural counties have an 8-14% rate; and middle bekea
14-25% rate (http://www.ncreportcards.org).

Other programs such as tuition reimbursement and financial recruitmengpacka
are examples of strategies specifically developed for rural countiesrthf Garolina, but
they are not consistently available across the state. For example, ldr@nMiin Teacher
Scholarship Program provides prospective North Carolina teachersmaititial
assistance (McCullough & Johnson, 2007). This program is based on financial need and
is administered from three universities that serve rural sectors of theTta theory is
that the program “may be more likely to recruit from rural areas” (p.15) beoatise
population that it serves. This type of program is region specific and is an exafntip
lack of consistent statewide strategies specifically designedraraounties. This
inconsistency, in conjunction with the knowledge that North Carolina has instituted
strategies to proactively address teacher attrition and teacheiomtesises the question
as to why rural educators continue to leave their rural assignments.

According to McCullough and Johnson (2007), North Carolina currently has “no
state sponsored rural-specific recruiting programs” (p.16). Data conggmugram
availability and effectiveness upon rural attrition and retention is not readiliable
because the programs in question have not been specifically developed to adchess tea

attrition and retention within rural districts.
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The current research study focused upon teacher attrition and retention fistthe fi
decade of the Zlcentury with a particular focus upon rural middle schools of North
Carolina. The primary purpose of the current research study was to exachong tlaat
influenced teachers within the rural middle schools of North Carolina to leave the
classroom. In addition, the current research study investigated how the edlicationa
policy, No Child Left Behind, impacted teacher attrition in rural middle schod\eodh
Carolina. Institutional programs or policies, such as the 1965 Elementary anmi&gc
Act and NCLB of 2001, have been shown to influence teacher attrition on the national
level (Corrigan & Moore, 2004; Hargrove, Walker, Huber, Hill & Barth, 2004).

Teacher attrition continues to rise in the North Carolina. This is esyeciadlin
rural middle schools of the state. In comparison to other grade levels, middle sehools i
North Carolina have a consistently higher rate of teacher attritidredétmiddle schools
are in rural counties, their teacher attrition rate surpasses themoghafs and policies
implemented by the state to address teacher attrition and retention have fieetivime
for rural middle schools of North Carolina. Therefore, the purpose of the curremthesea
study was to examine teacher perspectives about the problems of teaitioer ati
retention in rural middle schools of North Carolina. In educational researcheteaice
and perspectives are untapped. Teachers are the issue and tapping theiryesr spayti
lend a fresh look to the problem of teacher retention and attrition.

These reasons support a strong rationale to identify factors that have influenced
teacher attrition in rural middle schools in North Carolina from the perspedtorerent
teachers. Hearing the voices of teachers, an authentic perspective canckedexpe

concerning factors and strategies. Strategies should have a ceatral decrease
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teacher attrition in rural schools in North Carolina while increasing ¢eaetention.
Minimizing teacher attrition in rural schools will maximize the poteribgrovide
students of rural schools of North Carolina the quality education they deservey-qualit
education that goes beyond standardized testing measures and into authramtg: lea
Identifying the factors that contribute to teacher attrition in rurddhei schools may
shed new light on strategies for retaining teachers.
The Statement of the Problem

The purpose of the current research study was to examine teacher perspective
about teacher attrition and retention in rural middle schools of North CarolinafiSpec
research questions were:

1. What are teacher perspectives about teacher attrition and retention in daigl mi
schools of North Carolina?
2. In what ways has No Child Left Behind influenced teacher attrition ancticaie
in rural middle schools of North Carolina?
Definition of Terms

Definitions were based upon definitions delineated by the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction (http://www.ncreportcards.org/src/gipgsa) and/or
The North Carolina Rural Economic Development Center, Inc.
(http://www.ncruralcenter.org/index.asp).
Rural Schools

Rural schools are schools located in a rural county of North Carolina. Rural
counties were identified by using the counties map available from The Nortln@arol

Rural Economic Development Center (http://www.ncruralcenter.org/). ThRINGI
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Economic Development Center disaggregates statistical data frors@iates to
determine rural and urban classifications of North Carolina counties. Nohr@dras
100 counties, only 15 of which are considered urban, illustrating that it is a largaly r
state.

The concept of ‘rural’ has often been said to be difficult to define (Arnold,

Biscoe, Farmer, Robertson & Shapley, 2007). Alternate definitions were exbwiingh
were based upon the 2006-2007 NC School Report Card Data. This source identified
rural schools as schools located either inside or outside a Consolidated &tatistc
(CSA) of less than 25,000 people and defined as rural by the Census Bureau.

An additional explanation of the ‘rural’ definition used by the 2006-2007 NC
School Report Card Data is to follow. The NC Department of Public Instruction used the
Federal classification system which included three systems of definalgThe Beale
codes, the Metro Status codes, and the Locale codes, all of which were developed by the
Office of Management and Budget (http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/RuralEd/ideBraisp),
were federal classifications in use at the time of the current resstacsh Beale codes
are based upon county size and proximity to a metropolitan area; metro Status codes are
based upon the physical location of the superintendent in relation to the centrahcity o
Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA); Locale codes are a condvirgdtproximity to
metropolitan areas and population density and size. The Locale codes “... gme@ssi
based on the addresses of the individual schools and are assigned at the school level”
(http://Inces.ed.gov/surveys/RuralEd/definitions.asp, pl®.system of Locale codes
was the system utilized at the time of the current research study bgelINvithin the

NC School Report Card Data. Based upon recommendations by Navigating Resources for
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Rural Schools for choice of codes, the Locale codes “... provide the most accurate
characterization of the type of community that students live in”
(http://Inces.ed.gov/surveys/RuralEd/definitions.asp, p. 3). The Locale codesyaec
from #1- 8 and codes 7 and 8 are rural classifications. Code 7 is “Rural, outside CBSA-
Any incorporated place, census designated place, or non-place territorymotawit
CBSA or CSA of a large or mid-size city and defined as rural by the CensitauBarel
code 8 is “Rural, inside CBSA- Any incorporated place, census designatedoplace-
place territory not within a CBSA or CSA of a large or mid-size city and dkaseural
by the Census Bureau” (http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/RuralEd/definitions.asp, p. 3).

Based upon the idea that “... rapidly changing conditions and growing diversity in
rural America make defining rural even more difficult” (Arnold, Biscoe, Farm
Robertson & Shapley, 2007, p. iii), | used the definition recognized within the field but
specifically determined within the state. The working definition of rufdabsls for the
current research study was: rural schools are those schools located withi@scount
designated as rural by the North Carolina Rural Economic Development Center, Inc
Middle Schools

Schools serving a population that includes only those students enrolled 1 the 6
7" and & grades were considered middle schools.
Adequate Yearly Progress

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is an accountability measure of agsgssm
which school performance can be monitored through student assessments.
Retention

Retention refers to teachers who remain in their rural middle school positions.
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Attrition

Attrition refers to teachers who left their rural middle school positions.

Theoretical Framework

In order to address teacher attrition in rural middle schools of North Carolina,
theories behind reasons that teacher attrition occurs had to be considered. Ehiedheor
framework of the current research study is grounded in the societal mogesed by
Sher (1983). This model proposed three C’s to explain teacher retention: aistieste
conditions and compensation. Figure 1 represents model specifics. The potential
influence of the three C’s upon teacher attrition and retention acted as tlegitaéor

framework on which the current research study was based.

Three C's
Of
\_ Teacher Retentic )

| |
[Characteristics} ([ Conditions | [ Compensation}

(& J

( Job ( Salary/Benefits
(School condition Package
\§ \§
- .. . ( ( .
Training/Preservic Place Opportunity Cost
(Environmental

\ \___surroundinas L

( Background and
Personal Experien
.

Figure 1. Three C’s of Teacher Retention (Sher, 1983)
Characteristics

Sher (1983) proposed that characteristics include background, training, pre-
service, and personal experience of a teacher. The theory is that téecheteristics

influence their rate of retention and attrition. Lemke (1994) offers the ‘praoffia rural
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educator’ as a facet to this theory. Hiring the right person for a rsighasent decreases
teacher attrition while increasing teacher retention (Lemke, 1994). Gor{2885)
supported this theory when reporting that teacher attrition increased amoa¢etdsers
that were racially different from the majority of their students. HEI§85) reported that
teachers that have the least experience are the most likely to leavesatturgl This
was echoed by Harris (1989) when it was suggested that teacher attritidibeoul
minimized by establishing a pre-service experience for first yaahégs in the rural,
remote locations. Johnson, Berg and Donaldson (2005) in conjunction with The Project
on the Next Generation of Teachers solidified this theory when suggestirigefeawas
a positive relationship between pre-service and competency; competencylitonote
reduce attrition. The theory is that the characteristics of persons hiesttoin rural
settings influences attrition.
Conditions

Sher (1983) proposed that conditions represent (the job and the place) which
refers to school conditions and environmental surroundings, such as cultural venues,
recreational opportunities, housing, family, and friends. The theory is that the conditions
of the job and the place influence the rate of teacher attrition and retention. 1280k (
found that rural teachers leave due to isolation; social, cultural, geographic a
professional. Cotton (1996) reported that teacher attrition was lower in simzdls
because teachers’ professional attitudes toward their work and their adatonssin
small schools tend to be more positive. In 2002, the National Commission on Teaching

and America’s Future (NCTAF) proposed that teacher shortages were duectdtieif
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in finding the right person for the job. The theory is that less attractive waakiohd¢jving
conditions increased attrition, decreased retention and increased recrdififrerities.
Compensation

Sher (1983) proposed that compensation included any financial component such
as salary, rewards, benefits, incentives, and opportunity costs such as théoamidike
a higher salary in an alternate field. The theory is that the compensation cobtgicae
teacher’s job influences attrition and retention. Kirby and Grissmer (1993) seghplog
theory when they reported that teacher salary had a positive correlatianherte
retention. Unfortunately, this translates into teacher shortages in pooretsidie to
lower salaries (NCTAF, 2002). This translation supported the 1994 report by the United
States Department of Education in a publication entitled, “The Condition of Education in
Rural Schools” which noted a decline in: tax bases, school funding, and property values
all of which influence the financial component of teacher compensation.

Theories related to characteristics, conditions and compensation provide the
theoretical framework for the current research study. The purpose @irieat research
study was to examine teacher perspectives about teacher attrition atidmeterural
middle schools of North Carolina. Acknowledging the influence that charaictgris
conditions and compensation theoretically have upon teacher attrition and teacher
retention provided a guiding principle through which understanding and interpreting
teacher perspectives about teacher attrition and retention in rural middtgssof North

Carolina could be done.
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Delimitations of the Study

The focus of the current research study was on perspectives of teacherttycurre
employed in rural middle schools of North Carolina about teacher attrition immtioa.

In order to capture a range of perspectives from rural middle schoolteécime North
Carolina, specific criteria were used to identify schools and teachehefouttrent
research study. Criteria for school selection included: traditional scHealdea; grades
served 6, 7, 8; rural community; and the school Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in
2006-2007. Teachers were recruited that had four to ten years teaching expPuence.
to the research criteria there are several delimitations to the cstuidgt

One is that the findings represent a select group of participants. Firstdimg$
are limited to only middle school educators; second, they are limited to only Nort
Carolina educators; and, finally the findings are limited to strictly rdacators. The
delimitations to the study are that the findings provide teacher perspespieesically
from rural middle school educators from North Carolina.

A second delimitation was the fact that teachers may not have had the time t
participate. Surveys and interviews may have been viewed as additional work for
persons. Perspectives may have only been received from a selected sampil@pznia
which saw value behind the field of study. This selected sample may have had an
inherent bias. This in itself may have impacted their perspectives.

A third delimitation was the inherent organizational structure of the public school
system. A limitation was therefore the fact that teachers’ perspgetee only received
from those persons teaching in a rural middle school of North Carolina in which their

superintendent and their principal granted permission for them to participate.
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The fourth delimitation was the lack of first-hand perspectives from perdoms w
had left a rural middle school. First-hand perspectives might have exposed additional
areas of concern; but the use of current rural educators provided insight into retention
(their own and others) as well as attrition (others and at times themselwegit past
experiences) that would not have been revealed by the exclusive use of téeatees

no longer in a rural middle school assignment.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

National Issue
Overview

Teacher attrition is not simply a rural issue. It is an issue for K-12 ednicat
across the nation. In 2002, the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future
(NCTAF) in conjunction with NCTAF State Partners addressed the issuecbétea
attrition in a paper entitlednraveling the “Teacher Shortage” problem: Teacher
Retention is the Keyhe paper explored the national teacher shortage as a symptom of
teacher attrition and teacher turnover. The authors explained that the national labor
market of teachers was sufficient to staff the classrooms of Americqaurdoblem was
not the pool of teacher graduates. Instead, it was the astounding numbers of telachers
left the classroom. Attrition, as reported by NCTAF, represented thres tirat of
attrition due to retirement. Ingersoll (2002) said that teaching wasealvieg
door...occupation in which there are relatively large flows in, through, and out of
schools” (p. 42). This ‘revolving door’ is costly to the nation.

Teacher attrition was reported in 2008 by the National Center for Educational
Statistics (NCES) to be at a rate of 17% at the end of the 2003-2004 school year and 16%
in 2004-2005. This represented a loss of over 621,000 teachers from the 5.5 million
employed to teach in public and private schools across the nation. Statisticakingpe
the overall teacher attrition rate for each of these years was equivaletthirds of the
total number of middle school teachers employed in the United States. In 2003-2004,
fewer than 1 million middle school teachers were teaching middle school.ri2ucha

(2005) reported that the National Commission of Teaching and America’Futur
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suggests that the United States will need to hire 200,000 new teachers per trear f
next decade. The NCES report entitldte Condition of Education 2008ported that
attrition was due to a variety of factors: change of position within education,ecbéing
career outside of education, pursuit of further education, family reasons, and other
reasons. Whatever the reason, teacher attrition, recruitment and retrasisthe
nation.

Teacher attrition costs the nation in multiple dimensions, and the costs have been
analyzed by numerous studies. These costs are reported to include costs to the school
community, costs to physical school conditions, costs to districts, costs to the
professional community, and costs to student achievement (Ingersoll, 2001; McCullough
& Johnson, 2007; NCTAF, 2002). Ingersoll (2001) used longitudinal data from both the
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and the Teacher Followup Survey, which are
conducted annually by the National Center for Education Statistics (NOBBY these
data, Ingersoll proposed various costs of teacher attrition that are attlfistead, these
costs are those that have the capability of impacting not only school performance, but
also the sense of community within the school. First, he explained that “high levels of
employee turnover are both cause and effect of ineffectiveness and lownaerderin
organizations” (p. 505). Furthermore, Ingersoll says, teacher attrition is aatordof
“underlying problems in how well schools function” (p. 505). In other words, teachers
tend to remain in successful schools and leave ineffective or low-performing ones

These results were supported and extended in 2002 by the National Commission
on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF). The NCTAF presented costaabfdr

attrition in specific areas of education:
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1. Cost to student achievement: Teacher attrition forces administrators itcuedigit
fill teaching positions. NCTAF (2002) reported that those hired are often simply
“warm bodies to staff the classrooms” (p. 8). Gewertz, as cited by the NCTAF
(2002), reports that “more than half of the nation’s middle school students and a
quarter of its high school students are learning core academic subjects from
teachers who lack certification.....and who did not major in them...” (p. 9).
Unqualified instructors have been shown to negatively impact student
achievement (Gonzalez, 1995; Hill & Barth, 2004), resulting in a cost to student
achievement across the nation.

2. Cost to school conditions: Teacher attrition forces administrators to continually
focus upon hiring new staff. Data gathered by NCTAF (2002) indicate that this
administrative responsibility reduces the time and energy an adm o stast
afford “to improve retention and promote quality teaching and learning” (p. 8) as
well as proactively supervise maintenance of the school infrastructure.

3. Cost to the district: Teacher attrition has financial implications for school
districts. Annual budgets must include monies allocated for teacher reamtiitm
Statistics reveal that some states, like Texas, have to replace assniibéh af
their teaching staff annually (NCTAF, 2002). This replacement process is
reported by NCTAF (2002) to cost Texas approximately $329 million a year.
“Searching for and hiring a new teacher is an expensive proposition” costing the
districts between $6,000 and $48,000 annually according to Feng (2005, p. 2).

4. Cost to the professional community: Teacher attrition and/or constant turnover of

staff negatively impact the “sense of community, continuity and coherence”
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(NCTAF, 2002, p.8) of the professional community as a whole. As previously
reported by Ingersoll (2001), a positive sense of community is seen as an indicator
of school success. Therefore, as teacher attrition increases, the cap@bility o
schools to maintain a professional teaching community decreases, thusmgcreasi
the skepticism of those directly impacted by daily school affairs—students,

parents and teachers.

5. Cost to school reform: Teacher attrition embezzles or takes the traiming an
professional development that are needed to enhance or reform a school.
Therefore, schools continually struggle in the development and acquisition of
common school reform goals. According to Macdonald (1999), “Discontinuity of
staff can be a major inhibitor to the efficacy of schools in promoting student
development and attainment” (p. 841).

6. Cost to students: Teacher attrition, as reported by NCTAF (2002), “diminishes
teacher quality and student achievement” (p. 9). The costs to students are often
cumulative in nature. Continual replacement of teaching staff generasss a le
experienced staff. Inexperienced teachers, as reported by Hanushek, Kain, and
Rivkin (cited by NCTAF, 2002), are less effective than their counterparts.
Research has shown that this ineffectiveness costs students the quastioedlic
experience they deserve.

As described in the previous section, teacher attrition is a national isso&tslIt
students, schools, districts, professional communities, and the community at large.

These costs are financial, academic, personal, and professional in na&ure. T

repercussions of these costs have been seen in inadequate student achievement,
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diminished school reform, stagnant improvements to professional teaching and

learning communities in schools, and through continual budgetary constraints within

districts. Researchers can only begin to project the long-term repercusssocsated

with the costs of teacher attrition upon the nation. The driving question is then: Why

do teachers across the nation leave K-12 classrooms early?
K-12 Teacher Attrition

Historical perspectivetistorically teacher attrition has been a concern in

education. Grissmer and Kirby (1997) described an increase in the demandHerdea
during the 1960s-1970s due to the enrollment of baby boomers into school. This resulted
in a 25% student enrollment increase within the decade. Higher birth rates continued to
impact teacher demand throughout the next decade (Gonzalez, 1995). During the 1970s-
1980s, as the baby-boomers made their way through schools, the need for teachers
declined because enrollment rates declined. Similar findings by Milleridatddtom
cited an oversupply of teacher graduates in the early 1970s and then a steady decline
from 1966-1981. This trend, also reported by Grissmer and Kirby (1997), was reversed i
the 1990s as student enrollment rates and then graduation rates once again increased.
Projections offered by these researchers, based upon statistical remectsted a
dramatic increase in the demand for teachers in the next fifteen yaansd¢ad, Berg, and
Donaldson (2005). The Project on the Next Generation of Teachers predicted that teacher
demand would continue to escalate as a result of three factors: increased student
enrollment due to birth rates and immigration; mandated policies such asz#ass si
numbers and NCLB standards for “highly qualified staff’; and decrease sapply

teacher pool due to lack of education graduates, qualified graduates not entering the
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profession and staff attrition. Historically, this increase and decreasacimer demand
has influenced the urgency to minimize teacher attrition across the nation.

Teacher attrition rates over the years have continually increasasdti&ta
reported in 2004 by the National Center for Education Statistics in the repdedentit
Teacher Attrition and Mobility: Results from the Teacher Follow-up Survey, 2000-2001
reported this increase. The report cites percentages of public schoolgsg¢hah&nove’,
‘stay’, or ‘leave’ the classroom in the years 1988-89, 1991-92, 1995-96 and 2000-01. The
percentage of ‘stayers’ declined from 86.5% (1988-89) to 84.9 % (2000-01); and the
percentage of ‘leavers’ increased from 5.6% (1988-89) to 7.4% (2000-01). The
percentage that stayed represented a survival rate and those thatdetintgal attrition
rates that were similar to statistical data presented by Konanc (h3@6)analysis of
employment histories for North Carolina teachers from the years 1980 to 1996. In more
recent work by the NCES, statistics were presented for ‘stayers’eawifs’ for the year
2004/05. In this work by Marvel, Lyter, Peltola, Strizek, and Morton (2006), the
following percentages for 2004-05 were disclosed: ‘stayers’ showed an additiona
decrease from 84.9% (2000-01) to 83.5%; and the percentage of ‘leavers’ showed an
increase from 7.4% (2000-01) to 8.4%. These results represented a consistent need to
understand and address teacher attrition in the nation.

Influencing factorsMany factors influence teacher attrition according to research.
The review of literature identified numerous factors. All factors influemteacher
attrition from K-12 districts were discussed as a part of a framework t&mgodel
introduced by Billingsley (1993) and discussed by Gonzalez (1995). This model proposes

that teachers’ career decisions were influenced by employment, ¢féetoss and
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personal factors. Table 1 represents the specific factors that influacbertattrition at

the national level.

Table 1

Factors Influencing Teacher Attrition at the National Level

Employment Factors External Factors Personal Factors
Professional Qualifications Economic Trends Teacher Dynamics
e Preservice training ¢ Recession (budget e Position/career
e Certification in subject fluctuations) dissatisfaction
specific fields e Labor market e Pursuit of
e College credits in trends alternate career
education Societal Influences e Continuing
e Traditional teacher- e Birth rates education
training route e Population shifts  Family Dynamics
Work Conditions e Regional shifts e Pregnancy
e Characteristics of Institutional Influences e Child-rearing
school and school e Adjustments to
district teacher-preparatory
e Characteristics of programs
classroom and students e Development of
e Characteristics of job state-funded
assignment programs
Work Rewards e Educational reform
e Extrinsic

(salary/benefit package,
opportunity costs)

e Intrinsic (positive
experiences)

Employment factors influence teacher attrition and are diredtiyeckto the
profession itself. Gonzalez (1995) cited Billingsley’s model for factoesrgdloyment
that influence teacher attrition. Billingsley’s model proposed these majas af
employment: professional qualifications, work conditions, and work rewards.

Professional qualifications include pre-service training, certificaticgubject

specific fields, college credits in education, and a traditional teachemty route.
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Professional qualifications are reported to either increase or decraclsertattrition
(Hill & Barth, 2004; North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction, 1998)
depending upon the situation. The Project on the Next Generation of Teachers,
established at the Harvard Graduate School of Education, reported that the next
generation of teachers differed from the teaching force of the pasthkednaays.
According to Baldacci and Johnson (2006) most teachers of the next generatidheenter
profession mid-career, through nontraditional routes, and with short-term but not casual
commitments. Furthermore, according to Baldacci and Johnson (2006), attritiolneis hig
among those entering education through nontraditional routes but lower among those
entering mid-career through traditional routes.

Work conditions range from concerns about administration and students to
dissatisfaction with job assignment. The paper entitflecaveling the “Teacher
Shortage” Problem: Teacher Retention is the IREEZTAF, 2002) states “teachers’ plans
to remain in teaching are highly sensitive to their perceptions of their working
conditions” (p.11). The report supported the earlier work reported by Johnson (1990) who
found that teachers left as the result of issues such as supplies and soaceqseand
facilities), educational bureaucracy (politics), collegiality or latk,@nd school
governance or decision-making. More current research sponsored by the National
Retired Teachers Association: AAREEgucator Communitgnd Farmers Insurance
(2003) as well as Johnson and The Project on the Next Generation of Teachers (2004)
propose key barriers to retention of teachers. Aspects such as lack of respect and
community support, lack of administrative support, unsupportive and unmotivated

colleagues, lack of resources, unmotivated students, pressures of classroonm@aanage
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and discipline, testing requirements, and lack of parental support were keyetealed

from teacher surveys. Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004) and Johnson, Berg and

Donaldson (2005) supported these findings with their findings that teacher mobility and

teacher attrition was more greatly influenced by school and student chatemstéhnian it

was by salary. Support for these factors was additionally presented by Johnson (2006)

who reported that “once teachers are in the classroom, they are moreolikegpptt that

they would leave teaching because of poor working conditions than because of low pay”

(p- 3). The following work conditions were reported to influence teacher attrition:

Characteristics of the school and school district influence teachepattriti
(Baldacci & Johnson, 2006; Certo, 2002; Hill & Barth, 2004; Ingersoll, 1999;
Luekens, Lyter & Fox, 2004). These characteristics included organizational
attributes such as the lack of support from staff, administration and parents, the
lack of opportunity to engage in policy and decision making on the school and/or
district level, and the lack of professional development opportunities. Survey
results, presented by Luekens, Lyter, and Fox (2004), reported that 38% of the
teachers who left the classroom in 2000-2001 cited dissatisfaction with
administrative support and 32% cited dissatisfaction with workplace conditions.
Darling-Hammond, as cited by NCTAF (2002), stated that “How teachars fe
about the administrative support, resources, and teacher voice and influence over
policy in their schools” (p.11) was directly proportional to their intentions of
staying in the classroom. As summarized by Johnson, Berg and Donaldson, “If
schools fail to offer teachers support and opportunities throughout the teaching

career, they risk losing them prematurely” (2005, p. 97).
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e Characteristics of the classroom and/or of the students influence teaghen att
(Hill & Barth, 2004; Ingersoll, 1997). These characteristics included classroom
attributes such as incidences of student misbehavior, class size or casecialad, ra
and socio-economic makeup and student attributes such as academic performance
and test scores. Studies by NCTAF (1996 and 2002) and by Feng (2005) reported
that the rate of teacher attrition was directly proportional to attributée of t
student populations and school communities in which teachers were employed.
Schools serving low-performing, high minority and/or low-income student
populations have increased teacher attrition rates. In 1995, Ingersoll and Rossi
compiled results from the 1990-1991 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS)
conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Theye@port
that teacher turnover or teacher attrition rates were as high as 10%amuall
schools that had a student populace in which more than 50% received free or
reduced-price lunches.

e Characteristics of one’s job assignment influence teacher attritiotorgacch as
test stress, multiple teaching preparations, job responsibilities, and sugiect a
grade level taught have been reported to be characteristics of job asgignme
which influence teacher attrition (Murnane & Olsen, 1990; Stinebrickner, 1998).
Grissmer and Kirby (1997) cited their previous work from 1992 concerning
teacher attrition in Indiana, and they cited work by Murnane and Olsen from 1989
concerning teacher attrition in North Carolina. It was reported thdy“atrition

can depend on...the subject and level taught...” (p. 4). Job assignment impacts
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job satisfaction. Job satisfaction, in turn, influences teacher attrition gtier

1997).

Work rewards are the third area of employment which was reported to impact
teacher attrition. Work rewards incorporated two primary components: éxtins
intrinsic rewards of employment. The type of reward that received the regiat was
teacher salary. In the early 1990’s salary was given as the “primanyatiai’ (p.840)
behind teacher attrition in work by Hammer, Rohr and Wagner (cited by Macdonald,
1999). This was supported by Murnane and Olsen (1990) using the findings from the
longitudinal study of a North Carolina data set in which the employment hisbdries
North Carolina teachers were analyzed. The disaggregated data relvatteddhers
who were paid a higher salary and/or teachers who had decreased opportunitiieosts (t
ability to make a higher salary outside education) stay in the classroom. latigeugh
salary had been reported to be a motivating factor for teacher attritiearaleshowed
that its impact diminished over time. Kirby and Grissmer (1993) referred tarcbse
conducted by Murnane, Singer, and Willett. Their analysis indicated that “theamore
teacher earns, the more likely he or she is to stay in teaching” (p. 29), but that “the
importance of salary in the attrition decision tended to decline and by year eight,
disappeared entirely” (p. 29). Certo and Fox (2002) also reported that when tearieers w
asked their perceptions regarding teacher attrition they cited that “theeterpptkage
of pay, benefits, and other incentives was inadequate” (p.5). The complete package in thi
situation included only those rewards that are monetary or extrinsic. This does not

include the intrinsic rewards of employment that influenced teacheroattriti
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Intrinsic rewards must be interpreted on a personal level. This creatdteagda
in evaluating their impact upon teacher attrition. Research shows thatientenards
such as “positive experiences with students, and recognition and appreciation from
colleagues, parents, and principals” (Gonzalez, 1995, p. 3) impact teachenaitria
varying scale.

External factors are those factors “that are external to the teachtdrea
employing school district” (Gonzalez, 1995, p. 5). Gonzalez reported three external
factors that influence teacher attrition: economic, societal, and instiditEconomic
trends include recession and labor market trends; societal factors incthdates and
regional population shifts; institutional trends include the rise and fall of preese
preparatory programs and state/federal regulatory changes (Gori2886y

Economic trends impact teachers. Budgets (district, state and fetieriafe in
response to economic trends as well as the fiscal condition of the nation. These
fluctuations impact teacher salaries, financial incentive programs, andsooia
development opportunities (Ingersoll & Rossi, 1995; Murnane & Olsen, 1990).

These, in turn, impact labor market trends. Labor market trends indicated an
increase or decrease in opportunities to acquire gainful employment. Tatdtien
was shown to have a direct correlation with labor market trends (Certo & Fox, 2002).
This idea was supported in the review of literature conducted by Macdonald (1999). He
cited the findings from the 1990 report presented by the Organisation for Econmmic C
operation and Development (OECD). The OECD, as cited by Macdonald (1999), states
that teacher attrition is heightened by “attractive openings in other

occupations/industries.....” (p. 835) and economic prosperity (p.836). Therefore, an
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increase in opportunities for gainful employment results in a correspondiegseadn
teacher attrition (Miller & Sidebottom, 1985).

Societal influences indirectly impact teacher attrition (Grissm&ir&y, 1997).

For example, ebbs and flows in birth rates generate changes in school enrollmemts w
directly impact teacher demand or teacher attrition. A second way in whickysocie
influences teacher attrition is through regional population shifts. As population numbers
rise and fall across the communities of the nation, teacher demand and aisetiamdr

fall. Regional shifts in population stimulate the need for schools to open or close, thus
influencing attrition and retention. This often results in attrition in certaasaof the

nation and retention in others. Data from Teacher Attrition and Mobility: Results from
the Teacher Follow-up Survey, 2000-2@01 theTeacher Attrition and Mobility:

Results from the 2004-05 Teacher Follow-up Suciey that over 10% (10.4 and 14.6)
of the teachers surveyed said that teacher attrition was a result of lagirgff or
involuntarily transferred” (p. 16). Neither was a top motivating factor, but tegétby
represented a significant percentage of teacher attrition that dfteetaation.

Institutional influences indirectly impact teacher attrition. Changesadiety
stimulate adjustments to institutional programs such as teacher-poeparaigrams or
development of state-funded programs. Teacher-preparatory programatarfdreded
programs work to accommodate the changes in society by either increasing asidgcre
student enrollment/graduation numbers. These adjustments often include changes to
enrollment procedures or the development of alternative programs. Programs such a
NCTEACH (NCTEACH, http:www.ncteach.net/definitions.php; Teach4NC,

http://teach4nc.org/alternate_routes/) and Troops to Teachers (Trobpadiers
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Program, http:www.ed.gov/print/programs/troops/index.html) are programséhat w
devised to meet the demand for teachers. These non-traditional routes to theralass
are more likely to result in teachers leaving that traditional preparatignapns (Harris,
1989; NCTAF, 2002; Orvik, 1970). The need to meet societal demands for teachers
extends to the teacher-preparatory institutions and state agencies.r§ eaableing
classrooms through a non-traditional route provided by teacher-preparetiytions or
state-funded programs are short-term remedies; however, they have notsheven t
long-term solution. Indirectly, they have increased teacher attrition.

A second way institutional programs or policies impact teacher attrittbnoiggh
educational reform. A recent policy that affects teacher attrition isiNld Ceft Behind
(NCLB) (Hargrove, Walker, Huber, Corrigan & Moore, 2004; Hill & Barth, 2004).
NCLB mandates a highly qualified designation for all classroom teachgus;img all
teachers to demonstrate competence in the subjects they are assigned Extteom
(as cited by Hill and Barth) stated that NCLB “will displace longstamndexperienced
teachers” (p.176) if they are required to go back to school for additional
certification/college course work, organize portfolios to document proficiency, or if
letters are sent home informing parents that their child is being taugheagrer who is
not qualified. These findings have been supported in qualitative studies frdimattieer
Attrition and Mobility: Results from the Teacher Follow-up Survey, 2000-20@h
cited that 8.9% of teachers left the classroom because they “did not feel grtepare
implement or did not agree with new reform measures” (Table 6, p. 16). This was further

supported by Bowler's work (cited by Hill and Barth) in which “75% of secondary and
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33% of elementary teachers said that the ‘Highly Qualified’ designatiorovimplact
retention” (p. 175).

Research showed that teacher attrition is an issue across the nation anddimpacte
all geographic locations. Research also shows that teacher attrition doepauittine
nation and its geographic locations in a consistent manner. Studies show that teacher
attrition is greater in locations in which poverty levels are high, resourcésaesl, and
working conditions are difficult (Ingersoll, 2001; NCTAF, 2002).

Personal factors comprise another area of impact upon teacher attritisa. The
include teacher and family dynamics. Each influences teachdéoattn its own way,
and these factors are referred to as “turnover beyond control” (Public Schoalglof N
Carolina: Department of Public Instruction: System Level Teacheroler Report,
2005-2006).

In theTeacher Attrition and Mobility: Results from the 2004-05 Teacher Follow-
up Surveyresearchers presented the top twelve reasons teachers cited f@y fle@vin
classroom. Eleven of the twelve factors are personal factors (T,gh®49. Personal
factors related to family dynamics included pregnancy or child reaiilg position or
career dissatisfaction, pursuit of alternate career, and continuing edusate personal
factors directly linked to the teacher. Personal factors, includinggeaad family
dynamics impact teacher attrition.

Influencing factors- rural sector3.eacher attrition occurs in rural schools for
many of the same reasons as on the national level (Gonzalez, 1995). Howeverethere ar
factors that influence rural teacher attrition that are unique to ruraidonsaTeachers

leave rural classrooms for personal and professional reasons.
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Personal factors that influence teacher attrition in rural sectotsle&hmily,
finance, and the future. Factors parallel the national scene, but specifigarifsre
family, finance and the future appear to be unique to rural districts.

Family factors, ranging from raising children to retirement, apioeiafluence
teacher attrition in rural schools. One such family factor is relocatirajltavfa spouse
or to change residence (Kirby & Grissmer, 1993; Public Schools of North Carolina:
Department of Public Instruction: System Level Teacher Turnover Report220a3.
These findings were supported by Luekens, Lyter, and Fox (2004). Using resultedrom
Teacher Attrition and Mobility: Results from the Teacher Follow-Up Survey, 2000-2001
Luekens and associates found that between 13% and 31% of teacher attrition from rural
school districts is related to family factors. Additional familytéas include
illness/health of teacher, child-rearing or childcare responsibilitiagjage, and
retirement (Horn, 1985; Stinebrickner, 1998). Each influences teachers in thaordecis
to leave rural classrooms.

The needs of individual teachers might not supersede family factors, but they
appear to be the driving force among the personal categories of finante dniite.
Financial factors that influence teacher attrition in rural schools inclatEyfbenefits
and opportunity costs (Feng, 2005; Ingersoll, 1997). Their studies found a positive
correlation between low salaries and/or benefit packages and high tetnen.an a
review of research concerning teacher attrition by Macdonald (1999), this@osit
relationship was repeatedly reported as an influencing factor fdreteattrition. The
impact of salary upon teacher attrition in rural school districts was alsoirtierpifocus

of a policy brief written by Jimerson (2003) as a part of the Rural Trust Harliely
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Series sponsored by The Rural School and Community Trust. The author reported that
rural teachers earned less than their counterparts nationwide. Thistgispsalary
increases rural teacher attrition while decreasing the teachemhaoket for rural
districts. Jimerson’s view is that the most effective means of redu@aoleeattrition
from rural schools is to create and maintain an equitable salary schedallddachers.
Even though North Carolina has a state salary schedule, rural educators continue to
experience a disparity in finances because salary is only one aspedimdnical factor
that influences attrition and retention for a rural educator. There are aldtd®smneh as
salary supplements. Jimerson discusses North Carolina supplements whicle@m@nbas
local tax bases. These supplements range from $0 to $5500 across the stateidthe distr
that do not offer supplements are all in rural counties. In addition, the five highest
supplements are in non-rural counties and the five lowest supplements are in rural
counties of the state.

Equitable salaries and benefits for rural educators may reduce tedctien at
but are not the sole solution (Jimerson, 2003). That is because there is more to finances
than just salary and benefits. There are also opportunity costs. Opportunity costs
represent the costs that teachers must consider when deciding if they cdtoagtay in
a rural school district. Rural educators weigh their opportunity costs annusligeA
opportunities improve for all individuals in the open workplace, so do the opportunities
for teachers. Teachers have had opportunities to accept employment in alielaste
locations, accomplishing two things. First, they maximize their salary appioes and,
second, they use their content-related background. Teachers of rural sstraié dire

forced to decide between receiving inferior pay in a rural school distdcseeking
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superior salaries in an alternate location or more often in an alternatsspoofe
(Grissmer & Kirby, 1997; Helge & Marrs, 1981). Similar findings were aéaekin a

study done by Certo and Fox (2002). In written surveys and personal intervielnerseac
revealed that their top reason for leaving rural classrooms was low aathbenefits.
However, the second most influential factor dealt with the external employment
opportunities that offered less stressful schedules, more flexible schéughes
salaries/benefits, and more control of the work-setting.

The final category of the personal theme was that of the individual teacher’s
future and how a rural assignment either enhanced or deterred that futungakitise
image of school districts that are remote or in isolated locations. Swift ($&844l that,
“...retaining competent teachers is an ongoing problem ...of small schoolsamatalr
and often isolated by distance and terrain” (p. 1). Remote or isolated locatems off
limited social opportunities. When teachers consider their futures, social oppestuni
come into play. These limitations have been shown to increase teachenattrrtiral
school districts (Buchanan, 2005; Lemke, 1994; Stone, 1990).

Indirectly related to social opportunities is the need to fit into one’s community.
Survey studies have shown that the inability of teachers to ‘fit’ into the rurahaaity
of their school is a leading factor behind teacher attrition in rural schoat@igtremke,
1994; Swift, 1984). Swift and Lemke explain that often teachers are trapped in a
mismatch of social or cultural mores. This mismatch decreases teacheement and
community acceptance. All increase teacher attrition in rural schoottfisResearch by
the Rural School and Community Trust conducted by McCullough and Johnson echoed

this scenario. McCullough and Johnson (2007) described “cultural competency” as a key
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factor to a rural fit. The authors reported that “children don’t have the ‘bastiges if
...teachers cannot relate to and respect the community and its families” (p. 1h). Whe
teachers find themselves in a quandary such as mentioned above they often decide to
leave the school and community. This decision forces teachers either to move to a
different community and school, a different profession, or even back to school to further
their education.

Rural communities, given their remote or isolated locations, often provide few
opportunities for individuals to pursue higher education. When teachers elect to go back
to school to further their education, they frequently leave the rural commuamties
schools in which they work and live (Luekens, Lyter & Fox, 2004; North Carolina State
Department of Public Instruction: System Level Teacher Turnover Report220a3.

The pursuit of higher education to increase options for their future, often forbereéx
leave rural classrooms. This personal pursuit has often been forced due to state and
federal mandates. State and federal policies such as NCLB mandateatienif
standards that rural educators must satisfy. Rural educators who typiaehyneltiple
subjects and multiple grades in which they do not necessarily have a collegermajor a
often required to amend their certifications. This means additional coursework and/or
professional development in order to meet the highly qualified standards of NCLB. Thes
mandates force rural educators to make personal decisions concerningdireg,and
commitment. This, then, may act to increase teacher attrition from ca@|slistricts.
The capability to enhance one’s self by furthering one’s education is a pergmwlais
teacher attrition but represents a significant crossover component into the second

umbrella theme, entitled “professional factors.”
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Professional factors influence rural teachers. The teaching porfesgjuires
education and intellectual skills. Numerous studies have identified facteescimet
attrition that are a result of the nature of the teaching profession. Some baes
focused on attrition in rural school districts. These studies and their resudisergpthree
areas of influence: dissatisfaction, demographics, and development. Each includes
numerous components.

Job dissatisfaction is a broad category that has been found to be a significant
factor leading to attrition. Hill and Barth (2004) noted correlations betvaden |
dissatisfaction and teacher attrition in schools. Furthermore, in rural sclofols, j
dissatisfaction included working conditions and lack of administrative supportsbut al
included being ill-prepared to teach in rural schools.

Working conditions that influence teacher attrition in rural schools include
multiple teaching assignments/preparations, workload, paperwork, multckgsds,
limited resources, and class size (Luekens, Lyter & Fox, 2004; MetLife 20@5).
Educators in rural schools are often required to teach multiple subjects, as well a
multiple ages, often within the same classroom, the same day, or certidmhytiae
same year. This requires multiple preparations, which generates increpsetopk,
accountability, and workload. Tied to these additional stressors are limiteoiaes,
class sizes that are often large and diverse. Baldacci and Johnson (2@d@hatat
“support is often hardest to come by in ....rural schools, which very often have few
institutional resources” (p.21). These rural education conditions contribute to ratgeer

of attrition.
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Teacher attrition in rural school districts frequently results fralrters feeling a
lack of support from their administration at the school, district or county level®(&er
Fox, 2002; Ingersoll, 1997; Stone, 1990). Teachers often overlook working conditions
when they feel satisfied with the administration, feel supported, feel hedrd a
appreciated (Kopkowski, 2008). This feeling of validation transcends many areas of |
satisfaction. Validation promotes commitment and increases one’s wikisgogo
above and beyond the call of duty.

Not only does lack of administrative support contribute to rural teacher attrition,
but also lack of preparation causes many rural teachers to leave. Beingauegre
personally, professionally, socially, and/or emotionally for teaching ith caramunities
creates a “revolving door,” as teachers in these situations attempt to adaptrtodhe
settings (Harris, 1989; Ingersoll, 1995, 1997, 2001; Orvik, 1970). The learning curve or
adaptation is difficult for new teachers and often proves to be too much.

Demographics often contribute to teacher attrition in rural school disfFiots
1994 publication entitle@he Condition of Education in Rural Scho@lsS. Department
of Education, 1994), the US Department of Education presents a snapshot of the
demographics of rural schools and districts. Seven descriptors offer evidenppdd s
how demographics might influence teacher attrition in rural school districtsacros
America: “rural schools and rural school districts usually enroll small nisdbgupils,”
“rural residents report incomes significantly less than their urban and subudraji pe
and “due to the absence of significant trading centers, rural school disftern are
nearly exclusively dependent on real property taxation for their localuet¢n.48).

Each descriptor could be transposed into a list of negative impacts. Limited funding a
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resources, decreased salaries, supplements, and incentives, as well agjedulti-
classrooms and combined grade levels are examples of various negative impacts.
Combined, the above descriptors mirror the scenario previously described as ‘poor
working conditions’, which were said to increase job dissatisfaction.

The final category of the professional factors theme addresses the dexialpm
aspect of the teaching profession. Studies show that the lack of professional denelopme
in rural school districts plays a significant role in the decision to stay, movegwa the
rural classroom (Stone, 1990). Lack of opportunities for professional developmentt is pa
of the reality of rural school districts that are typically remote andtess] with a limited
taxation base, and reduced resources. Professional development within thesedlyer’
life transcends the professional reality of meeting state and fedanaates.
Compounding the lack of professional development opportunities are mandates and
institutional programs and policies such as NCLB which mandates requiremrents f
teacher certification and licensure (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001,
http://www.ed.gov/legislation/ESEAQ02/). The realities of rural educatieriteat teachers
in rural classrooms are often forced to teach out of their areas of expdmedCLB
mandates concerning ‘highly qualified’ status creates “hurdles in implamgehe
vision” (Jimerson, 2003) of NCLB especially in rural school districts that, due teetlye
nature of the rural setting, find it “difficult to attract and retain well-tjieal new
teachers” (Jimerson, 2003). Professionally these mandates propose a challeumgé for
educators due to the limitations and isolation of rural settings. Limitechbiiyl to
professional development or resources needed to amend certifications intraelses

attrition and reduces teacher retention in rural counties. These institutianealere
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enacted to ensure ‘highly qualified’ teachers in all classrooms, but, acctodivifiams

and King (2003), “in many places where providing a good education for all students is
already a major challenge, NCLB is a farce” (p. 8). Add to this the findyngsgersoll

(1997) and Gonzalez (1995), in which teachers cited the insufficient input they have into
school and district level policy making and decision-making related to profes
development, curriculum and more, and once again the professional development of rural
teachers is negatively impacted and increases teacher attrition.

In addition to being influenced by NCLB mandates, teacher attrition in rural
schools is influenced by personal and professional themes. According to MacDonald
(1999) and Mueller (1970), minimizing teacher attrition is a proactive mechamism f
improving teacher quality, student achievement, and community cohesivenessn&educ
teacher attrition is also a mechanism for minimizing the various costgasslowith
teacher attrition (Lawrence, Abramson, Bergsagel, Bingler, Diamond, Gigdine
Howley, Stephen & Washor, 2002). Teacher attrition knows no social, racial, geographic,
or economic boundaries. Studies addressed the costs associated with teéarer attr
These costs are financial, academic, and social by nature. Studies fduhdgbacosts
impact certain students and communities to a greater extent. Johnson (2004gdxpress
the idea that “attrition and transfer most severely affect schoolgtbrat..rural
communities...” (p.12). In 2007, The Rural School and Community Trust reported the
findings of McCullough and Johnson in a report entitled, Quality Teachers: Issues,
Challenges, and Solutions for NC’s Overlooked Rural Communities. The report noted
that “children in ...rural communities are afforded neither the resources nor thg quali

teaching they need to overcome their challenges and experience acaci@mersonal
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success” (p. 5-6). The report notes a “revolving door of less qualified teaamgrs (a
perhaps, a pattern where the better qualified teachers in these (tiradssee
leaving...” (p. 13). This pattern is supported by the NC Public Schools 2006-2007
personnel profile of highest degree held by all instructional personnel
(http://www.ncpublicschools.org/fbs/resources/data/). Statistji@®6 hold a bachelors
degree which is consistent in rural and urban counties while 34% hold a mastees degre
which varies in rural and urban counties across the state. Thirty-five peregbaof
instructional personnel hold masters degrees while 33% of the instructioraained s
rural counties hold masters degrees. Jimerson (2003) captured the essence of the
profound ramifications of teacher attrition in rural schools saying, “Gebgrshould not
dictate which children obtain an excellent education and which do not” (p. 7).
Teacher attrition in North Carolina

Teacher attrition is monitored by public and private agencies across the suadi
within each state. The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NGDé&he
such agency. The NCDPI produces an annual report that quantifies data corsteteing
wide teacher turnover. The report documents the factors reported each ydamgact
teacher turnover for the state (Public Schools of North Carolina: Department iaf Publ
Instruction: System Level Teacher Turnover Report, 2007-2008)

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction reported a 13% teacher
attrition rate for the period of March 2008-March 2009. The rate was down from 2007-
2008, in which NCDPI reported teacher attrition at a rate of 14% on the systenTlevel
percentage reflected the loss or relocation of over 13,000 teachers in one school year

There was an increase from the 2006-2007 when the rate was 12% (p.1-2). The
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percentage reflected teacher attrition rates for middle school teattzt%, elementary
rates at 21% and high school rates at 22% (http://www.ncreportcards.org/srcé)weise
a decrease from 2004-2005 data that reported the North Carolina’s local schan$'syste
average teacher turnover rate at 13 % which was a slight increase from 2003+
2004. North Carolina’s teacher turnover rate was lower than the national data which w
reported by NCES at 16% in 2003-2004 and 17% in 2007-2008.

The timeline of ‘turnover beyond control’ percentages can be analyzed using the
data from the System Level Teacher Turnover Report. The table ‘Categofiesover
by Year’ (p. 6) displays the percentages of ‘turnover beyond control’ percentages fr
1999-2000 to 2005-2006 on an annual basis. In 1999-2000, 34.09% of teacher attrition in
North Carolina was due to ‘turnover beyond control’ or personal factors. During the six
years documented there had been a slight but steady decline, with the lowest pgint bei
in 2002-2003 (27.07%). In 2005-2006, the rate was back up to 30.67% (Public Schools of
North Carolina: Department of Public Instruction: System Level Tedaheover
Report, 2005-2006). ‘Turnover beyond control’ factors included teacher demographics
(age, gender, race, and health condition) and family dynamics (childgeeahildcare,
family relocation, and family responsibilitie$. 2007-2008, the rate was even higher.
The ‘Analysis of Turnover’ (p.42) displays the percentages of ‘turnover beyonalcontr
for 2007-2008. Teacher turnover or teacher attrition for reasons ‘beyond control’ had
increased to 41.24% (Public Schools of North Carolina: Department of Public
Instruction: System Level Teacher Turnover Report, 2007-2008, p.42). The percentage
that stayed represented a state survival rate and those that ke$erdgpd attrition rates

that were similar to statistical data presented by Konanc (1996) in hisiardlys
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employment histories for North Carolina teachers from the years 1980 to 1996. Whether
teacher attrition is due to personal reasons that are beyond control or due togqualfessi
reasons that can be controlled, teacher attrition rates continue to increasnin Nor
Carolina.

Teacher attrition in rural schools of North Carolin&eacher attrition rates are
reported by the System Level Teacher Turnover Report annually. The report computes
the turnover rates across the state and specifically within 110 Local Bdusathorities
(LEA’s) or counties and the eight regions of the state (Public Schools of Northn@arol
Department of Public Instruction: System Level Teacher Turnover Report220@].

The turnover rates for each of the regions over the past five years aredepaitie
table entitled ‘System Turnover Rate by Region’ (p. 29).

According to the report, the teacher attrition rate is at its highest af e eight
state regions of the state (p.29). These regions include urban, rural, and suburban school
districts, because the regions span the state from the mountains through the piedmont to
the coastal plains. As noted by The North Carolina Rural Economic Developmeet, Cent
Inc., North Carolina includes 100 counties of which 85 are designated rural
(http://'www.ncruralcenter.org/index.asp). Hence the majority of the countkesled in
the eight regions are rural. Using the Five-Year Average Systenh Teaeher Turnover
for 2003-08 (p. 23-25), the specific teacher attrition rates for the rural cooahdse
determined. The five year average rate of teacher attrition for auaties involved in
the study had a computed mean of 12% with a range between 8% and 14% (p. 23-25).
This rate was less than the state wide five year average of 13% buttheyhéne state

wide teacher turnover rate of 9% reported in 2007-2008.



48

Teacher attrition in middle schools of North Caroliff@acher attrition has
historically proven to occur at the greatest rate in the middle schools of Nodim&a
(http://www.ncreportcards.org). The state teacher turnover rate for maddieldeachers
in North Carolina has been reported as high as 25% in 2001-2002 to the low of 14%
reported in 2008-2009. In spite of the steady decline over the last ten years,lbe teac
attrition rate for middle school teachers continues to be the highest rateloét
attrition for teachers of North Carolina (http://www.ncreportcards.org).

The 2008 Teachers Working Conditions Survey conducted annually in North
Carolina offered an explanation for the rate of attrition at the middle level.s&ssment
of the results revealed that at the middle school level, teacher attritivatanton was
influenced by the role of teachers in making classrooms and county-widedscisi
concerning teaching and practices. When middle school teachers play a ptooige
the decision-making within the school, district or county the teacher turnoger rat
declines. This decline supports other findings that teacher empowermentfisi@mcing
factor for teacher attrition and retention in schools.

Teacher attrition in rural middle schools of North Carolifural school attrition
rates in North Carolina are 12% with a range in the last five years of 88@td middle
school attrition rates are 14% with a range in the last 10 years of 14%-25%diAgdor
the 2008 Teachers Working Conditions Survey, middle schools with a smaller student
enrollment and less student diversity are more likely to have lower teacher turnover
These attributes, small enrollment and less student diversity, typicaligatérize rural
middle schools (Lemke, 1994). This characterization is ever-changing anchaeftuine

rate of teacher attrition in the process.
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This increasing and varying rate of teacher attrition in rural middle scabols
North Carolina, as well as reports from NCDPI that 10,000 new teachers aredtined e
year and have been for the past decade, heightens the need for further reseaoch. Add t
this the statistics presented in the 2005 report published by The Rural School and
Community Trust entitled, “Why Rural Matters.” It is reported that NorhoGha ranks
the highest in the nation in overall size of rural schools and districts. Forgnpefall
North Carolina’s students attend rural schools, ranking North Carolina ninth in the need
to address rural education (2005). Recognition of the issue is half the battlend is t
examine the reasons behind teacher attrition in rural middle schools of North Carolina

order to address them.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the study was to examine perspectives of teachers currently
employed in rural middle schools of North Carolina about teacher attrition temtioa
against the theoretical framework of Sher (1983). The theory is that the three C’
characteristics, conditions, and compensation influence teacher attritioalisaiiools.

A mixed method was used to gain perspectives from teachers from schools rfiyorg va
geographic regions of North Carolina through surveys and interviews. Swees's
designed to elicit personal, school and demographic information, and interviews were
structured to seek teachers’ experiences and attitudes about attritioreatidmeh rural
middle schools.

Setting and Population

| selected schools by reviewing data from the 2006-2007 NC School Report Card
(http://www.ncreportcards.org/src/), which was available through the Kantblina
Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI). | selected North Carolina scindoth met
the following characteristics and criteria: traditional school caleoda80 days; grades
served 6, 7, 8; rural community; and meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in 2006-
2007. These criteria established uniformity of rural middle schools.

AYP is the standard used for school effectiveness by federal and stateeage
and is based upon student success within designated subgroups within a school. The No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) accountability standards list membership numkenrs40
persons for the subgroups of North Carolina. An n=40 has been deemed a rural-sensitive
best practice because small subgroup numbers make test results statigtiial Often

these results identify small, rural schools as “failing” (Jimerson, 2004 ).afio@ale for
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using schools that have successfully met AYP was supported by Johnson (2006) who
suggested that “... the conditions of the school as a workplace can increase thg capacit
of schools to serve all students” (p. 2) and “the effectiveness of teachers hgihin t
classrooms” ...which may then “influence their decisions about whether to remain i
teaching” (p.2). The rationale is that teachers stay in schools ¢haicse effective.

Thirty North Carolina rural middle schools met the criteria (see AppendiXex) were
selected due to their teacher turnover rate which was correlated to tedieh@on or
attrition for each school. Five middle schools with the lowest and five middle schools
with the highest teacher turnover rates were selected from the original Thielse

middle schools represented ten different counties of North Carolina as watlhasfé¢he
three geographic regions of the state. Table 2 depicts the schools and coualvesliin

the study and the numeric data concerning the participants. Schools and counties are
depicted using a pseudonym. Figure 2 depicts the rural counties of theigtatehree
geographic regions and the number of schools per region involved in the current study.
Table 2

Schools/Participants involved in the study

2006

County Geograph|c School Name Teacher Sgryey Intgrylew
Region Participants Participants
Turnover %

Coal Coastal Plains Coal Cty. M.S. 10% 2 -
Tungsten  Mountains Tungsten M.S. 10% 1 -
Emerald Mountains Emerald M.S. 11% 1 1
Magnetite Piedmont Magnetite M.S. 12% 3 1
Sapphire Coastal Plains Sapphire M.S. 12% 3 1

table continues
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Table 2(continued)

# Count Geographic School Name nggﬁer Survey Interview
y Region Participants Participants
Turnover %

6 Bauxite Coastal Plains Bauxite M.S. 31% 1 -
7 Phyllite Coastal Plains Phyllite M.S. 32% 6 1
8 Copper Mountains Copper M.S. 33% 2 1
9 Stilbite  Coastal Plains Stilbite M.S. 38% 4 1
10 Azurite  Mountains Azurite M.S. 47% 7 1

30 7

RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES

North Carolina

Mountain Region

4 Schools Surveyed
2 High 2 Low
Turnover Rates

Piedmont Region
1 School Surveyed

D Urban - Coastal Plains Region
5 Schools Surveyed
3 High 2 Low
- Rural Turnover Rates

http://www.ncruralcenter.org/databank/rural_county _map.asp
Figure 2. Geographic regions, rural and urban counties of North Carolina and

school specifics for the current research study.
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Access to Participants

The initial step was to introduce the study to the superintendent of each of the ten
selected counties via email, postal mail or phone call and get written permission to
conduct external research in a middle school in their respective countiep(sredix
B). Upon receiving permission from each of the ten superintendents or their county
designees, correspondence was then sent to the building principals. The purpose of this
communication was to introduce the research project to the school principals and seek
participants.

This procedure was used to develop a pool of survey candidates who had between
4-10 years teaching experience. The range of experience matched thesethgg the
NC School Report Card for reporting educational data. According to a review of
literature composed by Johnson, Berg and Donaldson (2005) entitled, “Who Stays in
Teaching and Why”, teachers with 5-10 years teaching experience “encouitéds pé
strain and stress” (p. 89) and teachers with 7-15 years of experienceaddanger
zone” (p. 90) in that they are more likely to leave the profession. The range of egperie
for the current research study is considered a critical period of a teacaeyér in
regards to teacher attrition and retention (Johnson, Berg & Donaldson, 2005). The sample
in the current research study also represented teachers from gradescé;&w/heported
by the NC School Report Cards, demonstrated the highest teacher turnover rate in 2006
2007 (http://www.ncreportcards.org/src/).

From this point, principals either gave the study documents to their teaclifng sta
or recruited participants who fit the criteria. Participants either pdig@uatacted me

for a survey and consent form or the principal provided a copy of the survey and consent
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form to the participants. Methods of distribution differed dependent upon the needs or
wishes of the principals and participants. Surveys and consent forms were tleelh mai
faxed, or emailed back (see Appendixes C and D).

Data Collection
Surveys and Interviews

| developed a 30 item survey using questions adapted from the Teacher Attrition
and Mobility surveys conducted annually by the National Center for EducatiostiSsati
(Marvel, J., Lyter, D., Peltola, P., Strizek, G., & Morton, B., 2006), the Teachers
Working Conditions Initiative (http://ncteachingconditions.org/) and the survey
conducted by Dr. Vernon Storey of the University of Victoria (1993). | conductedta pil
of the survey with 5 teachers that met the criteria established for tlye Btodifications
were done following the pilot and included reduction in the number of questions,
clarification of wording in various questions, and rearrangement of questionAltder.
modifications were noted by persons involved in the pilot as ones that would increase
participation maximizing a common understanding by participants. Thestinay
guestions reflected research, were relevant to the topic at hand and included
modifications as a result of the pilot process (see Appendix C).

The final survey asked teachers to respond to forced-choice and open-ended
guestions about: their intentions to continue in present positions or to change position and
their thinking about factors that influence teacher attrition and retentionaimniddle
schools. Retention was based upon current employment of teachers in their particular
rural middle schools; whereas attrition was based upon the fact that thesagoek were

no longer in their particular rural middle schools.
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Demographics (educational background, area of certification, age, teacher
experience, gender, family dynamics, etc.) were included in questions 1stioQsi&-

14 addressed the work history and future work plans of the participant themselves.
Questions 15-17 focused upon the participant’s perspective concerning the fattors tha
affect teacher attrition/retention within their particular school oridistrhe impact of
NCLB was examined through survey choices such as “not prepared to implement or di
not agree with new reform measures” and “teaching out of certificatiomatéaghly
qualified.”

Strategies for attracting and retaining teachers were addressedsunrtey and
interview. Both allowed participants to give their ideas concerning custetegies for
reducing teacher attrition and increasing teacher retention in rural schouistof
Carolina. Survey participants were asked to list strategies that #hayare of being
used in their school/district to attract/retain teachers. They werashed their
perspectives concerning the impact of these current strategies. kpllqQuestions
concerning strategies were done in the interview as appropriate.

| sent surveys to thirty teachers all of which were completed and retumel w
established a purposeful sampling. According to Patton (2002), this purposeful sampling
identified participants that “... are ‘information rich’ and illuminative of ietdr that is,
they offer useful manifestations of the phenomenon of interest...” (p. 40). In this
situation, the participants were teachers with 4-10 years teachingesqee currently
teaching in a traditional, grade 6-8, rural middle school in North Carolina which me

AYP in 2006.
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| developed an interview guide following the survey pilot. The interview guide wa
piloted with 2 of the persons that piloted the survey. Modifications to the interview guide
included removal of questions that were sufficiently addressed in the survey and
elaboration upon questions that allowed participants to have a voice. Sample interview
guestions included:

e “Describe a rural school”

e “What factors would prompt you to leave your current rural assignment?”

e “Do curriculum concerns among teachers act to increase teacher &trition

e Why or why not?”
e “Does your school/district do something to address working conditions in order
to reduce teacher attrition?” (See Appendix E for the interview guidgline
| selected a pool of interviewees which represented seven counties andehe thre
geographic regions of the state. Follow-up phone interviews took place after ajlssurve
had been returned. Participants were asked as a part of the survey if theyilivey to
participate in phone interviews and have those interviews recorded for transcript
purposes. From the pool of survey participants who agreed to interviews, one participant
from each school/county was selected. If multiple persons from the same schatieid
a willingness to participate in the interview, simple random selection weassosthat
each participant had an equal probability of being interviewed. Seven of thédehssc
were represented in the interview process. Three schools/counties did not have survey
participants who agreed to the interview guidelines.
The interviews were audio-taped for transcription purposes and the transcriptions

were maintained as printed documents. The interview guide was designedifor 30
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minute phone sessions to promote participation. Confidentiality was maintained by
acquiring permission to use names and/or quotes from the respondents or by disguising
personal identifiers. Confidentiality was heightened through the use of pseudonyms
which were devised for counties, schools and interview participants. Consent foens wer
obtained from all interviewees documenting their wishes.

Data Analysis

| reviewed data from all surveys received but compiled only the informaban fr
those teachers that fit established research criteria. Thirtyysufive30) were
individually tallied noting responses for each question. Percentage of the $%hplas
determined and results were analyzed. These results were used fgirdgnti
commonalities within the sample concerning teacher attrition and teatetion in
rural middle schools of North Carolina from teacher perspectives. Theyalgerased to
generate a description of the populace/community engaged in the survey. Adgijtional
the survey data were used to identify factors and patterns of factors that inewiced
teacher attrition and retention in rural middle and schools of North Carolina from the
perspective of current teachers.

Interview transcriptions were analyzed with the purpose of identifyirtgrpat
themes, and interrelationships among the participants’ perspectives. Respaeseh
interview question were recorded as the transcriptions were rdjyeatad. After all
transcriptions were analyzed and responses were recorded, the individual iesmyase
then categorized based upon similarities. Categorized responses yieldatsptiemes,
and interrelationships amongst the participants’ perspectives. Each pattgip

responses were categorized and analyzed using an inductive analysis &wel crea
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synthesis method (Patton, 2002). This method allowed for the “immersion in the details
and specifics of the data to discover important patterns, themes, and interialagions
(p. 41). Comparisons were made to findings of the NC Working Conditions Survey
which examines teacher working conditions of the schools in North Carolina on an

annual basis.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

The purpose of the current research study was to examine teacher perspective
about teacher attrition and retention in rural middle schools of North Carolintian§s
from the study are presented in this chapter. The findings represent tbhkdels shat
were selected based upon teacher turnover rates. Survey findingstgreefiented
followed by interview findings. Findings will be presented in narrative forth w
pertinent findings presented through the use of tables.

Survey Results

The survey developed and implemented in the current research study was
designed to examine teacher perspectives about the problems of teacdtuer atii
retention in rural middle schools of North Carolina. Findings from the survey are
presented according to the categories of teacher retention developeer {¥IB3). The
categories are characteristics, conditions, and compensation. Chstiastarclude
background, training, pre-service experience, and personal preferences. Conldéions, t
job and the place, refer to environmental surroundings, cultural venues, recreational
opportunities, housing, family and friends. Compensation reflects financial comgponent
that influence attrition and retention such as salary, benefits, rewardscantves.

Survey findings are presented first in reference to the charéiceasthe
respondents; second in regard to their perspectives upon conditions and compensations
that influenced attrition and retention of their colleagues; and the surugig ra® then
compared with results of the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey
conducted annually by the state of North Carolina through the Teachers Working

Conditions Initiative.
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Characteristics

The demographic factors (gender, age, education, and teaching expeari¢hee)
survey participants are given in Table 3. The sample (n=30) included 25 feméAkes a
males. The median age group of the participants was 30-39. Two thirds (20) of those
responding were equally divided into the age groups of 30-39 and 40-49. All participants
held a bachelor’'s degree while one third (33.33%) held a master’s or part of Eanmaste
degree. In the schools with high teacher turnover rates one fifth (20%) held danaste
degree while in the schools with low teacher turnover rates over half (60%) afibeg s
participants held a master’s or part of a master’s degree. Five pantscypare National
Board Certified Teachers, three from schools with high teacher turnovearatéwo
from schools with low turnover rates. Five others were certified in addi#waab but
did not necessarily hold a degree in that area. Four of the five were from schbdtsawit
teacher turnover rates. About two thirds (63.33%) of the participants had seven or more
years of experience (mean experience for teaching of 8.04 years).
Table 3

Distribution of Gender, Age Group, Education/Certification, and Teaching Experience

Biographical Factor H L n %
Gender Female 18 7 25 83.33
Male 2 3 5 16.67

Age Group Under 30 4 2 6 20
30-39 6 4 10 33.33
40-49 8 2 10 3333

(able continues
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Table 3 ¢ontinued

Biographical Factor H* L° n %
Age Group 50-59 2 2 4 13.33
60+ 0 0 0 0
Education / Certification  Certified, but not degreed 1 1 2 6.6
Bachelor’s degree 20 10 30 100
Master’s or part 4 6 10 33.33
NBCT 3 2 5 16.67
Additional Certification 0 3 3 10

Years Teaching
Experience Mean (years experience) 6.4 9.4 8.04

Less than 7 years
experience 9 2 11 36.67

7/ or more years
experience 10 9 19 63.33

Note.®H=Teachers from schools with high teacher turnover réte:eachers from
schools with low teacher turnover rates

Information concerning respondents’ current teaching assignmentsesjgcm
Table 4. The participants were fairly consistently distributed agreste levels.
Teachers teaching either sixth, seventh or eighth represented neattyrtsd63.27%)
of the participants. Of the remaining participants, one-fourth (23.30%) taudhgG:@es
and 4 persons (13.30%) taught eithef"6e7 7-8" grades. The school-based assignments

were the following: math/algebra (30.30%), language arts (24.24%), s¢ient8%),
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special education (9.09), social studies (6.06%), and other (15.15%). Other included
physical education, counselor, and keyboarding. Survey results indicated that 17
respondents (62.96%) currently taught a single subject within their teachieduse
where 10 respondents (37.04%) taught multiple subjects on a daily basis.

Table 4

Distribution of Teaching Assignments

Grade Level Taught/Served ®n %
6" grade 8 26.60
7" grade 6 20.00
8" grade 5 16.67
6/7" grade 1 3.30
7/18" grade 3 10.00
6-8" grade 7 23.30

School-based assignment

Math/Algebra 10 30.30
Language Arts 8 24.24
Other (counselor, physical

education, keyboarding, etc.) 5 15.15
Special Education 3 9.09
Social Studies 2 6.06
Teach a single subject 17 62.96
Teach multiple subjects 10 37.04

Note.*Numbers reflect respondents teaching multiple subjects.
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Participants’ prior work experience can be seen in Table 5. Over one-half
(56.67%) indicated that they had worked fulltime prior to entering education while
twelve (40%) of the participants indicated that they entered teaching iamelgdiut of
college, making teaching their first fulltime employment. One participaintated that
he had worked fulltime between teaching jobs. Nearly two-thirds (19) of theipantis
indicated that teaching was their first career while one third (11) hacénéezrching
mid-career. Previous careers included: health care, advertisement, banking
insurance. Of the twenty-one careers specified, four were associatedhidtarcor
education and two were careers such as landscaping and Christmas tneg. faxer
one half (12) were business/retail related.

Table 5

Previous Work Experience

Prior to teaching Frequency % (f/30)
NO fulltime employment prior to teaching 12 40.00
YES fulltime employment prior to teaching 17 56.67
YES fulltime employment between teaching jobs 1 3.30
Mid-career (entered teaching following another career) 11 36.67
Teaching is first career (entered teaching after college) 19 63.33

Respondents were asked why tlaegepted their rural assignments. Two reasons
that were frequently cited were “characteristic” in nature as seTable 6. These

reasons are characteristic in that they refer to background, training serpree
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experience of the participant. First was “I grew up in a rural commantywanted to

teach in a similar community, because...” and second was “l wanted to teach students
grades 6-8 in a middle school setting.” Both were noted by participantsteoseiiools

with high and low turnover rates as top reasons for job acceptance. Each spoke either t
the background of the participants and/or their personal preference, both of which are
“characteristic” in nature. Numerous comments were provided in response tbeyhy t
wanted to teach in a similar community: “I believe in rural education”; “I wstdied the
needs and interests of the community”; “I want to contribute to the success of my
hometown”; and “I like a smaller school setting.”

Table 6

Reasons for Accepting Position

Theoretical
% Framework
Reasons to accept H® L° Frequency (f/58) Category
Spouse/future spouse/companion’s
job or job opportunities 8 b5 13 22.41 Condition
Characteristic
Other® 7 4 11 18.97 & Condition
Wanted to live near family or
friends 6 4 10 17.24 Condition
Wanted to teach grades 6-8 in a
middle school setting 4 3 7 12.07 Characteristic
Grew up rural and wanted to teach
in a similar community 2 2 4 6.90 Characteristic

District’s recruiting program or
incentives 2 1 3 5.17 Compensation




65

Note.?H=Teachers from schools with high teacher turnover r8teFeachers from

schools with low teacher turnover ratéther examples: love the mountains, love the

principal volunteered in this school, student taught in the same county, close to alma

mater, want children to grow up in a rural settﬁ(@ualitative responses were given.
Respondents were subsequently asked abouffthene plans, and the findings

are presented in Table 7. Twenty three of the respondents (76.67%) indicated that they

intended to remain in their current school/district on a long-term basis while three

(10.00%) stated that they intended to stay for a few more years. The thpdpdests

represented schools that had been selected due to either high or low teacher turnover

rates. Twenty (67%) were from schools with high teacher turnover ratesra(88¢6)

were from schools with low teacher turnover rates. Of the twenty three thatedlithey

intended to remain in their current school/district, sixteen were from schools glith hi

teacher turnover rates and the remaining seven were from those schoatswtéhdher

turnover rates. Subsequent questions about the participants’ reasons for staying in the

current rural assignment provided no responses that were “characteydiefinition.

The four remaining participants who indicated that they intended to leavedoféa®ons

that were not “characteristic.”

Table 7

Plans for the Future

Future Plans M L° Frequency % (f/30)
Teach in this school/district long-term 16 7 23 76.67
Teach here a few more years 2 1 3 10.00
Teach in another rural school/district 0 1 1 3.33

table qontinues
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Table 7(continued)

Future Plans H L° Frequency % (f/30)
Teach in an urban or suburban school/district O 0 0 0.00
Leave the field of education ° ’ 0 0.00
Move into administration 1 1 2 6.67
Othef 1 0 1 3.33
Total 20 7 30

Note.®H=Teachers from schools with high teacher turnover réte:eachers from
schools with low teacher turnover rat&3ualitative responses were received.
Conditions

Conditions, both job and place, were noted by the respondents when asked about
job acceptance. Conditions, such as cultural venues, recreational opportunities, housing,
family and friends, were frequently cited. As previously shown in Table 6, comlit
were the number one reason that participants accepted their current rgrahassi
Specifically, “Spouse/future spouse/companion had a job or had better job opportunities
here” was the number one reason cited for job acceptance by participantcfrools
with high or low turnover rates. This was followed by the “Other” response in which
participants provided comments that were frequently “condition” by definitiothéf
fourteen reasons listed as “Other,” twelve were condition-type respdélumsesthe
mountains”, “closer to the beach”, “wanted children to grow up in a rural seting”
“great principal.” Each in itself is a factor in job acceptance related folhar the

place. The third reason indicated was “l want to live near family or frignaddive in

this area,” which was a condition-related response.
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Conditions of job and place were factors in job acceptance and job retention.
Table 8 shows that the most important reasons participants listadyforg in their
current rural assignment were related to the job or the place. Nearlgah@t0%) of
the respondents cited enjoyment of their teaching assignment as the numbasone re
that they stay in their position. The next three reasons were noted at thizespraacy:
“My spouse/future spouse/companion has a job here”; “I enjoy my students, because”;
and “Other.” Comments listed for the “because” question and the “Other” Weetated
to the job and the place. Remarks included: “laid back country folk that | can c&jate t
“we have a great working relationship”; “tenure”; “teammates”; atas&to home.”
Table 8

Reasons for Staying

Theoretical

% Framework
Reasons to stay H* L° Frequency (f/55) Category
Enjoy my teaching assignment 15 7 22 40.00 Condition
Spouse/future spouse/companion
has a job 5 3 8 14.55 Condition
Enjoy my student§ 7 1 8 14.55 Condition
Othef 6 2 8 14.55 Condition
Want to live near family or
friends 3 3 6 10.91 Condition
Grew up rural/continue to enjoy
a rural setting as an adult 1 2 3 5.45 Condition

Note.®H=Teachers from schools with high teacher turnover réte:eachers from

schools with low teacher turnover rat&ualitative responses were givé@ther
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examples: faculty and staff, close to home, children attend school in this district
hometown.

Future plans previously presented in Table 7 noted that four respondents intended
to leave their rural assignments. Participants from schools with high or low turnover
rates all indicated that they intended to leave their rural assignchents condition-
type responses. Findings presented in Table 9 indicate that all factorsyoted b
respondents as reasons for leaving their rural assignments were tejate or place.
Table 9

Respondent’s Reasons for Leaving

Theoretical
Framework
Reasons for leaving H* L° Frequency % (f/5) Category
Pursue a job in administration 1 1 2 40.00 Condition
Spouse/future
spouse/companion moving
elsewhere 0 1 1 20.00 Condition
Have no family or close
friends in the area 0 1 1 20.00 Condition
Other® 1 0 1 20.00 Condition

Note.®H=Teachers from schools with high teacher turnover réte:eachers from
schoolsOther example: work at the community college.
Compensation

Teachers did not indicate compensation related reasons for staying or leaving.
Results previously shown in Table 8 and Table 9 reflect that the reasons are either
“characteristic” or “condition” by definition. Compensation was indicatechas a

important reason for job acceptance. Findings presented in Table 6 shows that distric
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recruiting programs or incentives were important reasons for job acceptariid not
influence retention or attrition. This compensation factor was sixth out of thextapdsi
included clarifying comments such as “signing bonuses”; “pay for pursuit of aetvanc
degree”; “county supplement”; and “county scholarship requirement.”
Respondents’ Perspective for Reasons Colleagues Left

The respondents’ perspectives concerning the reasorwelileagues left their
rural assignments are presented in Table 10 and correspond with Storepgsfirsdiated
to Sher’s three “C’s”. From the perspective of the respondents, four of treasbns
colleagues left their rural assignment were conditional, one was chistactnd one
was a compensation reason.

Four of the six perceptions cited for reasons for colleague attrition weod i
related to job/place, family/friends and/or environmental surroundings. Té@sens
were indicated by participants from schools with high and low turnover rates. The mos
frequently cited reason cited by all participants was “accept agositanother school”;
followed by “change of residence”; then “dissatisfied with job”; and rounded out by
“other.” The “other” response which allowed participants to write in resganskided
conditionally supporting comments such as: “military family transfégké a job in an
adjoining county”; “lack of parental support”; “relocated within the districtH®/county
office”; and “new administration, either at the school or county level.”

“Poor fit,” a characteristic-type reason tied with a compensationnmeakhey
were the final reasons cited by the respondents in regards to their peespect
concerning colleagues’ attrition from schools with either high or low turnates.rThe

compensation reason, “Better salary or benefits,” was noted the same nunrhes afst
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the “poor fit” characteristic-type response. “Poor fit (sociallyturally, etc.) for rural
community” was characteristic of colleagues’ preferences, backgrouwe)las
training or pre-service experiences. It was the final reason of the taggasbns cited by
the respondents and was indicated by participants from schools with high and low
turnover rates.

Table 10

Respondent’s Perceptions: Reasons Colleagues Left

Theoretical

% Framework
Reasons colleagues left H* L° Frequency (f/52) Category
Accept a teaching position in another school 1A 20 35.09 Condition
Change of residence 104 14 24.56 Condition
Dissatisfied with job 5 3 8 14.04 Condition
Othef 3 1 4 7.02 Condition
Poor fit (socially, culturally, etc.) for rural
community 2 1 3 5.26 Characteristic
Better salary or benefits 2 1 3 5.26 Compensation

Note.®H=Teachers from schools with high teacher turnover réte:eachers from
schools’Other examples: military family transfer, relocated in districcbynty office,
lack of parent support, took job in adjoining county.
Comparison of Results: NC Teacher Working Conditions

The NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey (http://ncteachingconditions.org/)
conducted each spring by the NC Teacher Working Conditions Initiative, is diétgne
school-based licensed educators. Data from the annual survey is disagdgagatbtic

viewing and district/school use. Components of this survey, specific to classroom
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teachers, were modified for use in the survey developed for the currenthestealy.
Results of the survey from the current research study were compiled intol Tadiel
comparative data were documented in Table 12, entitled “Data Comparisam: Nort
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey.” Comparisons were made between the
data compiled by the NC Teachers Working Conditions Initiative in 2006 to the results
provided by the respondents in the current research study.

Respondents in the current research study noted “Leadership” (46%) and “Time”
(42%) as the number one and two working conditions in North Carolina Schools that had
the greatest impact upon teacher attrition and retention. Ranked firstédldicat the
working condition was not being addressed within the district/school and wa®tbagre
negatively impacting retention and positively impacting attrition. “Terache
empowerment” ranked a clear third (46%); “professional development” rdniletl
(42%); and “facilities and resources” ranked last (62%). Leadership and tihtleeha
most effect upon teacher attrition and retention and facilities and resbact#se least
affect upon teacher attrition and retention from the perspectives of the survey
respondents. These findings were consistent for those schools with high or low teacher
turnover rates. See Table 11 for further details concerning each component.
Table 11

Respondent’s Perspective: Components Affect on Attrition and Retention

Rank NC Teachers Working Conditions Survey Components

1 Rank  Leadership: administrative support, guidance, professionalism, etc.
2""Rank  Time requirements: instructional time, planning time, extra duty time, etc.

39Rank T. Empowerment: school-based leadership, involved in decision-making, etc.
table continues
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Table 11(continued)

Rank NC Teachers Working Conditions Survey Components

4" Rank  Prof. Development: staff training opportunities, educational opportunities, etc.

5" Rank  Facilities/Resources: buildings, grounds, materials, technology, etc.

When data concerning the effect of working conditions upon attrition and
retention from the 2006 NC Teachers Working Conditions Survey was compared to the
perspectives of the respondents from this survey, numerous comparisons were noted.
Comparative data compiled in Table 12 indicated that two of the five components
(leadership, time, teacher empowerment, professional development and
facilities/leadership) ranked in direct comparison. The 2006 NC Teadtaisng
Conditions survey data and the results from the current research study‘taakber
empowerment” third; and “facilities and resources” fifth. Data céatipn for the NC
Teachers Working Conditions Survey is done using a scale score. A scale sowe of
means that the component is “not being satisfactorily addressed” and a soalef $ive
means that the component is “being satisfactorily addressed.” The components we
ranked for the current research study int§'#15" position based upon their scale score.
Lower scale scores equated to a lower ranking position meaning greater uppa
teacher attrition.

Table 12

Data Comparison: Teresa H. Cowan, Western Carolina University, '08-'09; North
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey, '06

NC Teacher Working
Cowan’s Survey Data Conditions Survey Data
n=26 n= more than 75,000

table continues
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Table 12 ¢ontinued

Condition Rank Rank Score Condition

Leadership 1 4 3.60 Leadership

Time 2 1 3.12 Time

Teacher Empowerment 3 3 3.44 Teacher Empowerment
Professional Development 2 3.41 Professional Development
Facilities and Resources 5 5 3.65 Facilities and Resources

Note.T. Empowerment = Teacher Empowerment. Scores are based on a scale of 1-5. A
score of 1 means the condition is not being addressed satisfactorily. A scoreasf$s me
the condition is being addressed satisfactorily.
Interview Results

The interview developed and implemented in the current research study was
designed to examine teacher perspectives about the problems of teaitioer atil
retention in rural middle schools of North Carolina. The initial portion of thevieter
guide was structured to elicit the perception of each interviewee about whanit tmée
rural, a rural school and a rural community. This perspective createddatmmfrom
which interview questions could be altered, amended or omitted based on the
interviewee’s definition of rural. The interviews were therefore fluid personalized.
This allowed for a casual, low stress phone interview which fostered maximum
participation as well as straightforward and thoughtful responses. Aligter were
taped and then transcribed.

The interviewees provided a sampling of rural, middle school teachers from Nort
Carolina. Seven interviews were conducted from teachers in seven af ttwaitgies in

the study. Four females and three males, who taught in the fields of scietite, ma
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business, physical education, social studies, and language arts, were interviewe
Teachers represented grades sixth, seventh, and eighth. The interviediswted to

seven, so that each interviewee was from a different school/county of th&stdye

Mark and Sam were from schools with low teacher turnover rates whilesRgdhnie,
Stella and Amos were from schools with high teacher turnover rates. Personal
backgrounds revealed six of the seven had grown up in a rural community; three of the
seven grew up in the rural community in which they now teach; and one of the seven
grew up in an urban setting but married into a rural community. These rural educators
became the voice of the study.

Interview transcriptions were read repeatedly with the purpose of fipditerns,
themes, and interrelationships between the participants’ perspectives. Wsidgeive
analysis and creative synthesis method (Patton, 2002) | categorized aredealgh
participant’s qualitative responses. Themes were reasoned and syutlfresize
transcription data from each of the interviews conducted. The order of the themes
indicates the frequency in which the theme could be supported through qualitative data
from the interview transcripts.

Description of Rural-Community and School

Participants discussed geographic location as their primary descriptonraf
community. Isolation, terrain, limited access to necessities and lack déges]
proximity to cities and major highways, and limited traffic were exaspleescriptors
participants used. Geographic location was followed in order respectivelyday the
themes: economy, population density, sense of community and inhabitants’ profile.

Supporting data provided in Table 13 lists examples for the economy theme and others.
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The economy theme was supported through descriptors such as agriculturally base
(agricultural tourism), stagnant or faltering economy and/or employraad the lack of

a large work force central to one place of employment. Population densitedetie

county location, number of schools in the county and size of the schools in the county.
Sense of community was the fourth theme and reflected that “small town”, keldse

feel to the community. One interviewee voiced that a community was rural when
“everybody knows each other and their business.” The final theme was inhabitants’
profile. This theme revealed a conception that a rural community was leseitahad
minimal parent education levels, and was a community of low socioeconomic levels.
Table 13

Description of a Rural Community

Theme Supporting Quotes
Geographic
Location “Well, the community is definitely the location...that has to do walai®n.”

“...we are in the mountains and we are not near any big cities so to speak”
“...not many things here to do...not a very exciting place as far as
excitement...”

“...our proximity to major roadways”; “You know small traffic, not a lot;..
“We are two hours from any city...”

“We are just not real accessible. It is difficult to get in here. You have to go
through some pretty curvy roads to get in, so it is not something where we
have just like a four lane highway going all the way through.”

“...have to drive to get easy access to businesses and cultural events.”

Economy  “...economy that is either agriculturally based or if it is tourism, its
agricultural tourism or natural tourism...I think that if you are rural, | don’t
see how you can have any other type of economy to be honest with you.”

“Yes, more of like a blue collar count versus a white collar.”
table continues
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Table 13 ¢ontinued

“So, rural right now, because the economy is where it is stagnant...but
Economy it was growing at one point...\We are just not seeing it right now.”

Population “I don’t have any numbers off the top of my head... | kind of
Density define rural as population density that is under a certain
level...”

“...out in the country...”

“The population of...is about 2000 people. Our middle school, 3
grades is about 240. Our high school, 4 grades is still about 240.

Sense of

Community “small town,” “I think they are close knit", “...our little town"
familiarity of inhabitants
“...1think a rural community typically is not as transient as a
city...”
“l suspect there is the little gossip factor where
everybody knows everybody and they are related in some
form or fashion and knows everybody’s business.”

Inhabitants'

Profile “...we are also rural in that our socioeconomic level is very low.”

“...the level of education that parents have actually obtained.”

In conjunction with the description of a rural community, qualitative data
compiled in Table 14 reflects the interviewees’ descriptions of a rural scbamiments
to support the theme, “impoverished area,” were suggested most often. Comments such
as “depressed area,” “high unemployment and disability,” low income &maihd
housing areas, high free/reduced lunch percentages, and low socioeconomic levels were
examples of the words participants used to describe their schools. This theme was

followed by descriptions of school size, inhabitants’ profile, and then staftffatOur
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local high school is 1A” was stated by one interviewee. Ranking (1A, 2A, etc.), done by
the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, primarily for intersdtic and

athletic competitions, is based upon school population size. Statements descrilbing rura
school students such as “challenge to motivate” and “strong sense of féyrileween
students in a rural school” were common. One interviewee also stated in referdms
rural school community that there was “a poor sense of value for education.h@he fi
theme in regards to description of a rural school involved characteristios sthff and
faculty. For example, participants mentioned that teachers are requireshtaima

multiple certifications and to teach multiple courses in their rural schbois theme was
supported further by the statement that “there is a strong sense chrfigyriletween

staff and the students.”

Table 14

Description of a Rural School

Theme Supporting Quotes

Impoverished Area “Well, we are sort of a depressed area.”

“...very impoverished area and unemployment rate is high.
People on disability is very high.”

“A lot of low income houses and low income families.”
“...we have a socioeconomic status that matches...you
know free/reduced lunch percentages and things like

that”...“l think we are a Title 1 school.”

“All...outside city limits...that would be a rural
school.”

“I don’t know that it has to do with numbers ...we have a
School Size little over 300 and the other middle school has ...250 or so.”

(table continues
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Table 14 ¢ontinued

School Size “...we are not dealing with a big population of people.”

“...we have only one high school and it is 1A at that.”

“The value of the education system is not in a lot of our
Inhabitants households...”

“...just a big challenge to motivate our kids...”

“...they (kids) know everybody...”

“Very small, very big challenge just to have the staff to teach
all of the different curriculums. So, you have to have
Staff/Faculty multiple certifications.”

“Teachers teach different things because you have to. Definitely rural.”

“...you know these kids when they graduate...you know everybody...”
Note.SES = Socioeconomic Status.

Staying in a Rural Assignment

Four themes revealed themselves in reference to reasons why the inesviewe
elected to stay in their rural assignments. Table 15 displays the thedhssporting
data for each. Reasons were as follows: personal dynamics (greaiatesnstrong
colleagues, familiarity with staff and community, enjoy the geographatitog etc.);
family dynamics either immediate (employment of spouse/companion,eaildave
started school, are “big fish in a little pond”, less exposure to gangs) or extended
(responsible for elderly parents); sense of community (close knit conyniametown
feel, personable environment); and lastly, professional dynamics (school popsiat,
reduced class size, limited gang influence or mentality). A quote afydartinterest:
“It (rural assignment) is very intimate. You know who you work with. | know everybod

in this school. | know a lot of people in this county. ...you are known and you are not just
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a number which is just a face in the crowd.” This quotation captured all four tiemes
regards to why the persons involved in the interview had elected to stay inuthkir r
assignments.

Table 15

Staying in a Rural Assignment

Theme Supporting Quotes
Per sonal “I have great teammates and a great hall where
Dynamics | teach...that is really valuable.”

“I consider myself part of the community...”

“I was born...minutes from the school | am teaching at right now...
| know these families.”

“l just love where it is,” “...close to the beach”
“But | love ...county. | love my home...it
didn’t even cross my mind to go anywhere
else to work."

“It is a nice little community.”

“...probably much more so since | have

been working...I feel much more so.”
(grounded/vested in community)

Family

Dynamics

Immediate

Family Children Spouse/companion
“My child will be starting school next “She/He (wife/husband) has a
year...” good job...”

“I have children of my own and they
have made friends here...”

table continues
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Table 15 ¢ontinued

Immediate  “...we don’t have a lot of the gang
Family influence and that mentality up here...:

"My children are big fishes in a small
pond®

“...they don't have to be this great
athlete who just works, works, works.
So, that makes them well rounded.”

Extended “l can’'t leave my dad. You know | am
Family the oldest of three kids.”

“There is a close knit relationship
Sense of outside of school that trickles into
Community  school...”

“...the home town feeling, it's nice and
personable...”

“It is very intimate. You know who you work with. | know
everybody in this school. | know a lot of people in this county.
...you are not just a number...”

“...everyone keeps an eye on
everyone’s kids...”

Professional

Dynamics Based upon the district and/or the school
“...we don’t have a lot of the gang influence and a lot
of the just that mentality up here...:

“Our middle school, 3 grades is 240.”

“I think they (county) are doing things pretty well."

Note.?“big fish-little pond” scenario denotes small numbers of student enrollment;

increased opportunities for children to participate in school-sponsored activities
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Leaving a Rural Assignment

Teacher attrition was the focus of the next phase of the interview. Taatel16
Table 17 are compiled data which addressed why teachers leave tHessigaments.
Table 16 displays hypothetical reasons, in that the interviewees werendskétey
would leave. Table 17, displays interviewees’ speculations for why collehgddsft
their schools. Each table reflects two general themes, personal reasons asibopiafe
reasons, which are then divided into sub-themes of greater detail. In eftegpesonal
reasons were given nearly three to one over professional reasons.
Table 16

Reasons for Leaving

Theme Supporting Data

Personal Reasons Family

“...it could be family...better opportunity for her
(wife)...”

“...but honestly in ...after my daughter graduates...”
“...there are advantages in a big city for the kids...”
Interviewee

“Well ...l could go back to...”

“...when | retire | will...”

“...I miss the conveniences of...a more suburban life...”

“...money could draw me back...” or “win the lottery”

Professional Reasons Career change (in thefield of education)
“...finishing ...my Masters...go into...administration...”

“...math curriculum coordinator...not in my county.”
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As seen in Table 17, the reasons that teachers may have left their rural
assignments, based on the interviewees’ speculations, fit personal and prdfessiona
themes. Personal reasons were subdivided into six sub-themes: family, individubl, socia
isolation, physical isolation, culture shock, and community. The first two sub-¢heme
parallel those of Table 16 but the last four are unique to actual teacher attritisa. The
sub-themes overlap but were distinctly mentioned by the participants.

Teachers left, according to their colleagues, for personal reasonsfteor¢han
for professional reasons. Each of the six sub-themes was mentioned in some rdbard in a
interviews. Family reasons such as spouse/companion transfer, emotiortzinglof
spouse/companion, marriage, divorce, childbirth or rearing were mentioned mostsoften
the reasons teachers may have left. This reason was followed by sociansaiaited
social opportunities (nothing to offer young, single persons) and accustomedytekfes
and/or conveniences of the city were two examples of social isolation. Qlelsggd to
social isolation was community connectedness. The community theme overlaps socia
isolation in reference to geography but included items that related to the lack of
connectedness to the community.

| noticed, and | hate to use the word ‘outsider”, but when someone comes in from

the outside...This is a very close knit community and it is a lot of who you are

and who your parents are ....And if you have a tie, like | had through my
husband...But a lot of times when people come in...he likes his job, but his wife
is miserable because she can't find her niche to fit in...But that is whatalypi

see is when people are not from here and don’t have children, they don’t typically

last. (Connie)
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The final personal themes: physical isolation, culture shock, and individualasolati
were described as influences on retention. For example, Connie said: “I thiek adod

of that in the movies where people see these little picturesque small townsyaackthe
happy, and they are wonderful and they get there and they are like my goodness what
have | done?”

In spite of the fact that personal reasons, noted in Table 17, were claimedgwice
often as professional reasons for teacher attrition, professional reasensotestr within
each interview. They included reasons that were school-based or county-ledeinbas
nature. Some school-based reasons were: change in administration, studemeliscipli
change of school (content, age, certification, comfort factor, etc.), lack of sumport f
teacher development, and inability to transition into education mid-career. Gevelty-
based reasons included funding cuts and lack of support for teacher development.
Table 17

Respondent’s Perspective: Reasons Colleagues have Left

Theme Reasons Given — Supporting Quotes

Personal ReasonsFamily
Spouse/companion: “...they are moving with their husbands
because they are military” or “...wife is miserable because she
can't find her niche...”
“...the man she was engaged to lived in...”

“Another teacher had a baby...and decided to stay
home.”

Colleague
"It is not the same profession | came into."

Social Isolation

table continues
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Table 17 ¢ontinued

Social I solation
“So, a lot of young people who are not from here do not
stay.”

“...there is not a lot down here ...for the single atmosphere.”
“They had come from...a larger city and ...things that they
had been used to that obviously were not provided here.
...used to a faster lifestyle or more things being at hands
reach...”

Physical |solation

“...very good teachers, but they were commuting every day.”

Cultur e Shock

“There are a lot of African Americans down here and Indian
population than there was...”

Community

“I noticed, and | hate to use the word — outsider- but when
someone comes in from the outside...”

“And if you have a tie, like | had in through my
husband...she (colleagues’ wife) has not found her groove, |
guess.”

“...when people are not from here and don’t have children, they
don't typically last...?

Professional
Reasons School

“People got gone with a new principal” or “...transition
period... There is a feeling of mistrust.”

“A lot of discipline problems...We have to put up with a lot of
stuff.”

“There was a couple who have gone up to the high school...”

“...she had difficulty just making that switch in teaching.”
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Table 17 ¢ontinued

School

“Administration doesn’t do much about it (discipline) because it
makes them look bad to have a lot of discipline problems.”

“We have had several transitions from middle school to high
school.”

County
“...they had to let them go because of funding or whatever.”

“...I'would like to have seen a little bit more positive support rather
than just saying, Oh, you do not have it in you (new teachers).”

Note.?Children were noted within the interview as often being a means of bonding in a
rural community

Whether they were reflecting on reasons they might leave or why theirgrakea
might have left, teachers focused on personal and professional reasons. Pexsonsgl re
covered the gamut from family to isolation. Professional reasons centered upga cha
either at the school level or change at the county level.
Attrition Factors: Curriculum, Working Conditions, and NCLB

In addition to teacher perceptions about teacher attrition and retention in rural
middle schools of North Carolina, teachers responded to questions related towuasricul
working conditions and No Child Left Behind. Each component was specifically
guestioned and Table 18-19 provides the comments.

Curriculum.Interview participants were asked if they had examples in which
curriculum concerns had influenced teacher attrition. Two themes emergedtcord

pedagogy. Each was mentioned in all interviews, as illustrated in Table 18.
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Curriculum Influences on Teacher Attrition

Theme

Supporting Quotes

Content

Changeto curriculum

“l am 100% sure...people...left ...because of it (new math
curriculum).®

“They just don’t teach that unit (not suited to teach)...they are evading.”

“...adopted a new science...more energy, matter and she (colleague)
does not like it at all.”

“Some of the material | don’t think ...kids need to get in middle
school.”

Pedagogy

Grade level preferences

“It is just a matter of the level of children you want to teach and
compared to the subject matter you know...”

Curriculum issues

“But it (curriculum) also restricts you some, too. Especially...pacing
guides.”

“....take care of teachable moments...”

“...just the normal complaints...not enough time...to cover standards...”

Note.?Adoption of Connected Math/Investigations Progr8&tandard Course of Study

(SCOS) mandated new units ifi §rade science.

Curriculum influence upon teacher attrition was most often related to content or

change to content area. Examples such as adoption of a new math program at the county

level or the need for change due to curriculum that did not meet teachers’ needs (did not

feel suited to teach, did not enjoy the concept, or did not think content was age

appropriate) were mentioned by participants. In each case, teadtienastinfluenced.

Interviewees said they thought colleagues left because of this content-tireme. One
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teacher stated, “I guarantee you, | am a 100% sure that there have h@emwbeochave
left Magnetite County schools because of it [newly adopted math program].”
Paralleling the content-driven theme was personal preference for gvatie |
assignments or curricular content. Grade level preference was mosnthequentioned
in the interviews in regards to grade level changes driven by personaepoefelt was
stated that colleagues left their current rural middle school assignodéetsh either
elementary or high school for strictly personal reasons. These persomabtessional
reasons mirrored preferences to teach a particular age group and/or aa@ae@ne of
the interviewees offered this example: “There were a couple who have gondep to t
high school actually who were certified six through twelve, who have been just more
comfortable with the content area...you know (more comfortable) themselves.”
Restrictiveness of curriculum, as seen in Table 18, was also sta@ddagogy-
driven influence to teacher attrition. Several teachers said they thougladtnative
pacing guides and curriculum guides influenced teacher attrition. Pacaesgastrict
“teachable moments” and are often “curriculum state mandates tha¢teao not agree
with.” The restrictive nature of curriculum was mentioned as a factor dféeattrition.
The final component in reference to curriculum pedagogy was the idea of
curriculum depth versus instructional time. Teacher attrition was influencedd®
“there is not enough time...to cover the standards...Not so much that they do not like the
curriculum.” This was mentioned as a reason for teacher attrition.
Working ConditionsThe NC Teachers Working Conditions Survey conducted by
the NC Department of Public Instruction assesses five areas: timeerequts, facilities

and resources, school leadership, teacher empowerment, and professional development.
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Questions related to these conditions were asked in the survey and interview phase of t
current research study. Participants were asked to rank the conditions (in tygisurve
reference to their impact upon teacher attrition or retention. The resudtsramslable

11 were then used in the interview phase to allow for clarification and explanati

Within the interview phase, interviewees were asked to elaborate on their essfmtise
survey question and encouraged to provide examples to support their ranking of working
conditions. Supporting data for each component can be seen in Table 19.

Table 19

Working Conditions and Attrition

Component Supporting Quotes

Time Requirements
“...instructional time...compromised...trying to do too many
things that get in the way ...what we are here to do....”

“...the simple fact that | feel like I've got too much
going on other than teaching...”

“...an issue with IT meetings, team meetings, meetings with
administration...”

Facilities and Resources
“...it was an old building...one of the main reasons they left...
they were going to another school that had better facilities...”

“...strong North Carolina Virtual Public School Support” or
“...involved in an Impact Grant.brought a lot of technology to
our school...”

School Leadership “The other thing is administration; they are so supportive
and so flexible. They want us to try new things.”

“We have a very nice program (ILT). They have really,
really great teachers with a lot of experience and support...”

“Our principals here have an open door policy ...”

(able continues
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Component Supporting Quotes
Teacher “...when we are doing textbook adoptions it is from the class
Empowerment room teachers...we decide and come to an agreement...”

Professional
Development

“...it needs to be an issue...nobody is happy...”
“...workshops are being mandated from above”

“They put up various workshops...I feel like we don't really
have any control of the things we have to sit through...”

“...I think standardized testing...driving force
of what we are going through...”

Time requirements were cited as they influenced teacher attrition. Guonisprof

instructional time due to interruptions or distractions and schedule demands@seeti

workshops, conferences, extra duties, etc) were time requirements of thegvorki

conditions of rural middle schools that impacted teacher attrition.

Facilities and resources were mentioned as impacting teach#oratis well as

teacher retention. As one teacher explained:

It was a very old building and there were, you know, a few teachers that

expressed to me, as | understood it, one of the main reasons that they left was

because they were going to another school that had better facilities afelttiiey

was more, it wasn't so discouraging, you know you could see things coming

down.

In comparison, advanced technology resources, within rural settings, vegra<ih

working condition which impacted teacher retention. Facilities that had technology

resources through grants or collaborative programs fostered a senske of pine
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facility, the school and its resources. This sense of pride was mentioned as having a
positive impact upon teacher retention. Phyllis said, “We had a group of teadlung fe
that came a couple of weeks ago that even commented on how much more technology we
have than any school in other places. So we have been fortunate in that aspect to have
some of the technology in our school, but | think that (lack of resources) would be very
frustrating.”

School leadership, when discussed by the interviewee, was discussed in the
affirmative; in that school leadership impacted teacher retention. Adratiostthat is
“so supportive and so flexible...they want us to try new things. And they are going to
check and see what works and if it is working, great. And if not, they are thellp to he
you...” This type of school-based leadership was echoed as well througiveffaittal
Licensure Training (ILT) programs and “open door” policies between administiatd
their staff/faculty. Each was indicated to impact teacher retention.

The working condition that addressed teacher empowerment elicited yofarra
responses. The interview results noted in Table 19 were synthesized from points of
discussion from multiple participants. Each cited example was discussadeapsint in
an interview but not in detail. Interviewees that had experienced situatiocis vy
viewed as “empowering” provided examples and others made no mention of its impact
either on attrition or retention. Amos best captured how teacher empowermenepositi
impacted teacher retention while reducing teacher attrition:

....the empowerment we have as teachers and the flexibility that we have and the

level of trust that the administrators have with the teachers themseldeasf kin

contributes to that (teacher retention)...I mean honestly when we go around and
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talk about it (leaving or staying) with no supervisors in the room, they
(colleagues) say that they can't think of another place that they would rather be.
The teacher from a school where textbook and curriculum decisions were made
on the teacher level discussed this as an example of teacher empowernatniyasghi
seen to impact teacher retention at their school, as opposed to the teacher wheddascus
recent change in administration which altered the “level of trust”dertvadministration
and staff. This reduction in trust was seen to negate teacher empowerment whil
impacting teacher attrition.
Professional development was the working condition consistently mentioned as a
part of the interviews with a negative connotation. Interviewees, PhytliStalla, both
from schools with high teacher turnover rates, captured the negative feelimg towa
professional development in their own words: “...I feel like we don't really haye an
control of the things that we have to sit through ...I felt like | was just boredr® tea
(recent workshop). It just was not beneficial at all ...1 have been kind of disappointed in
the professional development”; and “...1 do know that they (the district) arg tiyine
supportive in professional development in the sense that they are trying to séatiydi
our feedback...but really in a county our size (extremely small) it reqidgta lot of
time for things to trickle down and feel like you're being heard...” Professional
development was noted by interviewees to have an impact upon teacher attrition.
NCLB Policy.The impact of NCLB upon teacher attrition and retention in rural
middle schools of North Carolina was one of the areas of focus of the current study.
Therefore, the interview included a line of questions related to the impactCit@

policy. Interviewees were asked their thoughts about NCLB and its impact upberteac
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attrition. They were also asked to share situations in which they thought the paticys
mandates had impacted teacher attrition at their particular rural nsiciubel. Their
responses fell into themes which addressed teacher attrition or teachtomete

The majority of the impact discussed about NCLB was toward teacheoattrit
The policy was cited as a reason that colleagues left their rural madhaiel s
assignments. Specifically, the interviewees discussed four areas of:itepaher
morale, personal options, professional issues, and recruitment. Intervie\s venalt
received from each participant and all mentioned at some point how the policy mandates
had impacted teacher morale. Teachers were said to have felt pressured tocanses! |
or maintain multiple licenses. The policy mandates forced numerous personnel to add
licenses, take additional coursework, prepare for and take Praxis examsteFviewees
established that the NCLB policy led to negative teacher morale asteofgm@lssures
felt to meet licensure mandates. The interviewees also stated thatrsefatthintense
demands of high stakes testing. Connie from Copper County stated that “...No Child Left
Behind is all accountability to the testings we have. | think it has caused sopie e
go.” These demands included: “teaching to the test,” “dumbing down of America,” and
the overwhelming feeling of pressure of “irrational and unattainablea@st Sam
from Sapphire Middle said, “Well, we treat the kids more like herds of cattletibgn t
are children anymore, because we got this mandate that these kids have to pa&s the E
tests, Blah, blah, blah.” Each interview quote addressed the impact of NCLB upon
teacher morale.

Personal options that stemmed from the NCLB policy also impacted teacher

attrition from the perspectives of the interviewees. Early retiremetitdse electing not
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to amend licenses or those teachers who did not want to be a part of the changing
educational system of today increased teacher attrition. “I think thatdro@ably say
that No Child Left Behind has retired a few teachers that would probablyesaiiound.”
Either way teachers left.

Teachers that elected to stay and attempt to meet NCLB policy maneages
often faced with professional issues. Teachers did not always pass a Faaxisrealid
not meet the highly qualified standards which are a part of the policy. Teaclers als
found themselves with college credits that would not apply to their currehtrtgac

position and were therefore ineligible for the highly qualified status based on

documentation verification. They would therefore not meet the highly qualified siandar

set within the NCLB policy. One such situation was mentioned by Amos:

Yes, and | am thinking of two examples that | can think of since | have been at

Azurite Middle School ...where somebody’s credits from their college days

fifteen years ago did not transfer correctly and they actually ended u@rthiy

construction now, but it was not from their choice it was because of No Child Left

Behind regulations.

In both of these situations, the failure to pass a Praxis exam or the lack of
appropriate college credits, teacher attrition was impacted.

Recruitment was also discussed in more than one interview. Comments were

implied that the NCLB policy negatively impacted recruitment of latemédy candidates

and/or potential educators. In Emerald County, it was noted that, “We do not accept any

lateral entries. You have to be highly qualified period and if you are not you are not

considered.” Interviewees stated that persons in the rural communities didsw# pur
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employment in education because they knew that meeting the highly qualifiddrsig
was not possible or that pursuing the highly qualified standard would require additional
coursework.

Interview comments indicate that teachers believe additional NCLEigm®klso
impacted teacher retention. Examples were provided but with less freghanaye
previously discussed teacher attrition examples. The interviewees btttéshther
retention happened through schedule changes and professional issues. Mark from
Magnetite County said, “...the principal is having to reassign the grade’l¢vel
guarantee a highly qualified staff person for each classroom. Schedule cangelene
to accommodate teachers who did not meet the highly qualified status or a licensure
mandate. This was often done to preserve teachers’ jobs thus retaining teachers.
Professionally, teachers elected to use the grace period within the NG&Btp@mend
their licensure. This allowed teachers to maintain their positions. The awepvovided
examples in which the NCLB policy may have affected teacher attrgiovel as
teacher retention in rural middle schools.

District and School Policies and Practices to Reduce Attrition and Maximize iRatent

The results previously discussed provided examples and supporting data which
suggest that teacher attrition and teacher retention are both factors ohaartberrural
middle schools across North Carolina. Therefore, the interviewees were bekéd a
current programs and practices in their school or district that they thought had an
influence upon teacher attrition or teacher retention. An analysis of the entervi
comments revealed four categories: facilities/resources, tesgheort, teacher

recognition, and recruitment.
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Facilities and resources were most frequently cited by the intervieabees
minimizing teacher attrition and maximizing teacher retention. The ieteeas did not
comment that facilities and resources were a program or practice inmpéehiy their
school or district to address attrition or retention but examples for facditigsesources
were repeatedly mentioned during the interview sessions as influentiasfantteacher
attrition and teacher retention. The following quote describes how one county uses
facilities and resources to minimize teacher attrition and maxiteasher retention:
“Magnetite County is growing. They are building new schools and they try to diglihe r
things for the children. ..The district or the county seems to try their best to sepplem
us in terms of our salaries in competition with the big cities. They try to keepaus he
They know money is an issue, so overall, they seem to be doing a lot of things well...
Resources ranged from signing bonuses to virtual schools technology whitee$acil
focused upon the building of new schools to accommodate state of the art technology.
Interviewees noted that all influenced teachers to remain in their schools.

Teacher support, like facilities and resources, was frequently mentioried by
interviewees. Facilitators and mentors were mentioned as being influengghrds to
teacher attrition and teacher retention. Facilitators, school-based and@thelevel,
were mentioned in their role as supporting teachers with lesson plans, classmartag
and student engagement. Mentors, once again, site-based or at the county level, were
noted as supporting units. The county level mentor programs were cited for theit suppor
in the efforts to reduce teacher attrition and increase teacher retentionthe
perspective of the interviewees, successful county level mentor progeceedgpamarily

in three ways in their efforts to maximize teacher retention: Sailssi mentor
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programs encouraged “us older teachers “to act as site-based mentorsr§Cithaie

noted that “wonderful mentor programs” maintained rigorous accountability stisnda
where “they (mentors) are not just given that money and they don’t do their job. They are
held accountable to do their jobs,” and mentor programs implemented Initial wieens
Teacher (ILT) programs that were structured, efficient and thereffieetive.

In conjunction with teacher support was the factor of professional development.
Professional development, as previously discussed, was sited as having an infhoence
teacher attrition and teacher retention. Professional development from theipezsufe
one interviewee was offered as a program or practice by their partoulaty. The
county and this participant saw professional development opportunities as a means of
reducing attrition and increasing retention. The interviewee stated thasgimfal
development provided for staff that was based upon teacher input, feedback or teacher
request acted as a positive agent toward the county’s efforts to mainthierteambers
as well as quality while the opposite was said to impact attrition.

The only program or practice mentioned by an interviewee that could be
considered teacher recognition was the typical Teacher of the Yearmrddris
program implemented by the majority of schools/districts across the Unatss Stas
stated as a possible program which reduced teacher attrition and increelsed tea
retention. Having ones’ accomplishments, recognized by others, was sthtadngsa
positive influence upon teacher’s willingness to stay in their currentnassig.

The final theme was recruitment. This theme was discussed as often as®thers a
program or practice that influenced teacher attrition and teacher retemigmifically,

there was the concept of “growing your own” and the idea of “hiring the rightd=tedi
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The first concept, “grow your own,” included numerous practices, from the
interviewee’s perspective, that impacted teacher attrition and mete@he practice cited
was the implementation of the teaching fellows programs in local rgfaldehools. A
second practice was that current rural educators were encouraged toeaighize,
and then recruit appropriate rural students to consider education as a caréardThe
practice was that counties supported current rural teacher assistantsiéoteaching
licenses. Lastly, was the practice of providing financial assistarrceal students who
wish to further their education, which is then contingent upon returning to the county to
teach. Connie noted:

We (Copper County) are very strong in positioning teachers for teacherdellow

for our graduates to try to encourage them into teaching, and a lot of kids here end

up going into teaching because the ones that want to come back, they can come
back to this area. They have ajob...I hate to say it, but they are going to be here
regardless of the school atmosphere...That is where they want to be.

These were all aspects of the “grow your own” program/practice voiced by the
interviewees as having an influence upon reducing attrition and increagngia® in
their rural schools.

The concept of “growing your own” teachers for rural schools was followed by
the idea that it was integral to hire the right candidates. Hiring the aghidates from
the perspectives of the interviewees was one means in which their schoatsdiad
reduced attrition and increased retention. One person stated that “Most of tge youn
teachers that are here that are staying are from this area. Thergydeswthat are

coming in that are not from this area that stay.” Candidates who had a ruigidasck
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candidates who appreciated minimal social distractions, and candidates elseeling
an assignment where they could develop their teaching skills were statedragthe
candidates” for rural schools. Candidates such as these were mentionetyjps tiie
candidates who were hired and had lasted at the rural middle schools of thewetesvie
Persons that were hired that did not fit these characteristics were note by t
interviewees to be teachers that left the schools.

The interview comments reflect the programs and practices currently
implemented in rural middle schools/districts across the state. From spegtres of
the interviewees, each was reducing teacher attrition and increasingrtestention
directly or indirectly within their school or district.

Changing a Rural Assignment — Waving the Magic Wand

The final component of the interview was an open-ended question. The
participants were given the opportunity to “wave their magic wand and changepent as
of their rural assignment.” Participants reflected upon their personal andsooiz
situations before a suggestion was presented. Transcriptions were d@algzesponses
were recorded for this particular interview question. The individual respovese
categorized based upon similarities. The areas of change were case bpédifion the
use of inductive analysis and creative synthesis interrelationships devetopegsathe
participants’ perspectives. Two umbrella themes, school and community, were the
aspects that the interviewees would change if they had the “magic wantflicapa

The “school” theme was further refined into the following categories: peeto
finance and policies. Personnel issues were an aspect that more than viesveter

would change in their rural middle school assignments. It was discussed thatrargie
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schools there was a need for additional staff in non-content areas. Specifigaly
stated that personnel were needed for physical education and electives in ooffer to “
another option for the children ...and get our class sizes down.” In conjunction with
personnel shortages was the aspect of finance. Finance included salaseisicoa an
individual level, and school funding at the state level. For example, Connie waved her
magic wand to ensure “small school funding”
(http://www.nces.ed.gov/edfin/pdf/StFinance/NorthCa.pdf) for her small sehool.
She noted this aspect of change because they were under the impression that these funds
were in jeopardy of being cut from their school. These budget quandaries coindlded wi
the aspect of change that addressed policies, local, state and/or federetha@ge noted
by Sam addressed a local policy or standard that was in place but was notdaftowe
enforced. He said he would recognize and enforce current local achievesnelards.
This was in direct relationship with a second policy change mentioned. Thdtevas t
aspect of change that empowered teachers to be heard in reference tdghss or
decisions. These two aspects were mentioned hand-in-hand as areas thavibeees
would change about their rural schools on the local level. The last policy-relatepecha
was more on the state and federal level. Participants voiced that they waitcgli
End of Grade (EOG) testing for their rural schools. Sam waved his magic wadh, to “
get rid of EOG testing. Give the power to pass or fail back to the teacheowamdllyfix
a lot of problems.” All of the above mentioned are school-related aspects tletsubj
would change if granted the magic wand.

The school theme mandated changes that were directly related to titatitacil

of a school; whereas the community aspects of change involved just that the surrounding
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community. These aspects of change related primarily to parental involieieer

physical or emotional involvement. Amos noted that “the kids we seem to have the least
amount of trouble with are the ones that we have the most parent contact with.” The
interviewees noted that they would create a forum to promote open, seamless
communication between school and home; foster situations where parents are in and on
the school grounds more often; heighten parental awareness of their students’ day to day
school regiment; motivate vested parties to do their best in order to achieve &uhete

for all involved; and, alter attitudes in order to maximize the concept of the value of
education. The only other community related aspect of change was case bpiecifi
addressed school and community concerns; that was the idea that district boundaries
needed to be enforced.

District boundaries, in one particular rural setting, are currently in plaben the
district but they are just not enforced. Parents, grandparents and guareiathevezd to
select the middle school of their choice. Selections, based upon family nesessiti
physical location, demeanor of school personnel or test scores are oftén strict
preference-based and fluctuate yearly. This lack of enforcement by titiet disa set
policy impacts the student/teacher/facility ratio within the schoolsSi®tcbmmunity. For
example, Emily discussed the fact that there are two middle schools in her coypnmunit
The district boundaries for enrollment in the two middle schools are clearlgaa put
are not enforced. Enroliment numbers in middle school A increase while numbers in
middle school B decrease as district boundaries are not enforced. With the inctrease
student numbers, classrooms are overcrowded; personnel restraints areaéejghte

facilities demands are increased. The problem discussed by the partigisathie fact
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that within his/her small rural county all funding, allocations are maddlgdpedwveen

school A and B. Therefore, school A is overcrowded, understaffed and dealing with fisca
constraints while school B has a low enrollment, surplus staff and adequateagssourc

For Emily if her magic wand could be waved, the policy mandated district boundaries
would be enforced. This would act to maintain appropriate student/teachey/fatibs

within the community.

The interview comments addressed aspects that the individuals involved deemed
worthy of change. When asked if any of these needed changes would prompt the subjects
to leave their rural assignments, the answer was consistently nodloteacher
attrition in this case, the need for change was seen by these interviewegsoas to
stay. In the words of Amos from Azurite Middle School, a school with a high teacher
turnover rate: “...it just kind of immobilized me. | mean, if you bale out...because you
know the parents aren’t doing the way you want them to. What are you doing to that kid
by leaving yourself? | mean you are just one more person that is giving upnarsthe
...l can’t see myself doing that.” Teacher retention was maintainedda Hiliations as
the participants not only acknowledged the need for change but then made a professional
decision to stay in their rural middle school assignments in order to striViegioge.

The findings of the survey and the interview revealed that teacher attntion a
teacher retention is an issue in rural middle schools of North Carolina. From the
perspective of those who participated in the survey there are factors thenoefiteacher
attrition which range from spouse job transfer to childbearing and factoisftnance
teacher retention which range from financial incentives to love of the geographic

location. This range of factors was reflected as well in the findings frenmterviews.
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The findings from the current research study and interview revealed numertous fa
that current rural educators believe are influencing teacher attnitcbteacher retention
across the state from both schools with high or low teacher turnover rates. Magseo
factors were personal, some professional but all were noted to impact esitiezrt

attrition or teacher retention in rural middle schools of North Carolina.
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CHAPTER FIVE: ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current research study was to examine teacher parspecti
about teacher attrition and retention in rural middle schools of North Carolina. The
implications of the findings presented in Chapter 4 will be discussed in regahés to t
established theoretical framework of the three C’s: characteristinditions and
compensation. The results from the survey will be discussed first. This willlbeddl
by an analysis and discussion of the implications and explanations of the qualitative
results from the interview phase of the research.

Survey and Interview Analysis and Discussion
Job Acceptance, Teacher Retention and Attrition

The current research study revealed that teachers accept, remain adrigale
middle school assignment for personal and professional reasons. Similar slata wa
reported from participants representing rural middle schools with either higtv or |
teacher turnover rates. These two broad themes coincide with the work conducted by
Storey in 1993 in the rural schools of Canada which supported the theoretical framework
established by Sher (1983). Storey’s purpose was to develop a profile of a ruredreduca
in regards to job acceptance, retention and attrition in conjunction with their involvement
with a government loan forgiveness program. His findings represent the pieespéc
rural educators from Canada. Comparisons are noted for discussion throughout this
chapter.

The categories: characteristics, conditions, and compensation can be folded into

personal or professional themes. Personal and professional reasons cateleaslici
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characteristic, conditional or compensation-based. Further implications of viey aad
interview findings are that the majority of the reasons that teachegtasemain or
leave a rural middle school assignment can be identified as condition type reasons
Condition type reasons refer to job and place and include environmental surroundings,
such as cultural venues, recreational opportunities, housing, family and friends. These
reasons are personal or professional in nature.
Family Dynamics

The survey data revealed that teachers accept, remain or leave positioals in rur
middle schools based primarily upon the conditions that surround the job or the place.
The primary condition that surrounded the job or the place was that of family,
specifically family dynamics. Family dynamics, especially theupational pursuit of the
spouse or partner, played a major role in the decision-making process of teachers
acceptance, retention or attrition in their rural middle school assignmergsvasi
supported through the interview findings in which the participants indicated tlyat the
accept, remain or leave their current rural middle school assignments due to pmrsonal
family dynamics. The interview findings implied that family dynansash as spouse or
partner’'s employment followed by the well-being of their children hadestdnfluence
upon position acceptance and teacher attrition or retention. These resultsgplarallel
Storey’s data (1993) which indicated that participants were concerned vpiencaived
quality of life” for their families and their children.

During the interview phase Mark (representing a school with low teacher turnove
rates) was asked directly about his acceptance, retention or attritiorcatrbist rural

middle school assignment. His response centered upon his wife and child. Later in the
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interview when discussing the possibility of leaving his current ruredrasent, his
response once again focused upon his immediate and extended family.

This data implied that job acceptance as well as teacher attrition andfertea
retention, for this particular educator, was solely based upon the needs of the exlucator’
family; in this case, his spouse and/or their children. The decision focused upon the needs
of his/her family (spouse and children) and there was never any mention of his/her
professional career. These findings were similar to prior research andusréterature
concerning teacher attrition in rural and nonrural locations spanning overytmarty
(Public Schools of North Carolina: Department of Public Instruction: Sylsexal
Teacher Turnover Report, 2005-2006; Storey, 1993; Horn, 1985). Horn cited five
primary reasons for rural teacher attrition. All are reasons whiclctefiéhe condition
of job and place. The top three: family (child-bearing or child care); spousatreioc
and seeking a reduced employment commitment in order to maximize famalgesmgnt
are followed by lack of administrative support and inadequate financial remanerat
(Horn, 1985). These compare with the findings of this research. These findings were
echoed by Connie (representing a school with high teacher turnover rates) from Copper
County who considers family quality of life or the influence of personal andyfami
dynamics upon job acceptance, retention or attrition.

Her statements supported the results that teachers accept, remaue dhésr
rural assignments primarily due to conditions of the job or place that areretpstritly
based upon family dynamics or family quality of life. Connie also hinted that comslit
of the job or place are often related to the rural assignment itself. Ononelegse ideas

paralleled Storey (1993), Jimerson (2003), and McCullough and Johnson (2007). Storey’s
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data revealed job-related factors such as smaller-class sizes abdehee of negative
urban social influences as conditional reasons for acceptance and teachenrigtent
rural assignments. All merge with the model proposed by Sher (1983). These responses
are manifestations of the allure of rural assignments.
Allure of Rural Assignments

The allure of rural assignments as noted by Connie (smaller school siaéler s
class sizes, less gang mentality, etc.) is indirectly mentioned in etoh ioferviews of
this research. The interviewees captured the allure of rural assigrandrits impact
upon job acceptance and teacher retention through their words. Their commentslinclude
words of admiration, appreciation and high praise for their rural communities and
schools. It was clear that they love their communities, they enjoy tiaolks, and they
feel they have found the perfect balance of location and employment that i®ritjieif
quality of life. Many of them expressed the fact that they never consideireg dr
working anyplace else. This was their home. As previously noted these reasens wer
similar to prior research and previous literature (Lemke, 1994; Storey, 1993; Stone, 1990)
but that was not always the case.

There were points at which the findings of this research diverged from prior
research and previous literature concerning the allure of rural assignthent®ted in
prior research and previous literature that job acceptance and teachesmetemnti
negatively impacted by the realities and perceptions of rural assignnnenégote,
positively impacting teacher attrition. Research cited rural readities as: rural teachers
make less and have less potential to make more, rural districts are gihglenrk

places (fewer resources, multiple teaching assignments, fewer sppmmhnel,
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community/student poverty and geographic isolation), and class sizes arearatlgen
smaller than urban or suburban counterparts (Gonzalez, 1995; Jimerson, 2003; U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 2006; U.S. Department of Education, 1994). Over twenty five
years ago research noted that the stereotype of rural education or theeplanegative
aspects of rural assignments decreased job acceptance and heightenedtteéiohe

(Horn, 1985).

The current research study included teachers both in the survey and interview
phase which are current rural middle school educators. The fact that they arefahmart
teacher retention statistics representing rural school districts sfateeimplies that they
are either satisfied or tolerant of their rural assignments. They éaarred in schools
that have reported rates of teacher turnover that are either the highestgirifothie
state. That implication can be noted as an explanation for the divergenceifsom pr
research and previous literature. Their satisfaction or tolerance maydmapered their
responses in regards to the realities of rural assignments.

Personal

This does not imply that the participants of the current research study did not
voice concerns about their rural assignments. Those concerns were simply
counterbalanced by attributes of their rural assignments that they dewrednportant
or were viewed as secondary issues in regards to teacher retention aod. &ort
example, in the survey data, respondents listed “other” (poverty of students whbyote
one respondent) and poor fit (socially, culturally, etc for the rural commusityea
fourth and fifth reasons of the top six reasons their colleagues had left their rur

assignments. Similar data was received from survey participanésegping the rural
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middle schools with high teacher turnover rates as well as those rural micobdssweith
low teacher turnover rates. This was supported in the interview phase of the stady whe
personal theme was derived from the synthesis of the interview data. The pdmsoal t
included six subcategories of which four were indirectly related to the naturebf rur
assignments themselves. Social and physical isolation as well as comamehaylture
shock were specifically noted by the interviewees. Small schools, lintétidusd
curriculum options, multiple certifications, and narrow-minded views upon outsiders
were also noted by interviewees. These comments reinforce the iddeetreslities of
rural assignments were of concern to the participants of the currentreseaty but not
to a level of significance as seen in prior research or previous literaéwed of
significance in the current research study was determined by tfuefrey of which
comments were made. Significant or not, rural realities like other reasoasigted to
heighten teacher attrition from rural assignments.

In one instance statements manifested the allure of a rural assigmaevera
then quickly followed by statements to the contrary. The findings from thenturre
research study at times agreed and disagreed with prior research aadpligaiature in
regards to the allure of a rural assignment.

When interviewees were asked about leaving their current rural assignment
numerous answers were once again grounded in personal and family dynamics but
ventured toward the conditions that surround the job or the place which include the rural
school atmosphere itself. One interviewee explicitly stated that as sdwm daughter
graduated from high school that she would choose to leave her current rurahasgig

for the conveniences of urban life. She was quick to clarify though that her @hocati
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would be ideal if she could take a teaching assignment in another rural location but one
that was not so remote. Interviewee, Connie, managed to accentuate the roleroilyhe fa
in her decision-making while offering a glimpse into the professional asdmarallure

of a rural assignment. These findings supported the research by Storey (19@y). St
reported that teachers in rural Canadian schools accepted, remained andheir keftl
assignments based upon the rural job assignment itself followed by family idgrsaroh

as spouse/companion employment or lack of family/friends in the area. The fimdings |
the current research study consistently paralleled previousuitenatovided by Storey
(1993).

The survey results implied that teachers made decisions first and forexsedt b
upon the needs of their families (immediate or extended). These survey ilopicaere
supported throughout the interviews. A case in point was Phyllis (representimgoa sc
with high teacher turnover rates). When asked about why she accepted a rural
assignment, she was quick to provide background information to explain her decision. It
was as if she needed to offer an explanation to validate her current rigahes#. The
explanation implied that the acceptance of a rural assignment was due tadthefrtbe
family and that retention in the rural assignment was equally based upon the rtbeds of
family. Once again, as with Connie there was an underlying implication tbatios
was also due to the allure of a rural setting. Phyllis explained how her motnesss il
brought her from an urban location “back home” to her current rural assignment. She
further explained that now as the eldest of three children, she feels obligsteyl fior
her elderly father. Her life has naturally evolved in this rural locationeasssiow

married, has her own children, and a solid career in a great school. She is vested
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personally and professionally to this rural assignment. Retention for Ines atage is
not a question.

This information captured the conditionally based reasons for why teachers
accept, remain or leave rural assignments. The findings implied that decisiesade
due to conditions that surround the job and the place; first and foremost decisions are
grounded in the needs of the family and those needs are followed by the conditions of the
rural assignment itself.

These results diverged from the findings generated by Luekens, Lyteoxand F
(2004) from the National Center for Education for Statistics. They used rigsuit$he
Teacher Attrition and Mobility Teacher Follow-Up Survey, 2000-28€dted that rural
teacher attrition was primarily due to professional reasons such asnegtiresalary
benefits, career choice, further education and job dissatisfaction. The toBoase
cited were professional reasons which were either conditional and/or compesisati
nature. Reasons cited that were conditional and based upon family dynamics were
pregnancy/childrearing and change of residence. This divergence fromuysressearch
and discrepancy from prior findings may be based upon the fact that The Teacher
Attrition and Mobility Teacher Follow-Up Survey was a national survey afl/small
towns (definition of rural/small town was not provided) as opposed to North Carolina
rural school districts, which are countywide districts in a geographiqaalsifec location;
or that the reasons cited by the participants were ranked from indicators proyitied b
survey. There were no allowances for open-ended type responses in the surveydonduct
by the NCES. Participants ranked reasons that were cited in the survey viléneas

current research study and in that which was conducted by Storey (1993) there were
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accommodations for qualitative type responses from participants. This allomeed f
wider array of reasons which could therefore include those which were personal and
professional in nature.

The findings from the current study consistently compared to prior réstsatc
was designed to reveal personal and professional reasons for job acceptahee, tea
attrition and retention from the rural schools of the US. Divergence occurred vidnen pr
research and previous literature accentuated professional reasons Vkimiig moa
allowances for personal reasons. This was repeatedly demonstrated rdinigs from
the current research study concerning job acceptance, teacher retethiabtmiton of
rural middle school assignments were compared to prior research and prewviatusdite
Curriculum

The current research study questioned if curriculum affected teachtiagetor
attrition in rural middle schools of North Carolina. It has been cited in priearels and
previous literature that curriculum concerns increase teacher attspegially in the
teachers of this generation (Johnson, 2006, 2004; Johnson, Berg & Donaldson, 2005).
Johnson and colleagues of the Project on the Next Generation of Teachers (2004)
reported that teachers left their teaching assignments when the followymgulum
concerns occurred: not enough professional support, too rigid, unclear expectations,
structured without flexibility, guidance without freedom, too broad, mandated from the
state/district; and unreasonable allotments of time to teach conceptsintetiiew
phase of the current research study, participants were asked if currmuhgerns had
caused teacher attrition within their schools. The results from the interdignsdawith

previously discussed data and prior literature.
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The interview participants fell into two groups concerning curriculum. They
either had examples that were due to professional fit or they had examplesriha
related to curriculum itself. Either way when examples were discussee imtérviews
they were done with conviction. Whether the curriculum concerns were content or
pedagogy related, there was total alignment of the interview results andgsearch
and previous literature in establishing a link between curriculum and teachemattr
This was consistent in the survey and interview data from the participargsesiing
rural middle schools with high and low teacher turnover rates. Participaets stat
examples that aligned with work by Johnson and the Project on the Next Generation of
Teachers (2004). The first interview laid the groundwork for the link betweeum
and teacher attrition. Mark discussed a new math program that Magnetite County had
adopted. The program mirrored various curriculum concerns reported above. The
program was mandated from above and did not come with enough professional support in
his opinion. It was also not what the teachers in the department wanted... tleetivcol
voice had not been heard. Overall, the curriculum adoption increased teaclhen afirit
it weakened teacher empowerment. Mark explained how this curriculum adoption drove
him from his math classroom into physical education. He also adamantly pratthane
he was 100% sure that his county had lost teachers due to the adoption of this particular
math curriculum.

Future interviews provided additional data which corresponded with prior
research and previous literature in regards to restrictive curriculum.r8arasenting a
school with low teacher turnover rates) from Sapphire County discussed currandum

pacing guides. He first explained his understanding of the role of curriculum @nd pa
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guides in education. But he quickly noted that he found areas of his curriculum to be
inappropriate for middle school students and that pacing guides were restodtie

point of dimensioning flexibility and creativity of teachers. These wordsesgtthe
curriculum concerns previously discussed. These words implied that there were
curriculum concerns in this rural middle school assignment. The curriculumgis r
structured without flexibility, mandated from above and did not acknowledge the
professionalism of those which had been hired to teach it. All were curriculum m®ncer
that reduced teacher empowerment. This reduction in teacher empowermecteasel
teacher attrition.

When making decisions in reference to job assignment, teachers are faced with
decisions that are often linked to curriculum. Prior research and previousitéenrgbort
that teacher attrition increased when teachers found a curriculum too broactloerdat
was too much depth and not enough allotted instructional time. These findings as do the
findings from the current study implied that teachers left or stayedahiten
assignments based upon their comfort with the curriculum. Comfort or professional fit
with the curriculum is in the eyes of the beholder. Amos (representing a sctiobighi
teacher turnover rates), from Azurite, described this curriculum quandaryanasdg his
rural middle school. He noted colleagues that had moved to alternate teachiog$ocat
to find the right personal and professional fit for them. This fit was eitreetalu
preference of age-level or content knowledge. These statements imigtiedetween
teacher attrition and/or teacher retention and curriculum.

The implications of these findings are that curriculum increased both teacher

retention and attrition in the rural middle schools of North Carolina. The findings als
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implied that the attrition statistics due to curriculum concerns weregrofisant across
the state. They also implied that when curriculum was the attributiray féeachers and
district personnel were aware of it; and that the curriculum concerns wedreearot
addressed in order to minimize their impact.
NC Teachers Working Conditions

In addition to exploring the link between curriculum and teacher attrition, the
current research study probed teacher working conditions from rural middlessalibol
high teacher turnover rates and low teacher turnover rates in order to pursue a link
between teacher attrition from rural middle school assignments and workingaadi
It has been cited in prior research and previous literature that teahérsraore likely
to ....leave teaching because of poor working conditions than because of low pay”
(Johnson, 2006, p.3) and that dissatisfaction with workplace conditions caused teacher
attrition (Luekens, Lyter, & Fox, 2004). There was little to no departure from ithre pr
research and previous literature with the findings of the current studyngsidom this
research indicated that time and leadership are the top two components that were not
being addressed satisfactorily. This “lack of satisfaction” implied beaparticipants of
the current study viewed time and leadership as two aspects of their rikaigvor
conditions that impacted attrition. The participants of the survey ranked time and
leadership as first or second interchangeably while teacher empowermégsional
development, and facilities/resources ranked respectively in regards tionibect upon
teacher attrition. These findings were supported by the interview data. fifttesgs
were consistent among schools that had high or low teacher turnover rateswntervi

participants were asked to clarify information provided in their surveys ortirem
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surveys in general. Examples were presented in the interview phase which supgorted t
findings from the survey and compared at various points with the data receivetidrom t
NC Teachers Working Conditions Survey Data conducted in 2006.

Time.Specifically, time and time requirements were viewed by the participants of
the survey and the interview as a number one concern about working conditions in
schools with high or low teacher turnover rates. This supported findings by Macdonald
(1999) and the 2006 survey data that represented the working conditions survey for the
state of North Carolina. This came as no surprise. The findings from thasalese
presented an honest glimpse at the reality of time constraints in the weddaztion.

Extra duties, meetings, workshops, conferences are but some examples. Taachers

faced on a daily basis with demands of the job that go beyond the delivery of lessons. The
findings of the current research study indicated that rural educators @difeerent than
educators across the state or nation.

These findings compared to the research conducted by Johnson and the Project on
the Next Generation of Teachers. Johnson and colleagues cited that taatbar at
occurs for various reasons; one including working conditions (Johnson, 2004). These
working conditions included but were not limited to: extra duties, overwhelming
demands and stress. The interview with Mark provided support to the findings of the
current study and matched the work by Johnson. He noted that his school had recently
discussed this exact topic. They were distressed about interruptions ardions iz
their instructional time. One point of interest was that he said that his schosbwa
focused upon trying to make the school standout in the community that his instructional

time was being compromised. In his words there were too many other thingsingcupy
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his time other than teaching. Teachers in the current study offered resfpwosgh their
surveys and through the personal interviews. They felt secure in providing themses
concerning time and time requirements because this component of education is common
knowledge and no particular person or persons can be held responsible for rectifying the
situation. The concern of time in regards to working conditions was presented in a
matter-of-fact way neither affirmative nor negative. That was not nedgdeag for the

other components: leadership, teacher empowerment, professional development and
facilities/resources.

LeadershipLeadership was interchangeably cited with time in the survey data as
having the most impact upon teacher attrition and retention. Leadership, when furthe
probed in the interview phase, was viewed in the affirmative; in that leadership on the
administrative or school-based level impacts teacher retention and attriteyidw
participants provided examples in which leadership had either influenced retention or
attrition from their experience. A case in point was Sam from Sapphire Midab®ISc
who discussed how changes in administration at his school had impacted teatbar at
as well as retention. He explained that with a change in administratiomitiere
changes in protocols. This change was not popular with numerous teachers, so many of
them left. Interestingly, he noted that within one year of the change in attatinis and
an increase in teacher attrition, a new principal was assigned to his schoala3his
supported by Stella (representing a school with high teacher turnover rateStfibite
County who discussed a change in principal that took place before her arrival. She
described her first year as a transition period for the school in which a fevetedeft

instead of adapting to the change in administration. This data was analogopsavi
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research and previous literature in acknowledging the fact that leadershipsinepater
retention and attrition. Leadership starts at the top; and, these findings culyscsted
that leadership, good or bad, created a working environment in which teacheithéelt
support or the lack thereof. A supportive working environment fostered by the
administration and guided by the teacher leaders of the school enabled teamt®ss suc
and this perceived or realized success promoted teacher retention and redinezd tea
attrition (Gonzalez, 1995; Johnson, 2006, 2004, 1990; NRTA: AARP’s Educator
Community and Farmers’ Insurance, 2003).

Interestingly enough, these findings diverged from the data from the N@Géfeac
Working Conditions Survey conducted in 2006. Leadership was ranked by the
respondents across the state as fourth of the five components in regards to teacher
attrition. This ranking implied that leadership was being addressed satigyamh the
state level and that it had a minimal impact upon teacher attrition in thefhoeth
Carolina. Possible explanations for this divergence from the NC Teacher Working
Conditions Survey Data include: age of study, population involved, and administrators of
the study. This data for the North Carolina survey was from 2006 and included feedback
from schools across the state. All schools, rural, suburban, urban, elementary, middle,
and high were represented. The differences in time and population involved could explain
the departure from the research findings of the current research shedfur@er
explanation could also be the fact that the NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey was
created, administered and disaggregated by the state. Surveys of tlaigetygfien
required, and often are not realistic. Teachers temper their responses tggbs s

surveys because they fear repercussions or feel that their input has no austhestic
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Either way these feelings alter the validity of the results and could exptadivergence
of findings from the current research study.

Teacher Empowermeriteadership on either the administrative and/or teacher
level creates a working environment in which teachers feel support. Supportive
environments foster teacher empowerment (Buchanan, 2005). Teacher empowerment was
indicated by the findings in the survey of the current research study and thattednduc
by the NC Teachers Working Conditions Survey (2006) as the third of the five working
conditions components. It ranked consistently in the middle. This ranking implied that
teacher empowerment in rural schools and on the state level was either an itsa@as or
not. Therefore, in the realm of the current study, teacher empowerment araseanan
some but not all of the rural assignments. The same could be said for the NC Teachers
Working Conditions Survey data from across North Carolina. In the interview,phas
there were examples provided that implied that teacher empowerment prombted bot
teacher retention and teacher attrition. Rural schools or districts which eredowe
teachers to have a voice or influence in decision-making tasks (curriculuochiosele
schedule design, textbook adoption, etc) or were encouraged to explore pedagogy options
were those schools where teacher retention was high and attrition due to teacher
empowerment was not cited as a concern. The opposite was revealed in one particular
rural setting in which the teachers felt a level of mistrust from the adratno® when
new policy mandates were instituted for monitoring teacher performance. Tdisgd
resembled the prior research and previous literature which reported tiatrteac
empowerment increased teacher retention and decreased teacher atatimma(

Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 2002; Johnson, 2004; Ingersoll, 1997).
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There were numerous quotations through the interviews of the current researchatudy
insinuated the role of teacher empowerment but the words from Amos best captured how
teacher empowerment positively impacted teacher retention while redeaciget

attrition. He said empowerment at his school meant flexibility, trust and open
communication. These components of empowerment were acting to reducing teacher
attrition in the eyes of Amos.

Professional Developmenithe working condition coined professional
development was an umbrella term used in the survey phase of the current résdgrch s
Explanation provided on the survey in regards to this working condition included: staff
training opportunities, educational advancements, etc. The participants of thevserge
asked to rank the five working conditions from least to greatest in regards t unppa
teacher attrition. The survey findings indicated that professional developngent ha
minimal impact upon teacher attrition at the rural middle schools in questrankéd
fourth out of the five. For the sake of comparison, this minimal impact implied that
professional development was being addressed satisfactorily in regardsking
conditions. These findings not only diverged from prior research conducted by the NC
Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2006) but it was in direct contradiction to the
interview findings of this research. The interview findings depicted actétaestration
in relation to professional development in the same rural middle schools in which the
interviewees and survey respondents were employed. Every interviewee provided a
negative response when discussing professional development within their school or
district. The overall gist from the interview phase was that professionaloggnent was

a working condition of rural middle schools that in the words of Emily (represeanting
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school with low teacher turnover rates); “... no one was happy with.” Interview
participants noted that workshops or trainings were mandated from above; driveh by hig
stakes testing; and were not based upon teacher request, input, or feedback. &derview
Phyllis and Stella captured the pessimistic gist in their own words whendbexy
professional development that they had no control over; workshops that they fedif were
no benefit, and the lack of input into professional development opportunities which were
offered. These findings paralleled the 2006 data from the NC Teacher Working
Conditions Survey. The 2006 data ranked professional development as the number two
working condition in the state that was not being addressed satisfactorigpsaay to

time.

The divergence between the survey and interview findings can be explained as an
anomaly of sorts due to the variance in questioning style and the thinking of respondent
that this was a working condition in which they had no control. The survey respondents
had no opportunity to expand or explain their rankings of the working components. They
were instructed within the question framework to rank the working conditions irdsegar
to their impact upon teacher attrition at their school. Their rankings refleatee or
significance in relation to the other working conditions in question. The survey
respondents were forced of sorts to prioritize the working conditions whereghaamt
participants were allowed an open-ended opportunity to discuss the working condition,
professional development, independently of the others. There was no prioritizing of the
significance; it was simply a working condition of their rural assigrshich they had
each experienced and then had an opportunity to discuss. Their discussion was not

directly related to increasing or decreasing teacher attrition; teiew feedback
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provided a glimpse into the reality of rural professional development from ¢iseady
those currently involved.

The working condition, professional development, has been cited to increase
teacher retention and decrease teacher attrition (McCullough & Johnson, 2007). The
findings of the current research study implied that current teachersabfmaidle
schools acknowledge professional development as a concern but it was one of which they
can not change or which was less significant in the overall realm of rural working
conditions. There was no clear implication in the findings of the current study that
professional development impacted teacher retention and/or teachienattri

Facilities and ResourcesSchools...ill prepared to help them (teachers) succeed
in their work....School structures and practices forged in a bygone era are no longer
adequate to support either teacher development or students’ learning” (Johnson, 2004, p.
8) laid the groundwork for exploring the impact of facilities and resources updreteac
retention and teacher attrition.

Facilities and resources was the fifth component of the NC Teachers Working
Conditions Survey (2006). The state survey data implied that facilities andoesour
were being addressed satisfactorily on the state level. When ranked weittetichership,
teacher empowerment, and professional development, facilities and resonkeels ra
fifth. The fifth place ranking implied satisfaction on the state level withitias and
resources. Satisfaction inferred minimal impact upon teacher attritioninbinegs from
the current research study were similar to the previously stated 2006 liagurvey
data from the current research study implied that facilities and resdiadéile least

impact upon teacher attrition in the rural middle schools in question. The interview
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results supported this minimal impact but did so through their absence within the
discussions. Facilities and resources were mentioned rarely in the mwtphase; once
in a negative connotation and once to the contrary. One patrticular interviewee, Stell
presented information from a previous work assignment that tainted her viewkaigvor
conditions in regards to facilities and resources. She mentioned how old buildings and
poor facilities created a discouraging setting in a prior school out of Stegeknew that
this had caused teacher attrition amongst her colleagues. This example wastatet of
was not rural and was not a middle school assignment. It was provided here inaliscussi
to support the fact that facilities and resources appeared to be insignifitaaischools
in question.

Facilities and resources were discussed in a positive connotation in only one
interview as well. Phyllis voiced how top of the line technology fostered a sepadef
in the facility and in the school. This sense of pride coincided with job satsfactich
has been cited in prior research and previous literature as an aspect of oneig worki
conditions that has direct impact upon teacher retention or teacher attritidnd8a
Johnson, 2006; Gonzalez, 1995). Once again the example provided by Phyllis was cited
in discussion to support the fact that facilities and resources appeared tigtiéaaat
in the schools in question.

The findings of the current research study implied that the facilities aadroes
of the rural middle schools in questions were satisfactory. Satisfactry stainuated
that they had not caused attrition but could improve retention; neither of which had been
commonly experienced by those involved in the survey or the interview. These findings

diverged from prior research and previous literature in regards to rural schodieiand t
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facilities and resources. Facilities and resources of rural schoolbbeneited over the
past thirty years as being a reason for teacher attrition (MetLife, R@nal
Commission of Teaching and America’s Future, 2002; US Department of Education,
1994; Helge, 1981). Implications of the findings of the current research study provide an
explanation of the divergence from prior research and previous literature asheell
findings of the current research study imply that facilities and ressumdhe rural
middle schools of North Carolina are no longer a significant factor in regardscteete
attrition. Instead, findings of the current research study insinuated tHaiefgeind
resources, in the past five years, had become an attribute of teacher workitigreondi
that increased teacher retention while acting to decrease teddlienafhe change in
status explains the divergence in findings between the current researcarstyshor
research.
NCLB — No Child Left Behind

Current educational policy, specifically the No Child Left Behind polic (R,
2002), was instituted as an accountability reform intended to close the achievepsent ga
amongst the student populations of the nation. Developing an accountability policy in
order to close achievement gaps was an admirable mission but it has been regdarted tha
the efforts to attain this mission there has been fall-out (McCullough & Johnson, 2007,
Hill & Barth, 2004; Williams & King, 2003). The findings from the current researc
study implied that the fall-out has included impacts upon teacher attrition andrteache
retention. Teacher attrition was affected due to teacher morale, persaoms opt
professional issues and even recruitment. Teacher retention was affextegh thr

schedule changes as well as professional issues. Either way the findmdké current



124

research study, specifically discovered in the interview phase, impliedhénsCiLB
educational policy influenced teacher retention and teacher attrition in thenrddie
schools in question.

The implications of these findings are that rural educators have often found
themselves in a precarious situation as a result of NCLB due to the very natued of r
schools. The implication corresponded with prior research and previous literatahe w
reported that rural schools have difficulty staffing positions and frequentlydpeare
positions throughout the school year (Hill & Barth, 2004; Jimerson, 2003). Findings from
the current research study noted specifically that teacher attriisimereased because
the NCLB policy most often damaged teacher morale which directly links to teache
empowerment and job satisfaction; both which were previously noted as having an
impact upon teacher retention and attrition. Interviewees of the curreatechstudy
mentioned that teachers felt additional job stress due to NCLB. They felt pebssur
meet certification mandates and they felt stressed due to high-stakesdemands.
Participant statements implied a reduction in job satisfaction which impteda link
to teacher attrition. Stressors were compounded by personal options which incliged ear
retirement or career changes. Professionally, these changes nviglitetes due to the
inability of teachers to meet the NCLB mandates in regards to certific&Vhether they
left due to stress, personal choice or professional shortcomings, the findingedrom
current research study implied simply that they left. The current reseadghveas
similar to prior research and previous literature in finding that teadngioatwas

increased due to educational policy, specifically NCLB.
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An interesting convergence of data occurred when multiple interviewees
mentioned the fact that NCLB minimized the number of persons that were being
recruited into teaching (Jimerson, 2003). Positions that had often been filled by personnel
hired through lateral entry or by talented educators out of their certficat degree area
were not being filled. Teacher attrition was indirectly being impactetefrant-end of
employment. Potential educators were not even considered for employmemnttedtale
candidates were not pursuing education due to NCLB mandates concerning highly
gualified standards of certification.

The findings from the current research study would lead one to believe that the
NCLB policy had only impacted teacher attrition. But upon further analysis of the
interview transcriptions, that assumption can not be substantiated. To the contrary, the
were glimpses throughout the interviews in which the adjustments to thB N@icy
had indirectly impacted teacher retention in the rural middle schools in questiandi
Barth (2004) reported that there were key adjustments to NCLB for rural schcioéts;
and, the findings of the current research study implied that rural middle schiass a
the state were taking advantage of these adjustments whenever possible. &dgistm
included the following: creative scheduling to accommodate certificatiowlabes;
position reassignments to maintain certification qualifications; and thef es¢ended
time to allow educators to comply with mandates. Each in its own way decreadest tea
attrition and increased teacher retention, indirectly due to the NCLB poéogates.

Teachers in the current research study, both in the survey and in the interviews,
were allowed the opportunity to reflect and respond in a manner in which they were

assured that their responses could not be held against them in any way. Whether
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discussing job acceptance, teacher retention, teacher attrition, curriculdtkimgyv
conditions, or educational policy, they were secure in their anonymity. This process
prompted responses that often state mandated reports/surveys do not. Teachers are
frequently asked to complete surveys that are often created, administered and
disaggregated by the very agencies or personnel to which the surveys refertyples
of surveys are quite often completed with a tempered view because teacbers)as,
naturally fear repercussions. | believe that points of divergence or convenggm@rior
research and previous literature especially about working conditions @aaership,
teacher empowerment, professional development and facilities/resourcesg may
grounded in research methodology and/or research purpose.
Addressing Teacher Attrition

The interview participants in the current research study were asked doeexpl
means in which their current rural middle schools, school districts or counties wer
addressing teacher attrition. Throughout the interviews, responses wereetbimvag
indecisive manner. The responses implied that the interviewees that weversH, still
employed within the system in question could not specifically name programgeunter
that had been implemented with the intention of reducing teacher attrition. Probing and
eliciting questions allowed for indirect feedback concerning strategibe irounties in
guestion. After careful analysis of the interviews, programs, projects, and routine
procedures evolved. They were determined to be tactics that were attribuitieg
reduction of teacher attrition and the increase of teacher retention in theowmtés of

the current research study.
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The findings of the current research study aligned with prior research and
previous literature concerning strategies for reducing teacher attritranal schools.
Whether the strategies were a program, a project or a procedureeatioted in the
literature review of the current research study. The findings of the cuessarch study
implied that the broadest strategy currently in place in rural counties asltifasgities
and resources. The current research study utilized this theme (faattiti@ssources) to
include an array of strategies that evolved from the interviews. One of which wa
financial element. The financial element included signing bonuses, supplessatas
for extra duties, and annual or biannual supplements. Each has been reported to increase
job acceptance, increase teacher retention and decrease teacher attuatiainschools
(McCullough & Johnson, 2007; Jimerson, 2003; Lemke, 1994; Stone, 1990). The
findings of the current research study and their convergence with prior reaedrc
previous literature implied that financial compensations reduced teachtemaitr rural
middle schools of North Carolina. But the findings also implied that financial
compensation was not the only component of facilities and resources that redoled tea
attrition in rural middle schools of North Carolina.

The interview data revealed that technology reduced teacher attmitioral
middle schools of the state. The availability of technology through grantipation; the
acquisition of technology through grant involvement; and the advancement of educational
opportunities through technology support reduced teacher attrition in the rural middle
schools in which the interviewees were employed. Their views resembled york b
McCullough and Johnson (2007) where they reported that the use of technology helped to

“bridge the isolation gap” (p. 14) because it created opportunities for professional
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development, advanced education, mentoring blogs and additional support. This concept
of support was echoed in the findings of the current research study; support for rural
classroom teachers through specific programs that counties had in place.

The theme of teacher support in regards to combating teacher attrition was
discussed in numerous interviews. The interviewees elaborated on the use of county and
school-based facilitators that worked to support rural educators with the day to day
routines of teaching in a rural school; they explained how county and school-based
mentor programs worked to support rural educators through the intricaciesharfigaac
a rural school and living in a rural community; and they noted how teachers felt
supported through professional development that met their needs. These findings were
similar to work by the National Commission on Teaching and America’s FI082),
Lemke (1994) and countless others that reported that teacher attrition ircha@bsscan
be reduced by increasing the means in which teachers feel and receive suibyganrt i
role as rural educators. Understanding the role of a rural educator was adladeal part
of the final theme in regards to reducing teacher attrition. That strategyeeruitment.

This theme included two distinct components. First was the idea of “grow your
own” rural educators and the second was the idea of “hire the right candidates.aldvhe
interview participant discussed either component they offered clear andeceramples
of how each had reduced teacher attrition and increased teacher retention.armplegsx
corresponded with research completed over the last thirty years which depatta key
component to teacher retention in rural schools was finding the right candiddte for t
rural assignment (McCullough & Johnson, 2007; Gonzalez, 1995; Lemke, 1994, Stone,

1990; Helge and Marrs, 1981).
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A recruitment strategy, referred to as “grow your own” was implied duha
interview with Connie when she discussed her school’s teaching fellows prograng Dur
elaboration, it was stated that her school works to encourage students to pursue. teaching
The teaching fellows program aligns teaching fellows and teaclmershen encourage
future teachers through positive role modeling. Her county taps into its ruralaesdur
young people. Connie notes that those are the same persons that accept agnuradrass
and tend to remain over time. As this interview continued the ‘grow your own’
transitioned into ‘*hiring the right candidate.” The interview continued as she hated t
rural students often want to be in a rural community as adults. Hiring a canthdat
understands the nature of a rural lifestyle was noted by Connie as one way in which her
county has worked to reduce teacher attrition and increase teacheomefEinits
interview implied what prior research and previous literature had reptetedher
attrition in rural counties can be reduced by hiring the right candidates far#he r
assignment. These findings implied that counties which had actively relctanédidates
that fit the established profile for a rural educator (Lemke, 1994; Horn, 1985) had
reduced teacher attrition and increased teacher retention.

Strategies to combat teacher attrition ranged from faciltiesdruitment, from
finances to teaching fellows, from technology to mentors; but all impacteking in
rural schools. Interviewees representing rural middle schools with high ordohete
turnover rates noted similar programs or practices which had been implenmetitex i
counties. Teacher attrition was reduced and teacher retention wasadondees) the
strategies were effectively in place and the opposite was true whenti tirscontrary.

The findings of the current research study implied that in order to minimideetea
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attrition and maximize teacher retention the rural schools of the staenemied
programs, practices and procedures which addressed facilities, resoaaesy;, seipport,

and teacher recruitment.
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CHAPTER SIX: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of the Study

The purpose of the current research study was two-fold. First, the purpose of the
current research study was to examine teacher perspectives about thepafliacher
attrition and retention in rural middle schools of North Carolina. The second purpose was
to examine teacher perspectives about the influence of No Child Left Bahiedcher
attrition and retention in rural middle schools of North Carolina.

The research surveyed rural middle school educators with 4-10 years teaching
experience from across North Carolina. The schools had a traditional school calenda
(180 days); served grades 6, 7, 8; were classified as rural by the stateetahdequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) in 2006-2007. The survey results were individually and
collectively quantified in order to develop an overview of the population. From the
population of survey participants, interviewees were selected to repreaageaf the
population from across the state. The interview results were analyzed wpthr gfose of
identifying themes and interrelationships within the interview data concgobng
acceptance, retention, attrition, programs and practices in the rural middle schools
represented by those involved.

The current research study was based upon the theoretical framework that
characteristics, conditions, and compensation, Sher’s (1983) three C’s, effhet tea
attrition and retention. Characteristics include background, training, preeervi
experience, and personal preferences. Conditions, the job and the place, refer to

environmental surroundings, cultural venues, recreational opportunities, housing, family
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and friends. Compensation reflects financial components that influence attnidion a
retention such as salary, rewards and incentives.
Summary of the Findings

The findings of the research project revealed a consistent pattern about job
acceptance, retention and attrition in rural state middle schools. The findingeaddi
that teachers of rural middle schools accept their assignments, remain in their
assignments and/or leave their rural assignments for reasons that anemalhdtased.
Conditional factors were either personal or professional, but in each situatiometfeey
based upon the condition of the job or the place surrounding the job. Two primary
conditional factors developed from the current research study: family dymand
elements of the rural assignment itself.

Teachers believed that they and their colleagues made employment decisions
based first upon personal reasons, followed by professional preferences. The persona
needs of their families (children, spouse, and extended family) surpassed their
professional situations (working conditions, curriculum, and educational policy) in
reference to acceptance, retention and attrition. Professional decisiordriweney
personal dynamics.

Acceptance, retention and attrition occurred as a result of professionabulecis
making based upon factors that emanated from the needs of the family. The nedds of the
spouses/companions/future spouses, children and extended family (elderly, pécents
were the driving force behind the teachers’ decisions concerning rural asaignm

Personal needs, more specifically, family dynamics were prioritiég®imtnds of rural
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educators. These priorities triumphed when teachers were forced to massiordl
decisions concerning their rural assignments.

When family dynamics were satisfied, teachers then made their dedisses
upon professional reasons. Professional reasons that were related to thesigmadent
itself became the deciding factors. Teachers made professionabds@sncerning their
rural assignments due to working conditions, curriculum and educational policy. The
positives and negatives associated with the working conditions of rural assignments
impacted acceptance, retention and attrition. Working conditions such as timeicts)stra
insufficient leadership, minimal teacher empowerment, inadequate proféssiona
development, and unsatisfactory facilities/resources increasemmtivhiile the opposite
increased job acceptance and teacher retention in rural middle school asssgnme
Curriculum that was restrictive, inflexible and policy-mandated was found teaiser
attrition as did the mandates of NCLB.

The findings of the current research study revealed that rural educat@s had
tendency to dismiss negative aspects of the rural assignment if the rugaihesd
accommodated the needs of their family. Similarities between the resgomeehe
survey participants from rural middle schools with high or low teacher turndesr ra
supported these findings. Interview data equally reinforced these findingeariewees
from the rural middle schools with high or low teacher turnover rates consistdatiydof
similar responses. The findings also lead me to believe that acceptanegeatidir in
rural middle schools was increased when teachers perceived that thepf wedres in
their rural assignments. This is demonstrated by teacher empowermenhthroug

professionalism, acknowledgement, appreciation and encouragement.
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Conclusions

The primary purpose of the current research study was to examine teacher
perspectives about the problems of teacher attrition and retention in rural sukddtds
of North Carolina. In addition to examining teacher perspectives about themsobf
teacher attrition and retention, the current research study investigatetetbEMCLB
upon attrition and retention in rural middle schools of the state. As a result, factors
concerning curriculum, working conditions, programs and practices were iktveale

The findings of the current research study are best represented through the use of
a geometric metaphor. A scalene triangle is a geometric figurelwéé sides of unequal
lengths. The longest side, the hypotenuse, is the dominant side of the triangle.
Architecturally, triangles have incredible strength and are used in wcisty the
foundations of countless structures due to their stability and strength. Pifcyore will,
a scalene triangle, as shown in Figure 3, with three sides of varygtgdefamily,
school, and self. These legs create the geometric form and in doing so build the
foundation of rural middle schools. The conclusion of the current study is that when the
shape is correctly formed geometrically, the foundation will be in placad&mizing
teacher retention in rural middle schools. A structurally solid foundation masmiz

teacher retention and minimizes teacher attrition.
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Figure 3.Pictorial representation of the current foundation of rural education.
Metaphorically, in rural middle schools the hypotenuse is represented by the
educator’s family. It is the conclusion of the current research study thag¢els of a
rural educators’ family are the dominant factor in retention and attrfidir rural, middle
school educators of North Carolina. The other sides, represented by school and self,
follow respectively in order of impact upon retention and attrition. Curriculum and
working conditions are examples of components related to school, and professional
development and career advancement are examples of components related to self. The
rural middle school teachers placed the needs and well-being dfatidiy (spouse,
children, parents, etc.) before their job satisfactiasthbol(curriculum, working
conditions, etc.) and before personal/professional career fulfillment (toeet,
professional development, career advancement, ettt)dorselves
Teacher retention was maximized in rural middle schools across North Carolina

when the needs of the educators’ families were met. Teacher attritieasedras the
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families’ needs either changed or were no longer being satisfied. Rural, sttdd
educators sacrificed for their families. They sacrificed by oftenrsjagirural

assignments that did not promote their personal happiness and their professiormal growt
or leaving a rural assignment that was meeting their personal and jnod¢seeds.

These ‘sides of the triangle’ were part of the structural foundation of thalr r
assignments but played secondary and tertiary roles in decision-making rfiaraihe

middle school educators in regards to retention or attrition.

The concluding point of the current research study is that vested parties (policy
makers, professional educators, administrators, etc.) must recognizetbardhaspects
of rural education concerning retention and attrition that are not under the control of the
educational establishment. Vested parties must acknowledge those aspelestio or
face and overcome those aspects that are under the control of the educational
establishment.

The current research study suggests that rural education stands on alddee-si
foundation: family, school and self. The educational establishment may nolydirect
regulate family dynamics but it can act to stabilize the rural foundationghr
strengthening the rural school environments and supporting the rural educators
themselves. Schools are part of communities and communities help addregs famil
priorities. Supportive communities can create a climate that helps tehelense
family, work, and personal/professional aspirations. The conclusion of the current
research study is that in order to maximize teacher retention and miteacher
attrition in rural middle schools of North Carolina the educational establishnustt m

work to stabilize the foundation of rural education by addressing the sides of the
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foundation. The educational establishment must strive to strengthen thehoal s
environment and empower the rural educator professionally while promoting a
community dynamic in which the needs of the families of rural educators cart.da me
doing so, the three sided foundation could evolve from a scalene triangle into aressoscel
triangle (two sides the same length) or even an equilateral triatigiedes the same
length) with time.
Recommendations

If the objective of the educational establishment is to maximize teastkation
and minimize teacher attrition in rural middle schools of North Carolina, thetseffor
must unite to strengthen the rural school environment, empower the rural educator
professionally and promote a community dynamic in which the needs of the fashilies
rural educators can be met.

The current research study included an interview question that was asked with the
intention of allowing the participants the opportunity to have a voice. It was theiabjec
of that particular question for participants to voice their wishes in regardsato r
education. | recommend that as parties unite efforts toward reducing tatidtien and
increasing teacher retention in their rural communities they should listea voice of
the teachers. Teachers are part of the vested interest; they are on lime$rohsorts;
they are directly involved on a day-to-day basis with the very aspects whitionee
addressed. Policymakers should stop and listen to the voices of the teachersraf the r
middle school students of North Carolina. They have been hired as professionalfi to fulfi

a niche; | recommend that we heed their ideas and acknowledge their professionali
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Magic Educational Wand

Recommendations were gathered from the interview question that askeipguatsito

wave their magic educational wand. They were asked if they could wave tlggir ma
educational wand and change or fix one aspect of their rural assignment what Wweuld it
Their input is similar to that which could be documented through the use of exit
interviews or exit surveys. The responses were as varied as the paitieanselves

and the rural communities they represented. Bearing in mind the three sided foundation
proposed by the current research study, the recommendations either addressed
strengthening of the rural school environment, empowering the rural educator
professionally or promoting a community dynamic in which the needs of the faafilies
rural educators are met.

Recommendations for change in regards to school-related issues included three
components: personnel, finance, and policies. From the perspective of current rural
middle school educators, teacher retention and attrition could be addressed in their rura
middle school assignments by hiring additional staff in non-core contas, &me
working to increase funding for schools and staff, and by focusing on the threfe E’'s o
policy — elimination of EOG testing, empowering teachers with pass apins for
students based on grades, and enforcing local achievement standards (¢aémgle:
two subjects constituents automatic failure for the year). Each was @édasmeans by
which the rural school environment could increase retention and decrease attriti@h in r
middle schools of North Carolina. These were points at which the educational

establishment could act to stabilize two of the three sides to the triangulartionroda
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rural education. These recommendations would act to strengthen the rural school
environment while empowering the rural educator professionally.

In addition to recommendations that directly related to the school, the partcipant
offered areas of concern that are indirectly related to the school but @ity detated to
the rural community. The participants voiced recommendations that addressear&heir
communities in relation to population dynamics - enrollment and involvement. One
recommendation was to maintain appropriate student/teacher/facility bgtienforcing
district enroliment boundaries. Boundaries that are in place were intendedtaimfair
and equitable ratios, but with local leniency and community changes these baiadarie
ineffective. The recommendation was to either adhere to the boundaries or to laenend t
to ensure fair and equitable ratios of students/teachers/facilities.€eCohimmendation
addressed a school enroliment issue that emanated from the community. nforcin
district boundaries would ensure fair and equitable ratios within the rural settdols
would act to increase retention and decrease attrition. Once again educatisnah-dec
makers could act to stabilize two of the three sides to the triangular foundatizalof r
education. These recommendations would act to strengthen the rural school environment
while empowering the rural educator professionally.

The final recommendations from the interview participants directlyectk® the
involvement of the community at-large in the school environment itself. The
recommendations are designed to mesh vested parties of the rural community teith ves
parties within the school community. The objective of these recommendations is to build
unity in order to strengthen the rural school environment, empower the rural educator and

promote a community dynamic in which the needallofamilies are met. The
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recommendations included communication opportunities, on-site opportunities for
parents, and developing a common mindset for all involved. One recommendation was to
design venues in which parents, schools, students and teachers could have a more open,
seamless form of communication. Communication that was open and multifaceted would
allow teachers to feel a professional connection with their students and pahests
connection could improve community awareness, heighten teacher professi@malism
enhance the public image of the rural school itself. The benefits of this recomimendat
were best captured through the words of an interviewee. In his/her words, paents
families would have the opportunity to “be in the know.” This connection between
community and school builds unity. It is the observation of this researcher that unity
promotes teacher retention and reduces teacher attrition.

In addition to opportunities for communication, it was recommended that
opportunities be created to draw parents into the middle school environment. Parent
nights, classroom visits, content-area nights, performances, workshops or $raianeg
options mentioned that would bring parents into the rural middle school. The
recommendation once again is designed to get the community at-large into the school
community itself, in order to promote unity. The motive is to strengthen the rural school
environment, empower the rural educator and promote a community dynamic, in which
the needs adll families are met; all of which will reduce attrition and improve retention.

Recommendations designed to promote unity, strengthen the rural school
environment, empower the educator, and fulfill the needs of families could alsatgene
a peripheral result of developing a common mindset. The interview partgipant

recommended that there was a need for an attitude adjustment (change of) iwittiise
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the rural community. The need was noted in the community at-large and the school
community itself. Vested parties need to be motivated to do their best in ordeieteeac
an optimal future for all involved. The recommendation is not simply for students and
families, but for educators and administrators as well. In order to maxineiz®ncept
of the value of an education, attitudes concerning the role of education in rural
communities must be altered. It is recommended that all parties ree\tbkiateews of
rural education and education in general in order to convince themselves and others tha
education is the key to a better future for rural students, rural educatorarand r
communities.

The recommendations provide a perspective that is fresh and current but that is
case specific. The perspective came from high-quality, professionatecsidedicated
to their rural schools and communities. Their professionalism and dedication was
apparent as they spoke passionately, selecting each word carefully, ettsatrthgir
voice was heard and clearly understood. Their comments and recommendations were not
personally driven but driven by the needs of their students, their schools, and their
communities. Upon further analysis and comparison of previous research the
recommendations discussed in the current research study appeared to besagppoopri
rural middle schools of North Carolina and maybe for schools in general. All schools
have the need to address school and community situations that may have directly or
indirectly impacted teacher retention or attrition. Personnel, finance,gmligtudent
enrollment, and community/parent involvement are areas of concern across all
educational arenas. Therefore, the recommendations from the interviewppattiecnay

have been generated based upon personal situations but they were far-reachimgsin rega



142

to reducing teacher attrition and increasing teacher retention. Whether the
implementation and execution would impact retention and attrition in rural middle
schools is yet to be seen but it is the recommendation of this researchentlaa¢ the
place to start.

Successful Programs

Recommendations previously discussed were just those recommendations that
coincided with the wishes of the rural middle school educators involved in the current
research study. | would like to recommend that those persons directly involved in rural
middle school education heed recommendations provided by current teachers as well as
pursuing programs, practices, and policies that are already in place whicshaerein
the current research study to positively influence teacher retention imidce schools
of North Carolina.

The unique element to the current research study is the recommendation of the
use of recruitment strategies in order to reduce teacher attrition whilmiziag teacher
retention. All rural North Carolina school systems should develop a pratgsigned to
“grow your own” rural educators. These “grow your own” programs were shown in the
current research study and in prior literature to be effective prograimsreasing
teacher retention and decreasing teacher attrition in rural middle schoastiof N
Carolina. Grow your own programs are designed to recruit the right person for a rura
assignment; groom them for future employment in the community; and enable thei
pursuit of higher education through financial support or enticements. The benefits of
these programs have been substantiated in prior research and in the cuiaectt rese

study. The objective is to hire the right person in order to maximize the likelihood that
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they will accept a rural position, remain in that rural position, and strive to peannat
education through their personal and professional life.
Future Studies

Future studies of interest are based upon the “magic educational wand”
recommendations previously discussed. Future studies related to the implementdti
influence of school (personnel, finance and policy) and community (enrollment and
involvement) are recommended as a result of the current research study. ikipnitor
teacher retention or attrition rates due to an increase in non-core personimekgase
in school funding; or the focus upon the three E’s (eliminating EOG’s, empowering
teachers with pass or fail, and enforcing local achievement standards) asevoniy
of future research. The use of exit interviews or exit surveys to gatbemation in
order to implement change is an additional topic of future research in the tfieatsl
reducing attrition and maximizing retention.

Additional studies are equally warranted on the ‘grow your own’ programs.
Longitudinal case studies of high school students involved in the programs could prove
advantageous in regards to long-term benefits upon teacher attrition and tetchienre
in rural schools. These studies should be conducted on age-groups, subject/content as
well as community/location. These are all areas in which the currentaiestady
presented results that proposed further questions about how they each infludrere teac
retention and teacher attrition in rural middle schools of the state.

Future studies could act to reduce the costs of attrition. It costs students, schools,
districts, professional communities, and the community at large. Thdseaces

financial, academic, personal, and professional in nature. In these economit ismes
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important that the educational establishment work diligently to get teattigorain
rural middle schools under control. Actions must be taken to reduce the costsiof attri
by heightening teacher retention rates.

In closing, the final thought from the current research study is that teaaieer
human. They are compilations of their personal situations, their professional conditions
and their independent characteristics. When all is said and done, they are, for the most
part, natural nurturers. The attributes that make educators the talented pnafeghiat
they are, are the same attributes that prompt them to place the needs afritieis f
above their personal or professional aspirations. Those persons charged with fieding t
solution to teacher attrition are advised to maintain the knowledge that the pbesons t
are most likely to hire as rural educators based upon their character asgoedpée
same persons who are most likely to sacrifice their rural position for betteahtheir
family. It is therefore the role of the educational establishment to supjpengthen and
stabilize the rural educational foundation by strengthening the rural schoarenent,
empowering the rural educator professionally and promoting a community idyimam
which the needs dll families are met.

Lee lacocca once said, “In a rational society, the best of us would be teachers and
the rest of us would have to settle for something less, because passingioivilkang
from one generation to the next ought to be the highest honor and the highest
responsibility anyone could have” (Hill & Barth, 2004). As the current reBesdudy
comes to a close, that phrase has taken on a whole new meaning. | would amend that
phrase with this closing thought; “In a rational society, the best of us would bereach

and the rest of us would have to settle for something less, because passigiciviliz
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along from one generation to the next ought to be the highest honor and the highest
responsibility anyone could have other than being part of a family.” Speaking as a

educator, | think most teachers have a hard time separating the two.
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E = G

County School Name Size
Yancey Cane River 273
Carteret Broad Creek 545
Davidson N. Davidson 1212
Wilkes E. Wilkes 441
Yancey East Yancey 349
Moore West Pine 776
Scotland  Carver 476
Transylvania Rosman 301
Burke Table Rock 704
Burke Liberty 575
Wilson Elm City 488
Brunswick  S. Brunswick 876
Sampson Hobbton 396
Surry Pilot Mtn. 478
Wake Wakefield 1287
Pitt Farmville 636
Randolph Uwharrie 430
Duplin Charity 490
Northampton Gaston 231

4% 28% 3.50
10% 35% 4.28
10% 31% 2.86
10% 27% 3.82
11% 17% 3.45
12% 28% 3.38
12% 12%
12% 42%
13% 17%
14% 40% 3.16
16% 33% 3.56
18% 24% 3.46
20% 45% 4.01
20% 29% 3.07
22% 36% 3.28
24% 26% 2.89
27% 38% 3.97
28% 36% 3.18

29% 5%

292 296 3.04

411 4.27 4.08

3.22 3.07 3.19

3.96 4.13 3.66

3.59 3.95 355

412 3.57 3.98 3.66

3.78 3.78 365 411 3.60

3.18 273 356 342 296

3.12 399 326 3.38 3.33

3.34 354 332

416 4.29 3.78

3.61 3,57 3.30

423 4.40 4.08

3.16 3.09 3.48

396 3.98 3.61

3.38 3.29 2.98

3.43 3.43 3.76

3.48 3.64 3.08

3.60 4.00 387 4.02 3.92
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County School Name Size A B C D E F G

Alam-Burl. Woodlawn 574 30% 29% 295 336 3.32 346 3.28
Lincoln West Lincoln 727 30% 33% 3.48 3.89 352 3.76 3.70

Beaufort S.W. Snowden 89 31% 7% 401 401 399 437 4.05

Bertie C.G. White 209 31% 47% 3.14 322 341 337 290
Union Weddington 1117 31% 31% 3.57 393 3.74 398 3.70
Pamlico Pamlico Cty. 301 32% 39% 3.66 3.87 348 350 355

Cherokee Andrews 240 33% 12% 3.83 357 394 416 3.62

Northampton Conway 395 37% 32% 3.13 3.83 3.31 346 3.56

Wilson Speight 482 38% 37% 349 399 3.79 397 350
Avery Cranberry 171 47% 41% 3.68 3.34 332 362 3.15
Pender West Pender 233 59% 25% 355 4.05 4.04 399 381

Note. A= 2006 Teacher Turnover Rate; B= % Teaching Staff with 4-10 years
experience; Data for letters C-G from 2006-07 NC Working Conditions Report Card:
0.00 (low) -5.00 (high); C=Time; D=Facilities/Resources; E=Empowerment;

F=Leadership; G=Professional Development.
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Appendix B

External Research Consent Form

Cover Letter/Permission for External Research— School/District
My name is Teresa H. Cowan. | am a Doctoral Candidate at Western Canoieasify.

| am currently working to complete my doctoral requirements. In this ptiéram
conducting research to examine teacher perspectives about teadian atid retention
in rural North Carolina middle schools.

Your school (nhame of the school) has been selected based upon information
available from the_Public Schools of North Carolina Department wdflid®
Instructionand the NC Schools Report Card.

| am writing this letter first to inform you of the resdar@nd second to obtain
your permission to solicit teacher participants from your sctistidict and
conduct external research in your school district.

The research calls for participants who have 4-10 years tgpekperience and
are willing to share their perspectives about teacher attréind retention in rural
middle schools of North Carolina. Their participation includes aesyuand a
possible follow-up interview; nothing that would take them away fitbeir
classroom responsibilities.

If you have any questions or you would like to discuss this resegyahshould
contact me at 828-230-5034 or Dr. Mary Jean Herzog (Dissertatiain) @t 828-
227-3327.

Please complete the portion of the consent form below:

| give permission for you to solicit teacher participants from (said schsiitt)
and conduct external research within (said school/district).

Date: Name:
Print name
Name: Title:
Signature

Name of School/District:

Name of Investigator:
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Appendix C
Survey
Teacher Retention in Rural Middle Schools of NC
Complete the survey below using your knowledge and experience as a teacher within a
rural school of North Carolina. Your school is recognized as a “rural school” whigin t
2006-2007 NC School Report Card system. Teacher attrition, for the purpose of this
survey, is defined as “leaving the classroom before retirement.” Focus upms fabier
than retirement that influence teacher attrition in your particulakr sareol.

1. Gender: female male

2. Age group: under 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+

3. Please indicate your education and certification information. Mark all that.appl

a. Certified, but not degreed: area of certification

b. Bachelor’'s degree(s); major/minor area(s):

C. Master’s degree completed; major/minor area(s):

d. Master’s degree in progress; major/minor area(s):

e. National Board Certified Teacher; area of certification:

f. Additional educational degrees and/or areas of certification:

4. | have taught for (to the nearest full year):
year(s) in this school.
year(s) in this district, but not in this school.
year(s), in school district(s) other than this district.
years total.

5. Current assignment: grade level(s) - subject(s):
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Other- (Spec. Ed., media specialists, etc.)

Have you ever worked fulltime in a field other than education?
No

Yes, prior to teaching, | worked in

Yes, between years of teaching, | worked in

. Would you describe yourself as a person who joined the field of education “mid-
career”? In that you entered the field of education as a second or third career

Yes, because:

No, because:

. What were your reasons for acceptygyr current position in this community?
Mark all that apply.
a) Spouse/future spouse/companion had a job or better job opportunity here.
b) I wanted to live near family or friends that live in this area.
c) | grew up in the city. | wanted to experience a rural setting adsilan a
d) I applied only to rural districts and this was my first or best offer.
e) | applied to urban, suburban and rural districts, this was my first or best
offer.
f) I wanted to teach students grades 6-8 in a middle school setting.

g) | saw an opportunity to save money, because

h) The district’s recruiting program attracted me, because

I) The district offered particular incentives, such as

J) 1 grew up in a rural community and wanted teach in a similar community,

because
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Other reasons:

K)

)

9. Of the items marked in question #8, which were the most important factors in

your decision to teach in this district?
Print the item letter for your®land 29 choice.
Item was the most important factor.
Item was the second most important factor.
10. What are your current plans in regards to teaching? | plan to.....
teach in this school/district on a long-term basis.
Move to #11- #12 and then move to #15.
teach here for a few more years. Move to #11- #12 and then to #15
teach in another rural school/district in the next year or so. Move to #13
teach in an urban or suburban school/district in the next year or so.
Move to #13
leave the field of education in the next year or so. Move to #13
move into administration. Move to #13

________ Other:

STAY
11. If you plan to_stayn this school for the next few years, what reasons influenced
that decision?
Mark_allthat apply.

a) My spouse/future spouse/companion has a job here.
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b) I want to live near family or friends that live in this area.

c) | grew up in the city but found | enjoy a rural setting as an adult.

d) I enjoy my teaching assignment.

e) | grew up in a rural community and continue to enjoy a rural
setting as an adult.

f) I am saving money more quickly than might be possible elsewhere.

g) The district continues to offer particular incentives,

such as

h) I enjoy my students, because

Please list other factors which were also important:
)
)

12. Of the items marked in question #11, what are the top two reasons that have

influenced you to stay in your current school?
Print the item letter for your®land 29 choice.
Item is the most important reason.
Item is the second most important reason. (Skip to # 15)
LEAVE
13. If you indicated that you plan to leathas school/district or leave teaching in
the next year or so, what are the reasons which influenced that decision? Mark
all that apply.
a) Spouse/future spouse/companion will be moving elsewhere.

b) I have no family or close friends in the area.
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c¢) I am finding it difficult to “go back home”.

d) Working conditions of my school are not satisfactory.

e) Lifestyle in a rural community is not what | expected.
__ ) Costof living is too high.

g) | do not enjoy my teaching assignment.

h) Social or recreational opportunities are limited in this area.

i) Pursue a job in administration.

Please list other factors which were also important:

)

K)

14. Of the items marked in question #13, what are the top two reasons that have
influenced you to leave your current school/district?
Print the item letter for your™land 29 choice.
Item is the most important reason.
Item is the second most important reason.

15. Why do you think fellow teachensve leftyour school? Mark athat apply.

a) Accept a teaching position in another school

b) Teaching out of certification area/not highly qualified

c) Back to school/take courses to improve career opportunities
___d) Dissatisfied with job

e) Curriculum concerns

f) Better salary or benefits

g) Change in residence
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17.
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h) Pursue another career outside of education
1) Not prepared to implement or did not agree with new reform
measures
j) Poor fit (socially, culturally, etc.) for rural community
Please list other reasons that teachers have left your school:
K)
1)

Of the items marked in question #15, what are the top two reasons that teachers

have leftyour school?

Print the item letter for your®land 29 choice.
Item is the first reason that teachers have left my school.
ltem is the second reason that teachers have left my school.
Rank these factors from greatest)(tb least (#) in regards to their impact
upon teacher attrition at your school.
Time requirements: instruction time, planning time, extra duty time, etc.
Facilities and resources: building, grounds, materials, technology, etc.
School leadership: administrative support, guidance, professionalism, etc.
Teacher empowerment: school-based leadership, involvement in decision-
making, etc.
Professional development: staff training opportunities, educational

advancements, etc.
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Participants will be needed for interviews. If you are willing to pigdi® in an interview
(face-to-face, phone, or on-line chats) please provide the following information:

Name: School:

Email: Phone:

Best time/means in which to contact you:

Thank you very much for taking time from your hectic schedule to complete thiysurve
Please return the survey in the enclosed stamped, self addressed envelope by

to: Teresa H. Cowan, 26 Wolf Rd., Asheville, NC 28805 or email

to: thembree@bellsouth.net or fax to: 828-298-1240.
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Appendix D
Cover Letter/Consent Form — Participants
My name is Teresa H. Cowan. | am a Doctoral Candidate at Western Canoiveasity.
| am currently working to complete my doctoral requirements. In this ptféram
conducting research to examine teacher perspectives about teadi@n atid retention

in rural North Carolina middle schools.

Your school has been selected based upon information available frédtnlihe Schools
of North Carolina Department of Public Instructiemd the NC Schools Report Card.

| am writing this letter first to inform you of the reseamd second to invite you to
participate as a representative from your school/district.

The research calls for teachers who have 4-10 years teaotpegence and are willing
to share their perspectives about teacher attrition and retémtioral middle schools of
North Carolina. Your participation would include a survey and a poskbav-up
interview; nothing that would take you away from your classroom responetiliti

If you have any questions or you would like to discuss this researatshpuld contact
me at 828-230-5034 or Dr. Mary Jean Herzog (Dissertation Chair) at 828-227-3327.

Please complete the portion of the consent form below:

| have 4-10 years teaching experience and would like to share my perspaiotives
teacher attrition and retention in rural North Carolina middle schools.

Date: Name of School/District:

Name: Name:
Print name Signature

| do o or do noto give my permission to the investigator to use_my responses/qaotes
her research for her dissertation.

| do o or do noto give my permission to the investigator to use_my first name
(quotations, etc.) in her research for her dissertation.

The investigator may or may noto digitally record interviews

Recording will be maintained by researcher for the duration of the digsepabcess
and/or until they can be transcribed. Researcher will be the only person withtadbess
recordings.
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Appendix E
Interview

Probe/Extend for the description of “rural”.

1. Describe a rural community. Follow-up: Describe a rural school.
2. In what ways does your current position fit your description of a rural s¢hool
3. From your perspective, why does the state categorize your schoola¥?rur

a. Follow-up: Community attributes?....if needed

Probe/Extend for personal background/work experience.
4. Why do you stay in this assignment?
1. Follow-up: describe your family dynamics (marital status, children; etc.)
2. Would you say that you have had a “rural background” prior?
3. How would you explain or characterize your “rural background”?
5. What factors would prompt you to leave your current rural assignment?
6 If current assignment does not reflect “typical” work assignment, explain:

Probe/Extend for teaching attrition among colleagues.

7. Probe related to attrition factorBalk to me about a situation in which a
colleague left your school. Explore the circumstances if needed.
8. Probe related to working conditianéou mentioned that

(one of the five factors from the Teachers Working Conditions) influenced
teacher attrition at your school. Explain your interpretation of

9. Probe related to curriculundo curriculum concerns among teachers act to
increase teacher attrition? Why or why not?

Probe/Extend for reducing teacher attrition in rural schools.

10.  Probe related to attrition factor/hen you hear teachers discuss leaving your
school, are there factors that consistently are mentioned? Tell me about them.

11. Probe related to working conditiori3oes your school/district do something
to address working conditions in order to reduce teacher attrition?

12.  Probe related to curriculuriivVhat are your thoughts about curriculum within
your school? Do you have ideas related to curriculum that might reduce
teacher attrition?

Probe/Extend for the future.
13.  If you could wave your magic education wand and change/fix one aspect of
your rural assignment, what would it be?
14.  Change or not....would it prompt you to leave your rural school?

Probe/Extend for NCLB concerns if results deem appropriate.
15.  What are your thoughts about NCLB’s impact upon teacher attrition?
16. Can you tell me about a situation in which policy mandates impacted teacher
attrition at your rural school?



